
XOur Daughters |DIS Not G1ive CTE SOons and CTE
Daughters 190 Not Take fOor Your SOons Zra ).17)Your Daughters Do Not Give to Their Sons and Their  Daughters Do Not Take for Your Sons (Ezra 9,12)  Intermarriage in Ezra 9-10 and in the Pre-Maccabean  AQead Sea Scrolls , Z  Teil 7,; S  A rmin}Lange"  ı-  A significant number of the Dead Sea Scrolls found in the Qumran caves  attest to compositions which did not become part of the Hebrew Bible and  which were written before the Hellenistic religious reforms of the years 175-164  B.C.E. This literature provides crucial contextual evidence for the interpretation  of late biblical texts. As of to date though it is mostly an unclaimed treasure in  interpreting the Hebrew Bible.'  In this study, I will ask in how far the pre-Maccabean literature from the  Qumran library sheds new light on the much debated question of the rejection  of mixed marriages in the Ezra 9-10.? I will approach this question both with  regard to the rejection of intermarriages by the final redaction of the book of  Ezra / Nehemiah as well as the rejection of intermarriages by Ezra himself.  The book of Ezra / Nehemiah has a complicated redaction history and dates  in its final stage to early Hellenistic times, probably to the reign of Alexander  the Great (see below notes 134-135). Ezra’s and Nehemiah’s reforms are one of  the most complex issues to discuss in the study of the history of Persian time  Yehud. For lack of space, I can only summarize the position of H. Donner at  this place.? Nehemiah came to Jerusalem in the 20" year of the reign of  Artaxerxes (Neh 1,1; 2,1) and staid for 12 years (Neh 13,6). During this time  Nehemiah was in conflict with a governor of Samaria called Sanballat (see Neh  2.10.19; 4.1; 6,1-2.5.12.14; 13,28). A letter from Elephantine suggests that thıs  I am indebted to my assistant, Mr. Matthias Weigold for his careful editing of this  article.  I have discussed further examples for the importance of the pre-Maccabean texts  from the Qumran library for the understanding of late biblical books in Lange,  Literature 276-305.  D  For the question in how far the Dead Sea Scrolls help to better understand the  rejection of mixed marriages in the final redaction of the book of Ezra / Nehemiah,  see also Lange, Significance (forthcoming).  Donner, Geschichte 451-453.Intermarrıage 1ın K7ra 9=10 and in the Pre-MaccabeanAQead Sea 5crolls )Ll
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rmin)Lange"‘
sıgnıfıcant number of the Dead Sea crolls found In the Qumran

attest {O ComposIı1tions 1C dıd nOT become part of the Hebrew and
IC WEIC wrıtten before the Hellenistic rel1210uUs reforms Or the F4S-T64
B Thıs Iıterature provıdes cruc1a] contextual evidence for the interpretation
of ate 1D11Ca X ASs of {O date hough ıt 1S mostly unclaımed treasure In
interpreting the Hebrew Bible '

In thıs study, 111 ask In how far the pre-Maccabean lıterature 'om the
Qumran lıDrary 11CW 1g the much ebated question of the rejection
OT: m1ıxed marrıages In the Z7YQ 9-10.* 111 approac thıs question both wıth
regard LO the rejection of intermarrıages by the 1Ina redaction of the book of
Zra Neheminah ds ell dS the rejecti1on of intermarrıages by VARZ! 1mself.

The book ofF Nehemiah has complıcated redaction hıstory and dates
In Its ınal stage O early Hellenistıc tiımes, probably the reign of Alexander
he (jreat (see elow note 134-135). Ezra’s and ehemilah’s reforms dIC (IIC of
the MOS complex 1SSuUEeS to discuss In the study of the hıstory of Pers1an time
Yehud FOor lack of Can only summarıze the posıtion of [Donner
hıs place.” ehnem1a Jerusalem In the 20!h YCal of the re1gn of
Artaxerxes (Neh E Z and sta1d for 1 (Neh 15:6) Durıng thıs time
ehem1a Wäas in conflıect wıth SOVEINOT of Samarıa called Sanballat (see Neh

497 ‚1-2 letter from Elephantıne suggesis that thıs

ndebted assıstant. Mr. Matthıas Weıigold for HIS careful edıting of hıs
artıcle.

ave discussed further examples for he importance of the pre-Maccabean
from the (Qumran lıbrary for he understandıng of ate bıblıcal books In ange,
Literature 276-305
For the question In how far the ead Sea Scrolls help better understand he
rejection of mıxed marrıages In the fınal redaction of the book of K7ra Nehemuiah,
SCC Iso ange, Sıgniıficance (forthcomıng).
Donner. Geschichte 4yr
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partıcular Sanballat W das SOVEINOI of Samarıa durıng the reign of Artaxerxes
Longımanus(BCE) Thıs WOU Cal that Nehemiah’s fırst SLaYy
In Jerusalem took place In the 445/.  33/432 BC Hıs second STaYy
(Neh 13,6-29) appene M probably before the e3a!] of axerxes
Long1manus although the book of 7Ta Nehemiah provıdes insufficıent infOor-
matıon fOor 1LOIC prec1se dates

KE7ra’'s NIssION 1S complıcated date but SCCINS D.  \
Nehemia.  S actıvıtles. K7zra 9,9 mentions d wall In and Jerusalem.
The WdYy thıs DAaASSapc 1S phrased excludes metaphorıc HSE of = c eHNcE. 7ra
NUust have been In Jerusalem after Nehemiah rebuilt 1ts cıty all Furthermore,
Nehemiah’s demographiıc polıcy (Neh ‚4-7 does noL consıder the {}
comıng ıth kzra Jerusalem. Further ınformatıon Cal be gaıne Out of the
short mentıon of the hıgh priest Jehohanan SOM of Ehashıb In Ezra 10,6 He W as

hıgh priest durıng the reıgn of Artaxerxes Mnemon (  4-3
Thıs corresponds well wıth Ek7zra 7,7-9 16 dates the arrıval of the Ezran
reiurnees In the seventh YCaL of the reign of kıng Artaxerxes Thıs LLICAaNls Zra
arrıved In Jerusalem In the seventh YCal of Artaxerxes Mnemon, LE 08/39 7/
BCERS

That least In ıts COIC Stratum the Nehemiah memoöOIr OC back
Nehemiah hımself 1S rarely doubted.®© records several INCASUTCS Nehemıua|
took durıng hIs IMISS1IONS LO Jerusalem. Some of these INCAasSsurcs attest the
realızatıon of d polıtıcal Schedule DYy Nehemiah whıiıle others espond evel-
opıng sıtuations. The heterogeneous character of the Nehemiah memoOIr chows
that ıf underwent comparatıvely lıttle theologıcal reworkıng and 15 thus al

important hıstorıcal SOUITICE Thıs 15 especlally He for the Persıan documents ıt
contaıns.

The Z7Ya memoIr 1S coıned by d coherent theologıca Zra E
desceribes how Yapal 15 commıssıoNed and COIHGS 7Ta 9-10 repOrSs
how FEA cleanses the communıty In preparatıon for the proclamatıon of the
cultıc law Neh x-10 depicts A publıc readıng of the law and ıts cultıc
installatıon. kzra 1S deseribed dSs d reformer who evelops the theologıcal

of cultıc communıty ase: OM ıts (cultıc) law The SUSPICIONS about
the authenticıty of the Ara memoOI1r dIC confirmed by the observatıon that

For the complıcated discussıon about the identity of Jehohanan SON of Elıashıb, SC

VanderKkam, Joshuae  -
(C Ahlström, Hıstory 8 79-8582
For he Nehemiah emoIlr (Neh la'7  a; | 1,1-2; Z 13,4-31) document
g01ng least In substantıal parts back Nehemıiah himself, CC Reinmuth, Bericht,
CSD 26352 For Neh 13,23-29 part of he Nehemiah memoIır nd for Ifs hıstor1-
CIty, SC6 ellermann, Nehemia 51535: Wıllıamson, H7ra 394



Y our Daughters DIS Not (1Nve Theır OonsD  Your Daughters Do Not Give to Their Sons ...  several of the Ezra passages in the book of Ezra / Nehemiah have close parallels  in the Nehemiah memoir. The figure of Ezra seems to have been patterned after  Nehemiah.” The well founded doubts about the historicity of the Ezra memoir  make a historical assessment of the marriage reforms repqrted in Ezra 9-10  rather difficult.  But ancient Jewish literature preserved in the Qumran library and elsewhere  provides new evidence. 1) Several Jewish texts which were written in the 30  century B.C.E. or earlier engage the issue of mixed marriages. Le. the Qumran  library and other sources preserve Jewish literature which is more or less  contemporary to the book of Ezra / Nehemiah® and can provide a Jewish con-  text for its attitude towards mixed marriages. 2) These 3'“ century B.C.E. texts  allow also to better understand which parts of Ezra 9-10 might have been added  by a redactor in early Hellenistic times and which parts might go back to Per-  sian times. Le. the Dead Sea Scrolls help to answer the question if Ezra did  enact marriage reforms or not. 3) The Book of Watchers provides important  contextual evidence for the rejection of intermarriages by Ezra himself because  its narrative kernel, the so-called Shemihazah myth, goes back to the 5 century  BEE  In this article, I will first survey Jewish attitudes towards exogamy and  endogamy from the Iron Age until the Babylonian exile. Afterwards I will study  the debate about mixed marriages in Jewish texts from the 5® century B.C.E. To  better understand the rejection of exogamy in the final redaction of the book of  Ezra / Nehemiah I will study intolerant attitudes towards intermarriage in early  Hellenistic times. In a conclusion I will apply my results to the interpretation of  Ezra 9-10.  1. Mixed Marriages from the Iron Age until the Babylonian Exile  In ancient Israel and Judah, contacts with other cultures and ethnicities were  limited for the majority of the Jewish and Israelite populations. As a conse-  quence, exogamy, i.e. intermarriage, was the exception and not the rule. The  postexilic book of Ruth is a good example. Although it clearly reflects a  positive attitude towards the marriage of a Moabite woman and Jewish man, it  does not presuppose intermarriage as a widespread phenomenon. On the con-  trary, it needs to go through a significant narrative effort to explain how Ruth as  a Moabite became the wife of a Jew (Ruth 1,1-5).  For doubts about the historicity of the Ezra memoirs report see also Grabbe,  Reconstructing 98-106; Grabbe, History 327-331; Smith-Christopher, Marriage, 243-  265.  For the date of the book of Ezra / Nehemiah (see below notes 134-135).everal of the 7ra In the book of TE enem1a have close parallels
In the Nehemiah memoöOIr. The fgure of 7ra (8 have been patterned after
Nehemiah.‘ The ell ounde: oubts about the historicıty of the ra memoOIlr
make hıistorıical aSSeEesSsSMEeENT of the marrıage reforms repqrted In VAR2| 9-10
rather dıfficult

ut ancıent Jewısh lıterature preserved ın the Qumran lıbrary and elsewhere
provıdes 11C  S evıdence. everal Jewısh EXIS 1C WeTC wriıtten ın the 3rd
century BC OT earlıer CNSALC the 1SSsue of mıxed marrı1ages. le the (Qumran
1brary and other Jewısh lIıterature 16 1S NO (T ess
contemporary the book of Zra Nehemiah® and Call provıde Jewısh CONMN-

ex1 fOor ıts attıtude towards mıxed marriages. These 3l”d century B eXTISs
OW also tO better understand 1C parts of 7ra 9-10 might have been
DYy redactor In early Hellenistic t1mes and1 Darts mM1g SO hback {O Per-
Ss1an t1mes. Le the ead Sea crolls help O answer the question ıf 7ra dıd
enact marrıage reforms OT not The Book of Watchers provıdes ımportant
contextual evidence for the rejection of intermarrıages Dy Q hımself because
ıts narratıve ernel, the SO-Calle: Shemihazah myth, SOCS back {O the 5th century
BE

In thıs artıcle, 11l fırst SULVCY Jewısh attıtudes towards and
endogamy from the Iron Age untıl the Babylonıan ex1ıle. erwards wıll study
the debate about mıxed marrı1ages In Jewısh e from the 51h centuryB 46O
better understand the rejection of CXODANIY In the 1Ina redaction of the book of
K7ra ehnem1a 111 study ıntolerant attıtudes towards intermarrıage In early
Hellenıistic t1mes. In conclusıon wıll appIY results 1{8 the interpretation of
F1 9-10

1Xe' Marrıages 'om the Iron Age untıl the Babylonıan Yedie

In ancıent Israel and Judah, CONLaAC wıth other cultures and ethnicıties WEeEeTC

Iımıted for the majJority of the Jewısh and Israelıte populatıons. ASs C -

YJUECNCE,, LO intermarrıage, W as the exception and nOoTL the rule. The
postexılıc book of u 15 x00d example. Although ıt clearly reflects
posıtıve attıtude towards the marrıage of Moabiıte and Jewısh INAan, ıt
does not DI intermarrıage widespread phenomenon. On the COMN-

Lrary, ıf needs 8} SO through sıgnıfıcant narratıve explaın how Ruth
A Moabiıte became the wıfe ofa Jew (Ruth 1,1-5)

For doubts about the historicıty of the k7ra memoOIrS SCC a1S0O Grabbe,
Reconstructing 08- Grabbe, Hıstory E Smith-Chrıistopher, Marrıage, DU
265
For the date of the book of Ezra Nehemiah (see below NOTES 32-] 33)
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The ıberal attıtude of the postexilıc book of Ruth towards mıxed marrıages
15 reflected by wıde rangc of Iron Age tradıtions. Mostly, the polytheistic relı-
g10N of Iron Age Israel and Judah dıd noL have d problem wıth intermarriage.”
Examples {from the narratıve tradıtiıons of TON Age Israel and Judah include
Esau’s marrı1ages wıth Canaanıte and [WO Hıttıte WOINCH (Gen 26,34; 76_9 5
udah s marrıage wıth Canaanıte (Gen 562 Joseph’s marrı1age wıth Al

gyplhan (Gen ‚’  9 Moses’ marrıage wıth Mıdıanıte Kushıte XO!Z
Samson’s marrıage wıth Philıstine (Judg [4: 16,4-22), Davıd’s marrıage wıth
d aleDıte and Aramean (25am 35 Bathsheba’s marrıage wıth d Hıttıte
25Sam 11:3): Solomon’s marrıage wıth d multıitude of foreiıgners S 377

,  9 and marrıage wıth Phoenıcıan gS Further-
ings claıms that the mother of the Phoenıcıan kıng Hıram Was from

the trıbe of Naphtalı gSs 7,13-14) netnNeTr the historicıty of these reports 15
be doubted C: nOlL, they reflect d Zeitgeist 16 aCcepts the notion of

intermarrıage. The ıberal attıtude towards mıxed marrıages 1S a1SO
reflected In ega CX} Examples AICc [Deut 1,10-141 allows WAarrT1or
INALL y d prısoner of Wal and Lev 24,10 16 ment10ons the S(0(I1 of Jewısh
O1IlNnall and Egyptian ds member of Israel

Later 1D11Ca. SX (see .9 Num Z and 1Kgs 71_1 , 16,31-33) erıticıze
SUOMLIC of the CXOalllOUS marrlages lısted above harshly and thus mark changed
attıtude towards intermarrı1ages. Most of these eriticısms Caln be found In deu-
teronomıstıc CX OT deuteronomistıc redactions. eHcE, deuteronomısm wıth
ıts monolatrıc (L henotheıstic thought marks change In the Jewısh attıtude
towards intermarrı1ages. ıth the reforms of kıng Josıah and especlally wıth the
extensive development of deuteronomistıc thought durıng the Babylonıan exıle
the exclusıve veneratıon of the natıonal eıty of Israel became part of the Jewısh
cultural dentıty The deuteronomıiıstıc polemı1Ccs agamınst the intermarrıages of
ıng Solomon S 11,1-13) OT kıng z  ab 9s 16,31-33) AIC paradıgmatıc.
Jews follow fore1gn gods because they HLL marrıed non-Jewısh SPDOUSCS.
Hence, mıxed marrıages WCIC nNOoL All ethnıc but cultural challenge. Intermar-

rnages AaIc egarded dAS dıluting the exclusıve veneratiıon of YHWH and thus ASs

dıluting the Jewısh ultural identity (CE also Exod 4,14-16 K Deut LE3
Josh 31213 udg 35

That thıs dılution of cultural identity motivated Jewısh erıtic1ısm of ınter-
marrıage 15 also reflected In the Non-P and par GE the Pentateuch. Examples
from the Non-P materı1a]l nclude eriticısm of the intermarrıage between humans
and angels In Gjen 6,1-4 and the about the SO-Calle: FapcC f Dınah In
(Gjen Both non-P anı parts ö the Pentateuch emphasıze the endogamous

C eyers, Eve 184
| () C eyers, Eve 184-185



Y our Daughters 190 Not (jve Theır ONS21  Your Daughters Do Not Give to Their Sons ...  marriages of Abraham (Gen 11,29; 20,12), Isaac (Gen 24), and Jacob (Gen  28,1-29,30). These reports about the endogamous marriages of the patriarchs  point to a diaspora situation and its special needs for the preservation of cultural  identity as a further motivator for the Jewish rejection of intermarriage in exilic  times. The most gruesome narrative realization of this need for cultural self-  preservation is the Phinehas story (Num 25,6-15). Phinehas and his descendents  are rewarded with the perpetual high priesthood because Phinehas murdered a  Jew and his Midianite wife on account of their intermarriage.  2. The Rejection Mixed Marriages in the 5" century B.C.E.  In Persian times, the resettlement policy of the Persian empire for Coele-  Syria turned the issue of intermarriages into a prevailing cultural challenge for  Second Temple Judaism. Assyrian and Babylonian imperial policies led to a  dramatic decrease in the population of Coele-Syria. O. Lipschits has shown that  compared to the late Iron Age the settled area in Judah decreased by 72.3% in  Persian times. For Persian time Yehud, this means a total population of 30,125  people as compared to 108,000 citizens during the late Iron Age.!! Other sur-  veys give even lower population numbers for the Persian subprovince of Yehud.  Also based on archeological data, C.E. Carter estimates the population of  Yehud in the years 538-450 B.C.E. to 10,850 persons which would have in-  creased in the years 450-332 B.C.E. to 17000.'” Neither Lipschits’ nor Carter’s  statistics make a large migration of 42000 Jewish returnees from Mesopotamia  to Yehud plausible as it described in Ezra 2 / Nehemiah 7. Beyond the literary  fiction of the book of Ezra / Nehemiah historical reality features only a small  group of Jewish returnees. !®  When Coele-Syria became part of the Achaemenid empire the Persians  were forced to redevelop the area. Based on an archeological analysis of Persian  time strata of various sites in Coele-Syria, E. Stern describes the Persian deye—  lopment policy as follows:  The Persians — in order to overcome the consequences of the Babylonian  occupation — apparently utilized different methods from those employed by the  Assyrians and the Babylonians. They did not destroy everything and remove  the booty to Babylon, as did the Babylonians, nor did they bring new settlers to  the desolate land, as the Assyrians had done. They simply allowed people from  surrounding areas who were up to it to settle the half-empty regions. Our  impression is that this was accomplished by various extant local authorities (as  11  Lipschits, Changes 323-376, esp. 356.363-364; Lipschits, Fall 134-184.258-271.  12  2  B  Carter, Province 106-145, esp. 135; Carter, Emergence, 172-248.  See Carter, Province 136-137; Carter, Emergence 285; Lipschits, Changes 365; Lip-  schits, Fall 271.marrı1ages of Abraham (Gen E1::29; ‚  ö IsaaC (Gen 24), and aco (Gen
31'2 $ ese reports about the endogamous marrı1ages of the patrıarchs
pomt (O dıaspora sıtuatiıon and ıts pecıal needs for the preservatıon of cultural
dentıty ds further motivator fOr the Jewısh rejection of intermarrıage In exılıc
t1mes. The MOStT STUCSOINC narratıve realızatıon of thıs need for cultural self-
preservatıon 1S the ınehas STOTY um 25,6-15) 1ınehas and hıs descendents
dIC rewarded wıth the perpetual hıgh priesthood because ınehNas murdered
Jew and hıs Mıdıanıte wıfe ACCOUN of theır intermarrıage.

The Rejection 1Xei Marrıages in the 5!h century RE

In Pers1an tımes., the resettlement polıcy of the Persi1an empıre for oele-
yrıa turned the 1ssue of intermarrıages nto prevaılıng cultural challenge for
Second Temple Judaısm. Assyrıan and Babylonıan imper1al polıcıes led
dramatıc decrease In the populatıon of oele-Syrıa. Lipschits has cshown hat
compared {O the ate Iron Age the settled EG in Judah decreased Dy P In
Persian t1mes. For Persian t1ime Yehud, thıs total populatıon of
people dSs compared 08,000 cıtızens durıng the ate Iron Age  11 er s 1}

VCYS o1ve CVECIN lower populatıon numbers for the Pers1an subprovınce of Yehud
Also ase. archeological data, (arter est1imates the populatıon of
Yehud ın the SARZASO RE (O PCTSONS 1C would have InN-
creased In the 450-3372 B& 7000 ® Neıther Lipschıits’ 1OT (Jarter s
statıstics make arge mıgration of Jewısh returnees from Mesopotamıa
tO Yehud plausıble d ıt deser1bed In 7Ta ehem1a. Beyond the lıterary
fictıon of the book of ZTa Nehemiah historıical realıty features only small
STOUD of Jewısh returnees. $

hen Coele-Syrıa became part of the Achaemen1d empıre the Persi1ans
WEeEIC forced tOo redevelop the AiIca SEl archeological analysıs of Pers1an
time Strafa of Varlıous sıtes In Coele-Syrıa, Stern deser1bes the Persian deye—lopment policy ollows

The Persians In order OM TGCOLHE the CONSCQUCNCECS of the Babylonıan
Occupatıon apparently utilızed dıfferent methods from OSe employed Dy the
Assyrıans and the Babylonıuans. They dıd NOLT destroy everything and TETNNOVE

the Dooty Babylon, dıd he Babylon1ians, NOT dıd they bring FG settlers
he desolate land, the Assyrlans had one They sımply allowed people TOmM
surroundıng who UD I settle the half-empty reg10ns. Qur
Impression 1S that thıs Was accomplıshed Dy Varlous xtant local authorities (as

— Lipschıits, Changes 323:376; CS 356.363-364:; Lipschits, FallC
12

|
Carter, Provınce 106-145, CSD 9 Carter. Emergence, L TD
See Carter, Provınce 136-137; arter, Emergence 285; Lıpschiıts, Changes 365; L1p-
schıts, Fall DE
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dl almost prıvate inıtlatıve), such he kıngs of Iyre nd Sıdon Ihe oasta|
regıon of Palestine indeed AaDPCAIS, for he IMOST part, ave been populated
from the beginning of he Persian per10d Dy Phoenicıans from these cıtles.
hıs had een clearly shown Dy he exCcavatıons coastal [OWNS ACCOo, Dor,
Jaffa, Ashkelon, (uaza, and Rugeısh. he Samnec conclusıon IS valıd In regard
he (jalılee. Here and there, SOTIIC elements, such Greeks nd Arabs,
alsSO settled, In partıcular In the south nd In TE

cshould be assumed hat In he beginning he oastal settlements WCIC

renewed. Only later dıd he NCW prosperıity reach the ınland mountaınous
reg1on, LO0. hıs PIOCCSS Was sSlow first, but gradually gaıned MOMmMeENTUM.

Despite Its slowness, ıts aım Was clear: he erecti1on of settlements of Varıous
SIZEeS ON massıve scale throughout he COUNIIY, but maınly along the coastal
Sstrıp; the renewa| of internatıonal trade ÖM arge scale; and successful
development of the countrıes CCONOMY., |

nıght be Stern description hat in the south the Persıan
resettiement polıcy led to CONtINUOUS growth of Idumea nto ormerly Jewısh
territories. ! later reflection of the successful Persıan redevelopment of oele-
yrıa be OUunNn! In the Onomastıcon of 4lh urYyB Samarıa. FOor the
ınhabıtants of 4lh UrYy B.C Samarıa, the adı ed-Dalıyeh papyrı attest
varıety of theophorıc elements In the LE of cıtızens of Samarıa. The Sama-
ran Nalnlecs include elements referring Jewiısh, Phoenicıan, amaıc, Arabıc,
Moabıte, and Babylonıan de1ities: Yahweh, Baal. Qosh, ahar, CMOS Nabu.!®

Although the reg10n of IS ess well documented, ıf Can be assumed
hat Yehud Was part of the verall Persian resettlement scheme. that due
SIlow beginnings, the resettlement PITOCCSS eached only Dy the S ın
B IS COLNDAICS well wıth the complaınt of the Nehemiah memoOIr that
Jewısh hıldren spea. the Janguages of Varıous ne1ghboring people but not the
Janguage of Judah (Neh 1Cn OSS of lıngulstic ıdentity could VELY well
be CONSCYUCNCC of the resettlement of the half desolated of Coele-Syrıa
DY the surroundıng natıons.

The resulting multiethnıc and multirel1g10us populatıon of Coele-Syrıa
CT have led (8 increase in mıxed marrıages IC DYy the 5(h
RCFH mnmade intermarrıage . intensely ebated 1SSue In Judaısm. Thıs 1S docu-
mented nol only In the book of Ezra Nehemiah ıtself but also In other
Ihe Jewısh archıves of the Nıle ısland Elephantıne document intermarrı1ages In
ıts Jewısh community. ' both Josephus and the Samarıa Papyrı attest

Stern, Archaeology
| 5 See Lemaıre, Beıtrag 3226 For SULVCY of he archeological sıtes of Persian time

Idumaea, SCC Stern, Archaeology 443-454
16 ( Ahlström, Hıstory 899
1/ C Porten, Archıves 3-6]1 LA TE 1 78; 248-253; Eshkenazı, Shadows 2443



Y our Daughters |DIS) Not (jlve Theır SonsYour Daughters Do Not Give to Their Sons ...  23  pattern of intermarriage between the Samarian and Jerusalemite elites.!® A Per-  sian time advocate of Jewish intermarriage can be found with the book of  Ruth.'? It tells the story of the Moabite widow of a Jew. She integrates herself  successfully into Jewish culture and becomes the ancestor of king David. The  book of Ruth emphasizes, how Ruth acts according to the law of levirate  marriage (Deut 25,5-10) when she searches for a new Jewish husband. It makes  the counterargument to Persian time polemics against intermarriage. Mixed  marriages do not pollute the Jewish temple community and do not cause the  loss of cultural identity. On the contrary, in following the laws of levirate  marriage (Deut 25,5-10) the foreigner Ruth acts like the role model of a Jewish  wWwOoman.  Other Persian time Jewish literature attests to harsh opposition against the  notion of Jewish exogamy. Two different strands can be identified in the Per-  sian time campaign for endogamy. Some texts enforce endogamy only for the  priests viz. the high priests while others apply it to all Jews. In the next two  paragraphs I will first discuss various texts from the Hebrew Bible which reject  intermarriages. Afterwards I will ask how these observations relate to the  Persian time strata of the Book of Watchers.  2.1. Priestly Endogamy and its Democratization  After the Babylonian exile, the priesthood developed its own attitude  towards the question of endogamy. In Persian times, Judaism defined itself not  so much as a political or ethical community but as a cultic one. The purpose of  Israel’s existence was to serve god in his temple. Israel is Israel as long as it  performs the cult faithfully. The covenant with its god is realized in this cult.  Israel is not a nation or a political power. It is the adherence to the torah as  realized in the Jerusalem cult that constitutes Israel’s identity. Given the  importance of the cult, it cannot surprise that special laws regulated the life of  the priests which were the main cultic communicators between Israel and its  god. A major concern of these regulations was to avoid defilement of the priests  and alienation of Israel from its god by way of priestly defilement.  2Z2ELLe2E  To preserve priestly holiness and thus the holiness of the sanctuary, the  holiness code of P developed special regulations whom priests were allowed to  marry and whom not (Lev 21,6-9.13-15).°° They occur in a passage which is  18  Cf. Cross, Samaria 189-197.  !? _ For a Persian time date of the book of Ruth, see e.g. Zenger, Buch Rut 226.  °0  For a Persian time date of Lev 21 „13-15, see Blum, Studien 319-322.23

pattern of intermarrıage between the Samarıan and Jerusalemıite elites !® Per-
sıan t1ıme advocate of Jewısh intermarrıage Can be found wıth the book of
Ruth.'? the STOTY of the Moabiıte WwWIdow of Jew She integrates erself
SUCCESSIUNVY nto Jewısh culture and becomes the or of kıng avı The
book of { emphasızes, how u aCTS accordıng {O the law of evırate
marrıage (Deut 23:5-40) when che searches for 11IC  S Jewısh usban It makes
the Counterargument Persjan time polemi1cs agaınst intermarrıage. 1Xe€e:
marrıages do not pollute the Jewısh emple communıty and do not CAdUusSec the
OSS of cultural dentıty (In the Conitrary, In tollowıng the aws of evırate
marrıage (Deut 25,5-40) the fore1gner u acts 1ıke the role MO of Jewısh
WO

er Persian time Jewısh Iıterature attests {O ars opposıtıon agaınst the
notion of Jewısh CXAOSDAMY. 1 WO dıfferent strands Can be iıdentiftied ın the Per-
S1an t1ıme campaıgn for endogamy. Some EeXISs enforce endogamy only for the
priests VIZ. the hıgh priests whıle others appIiy ıf {Oo a]] Jews. In the nexfi WO
paragraphs 11l first d1scuss Varı0ous from the Hebrew 16 reject
Intermarrıages. erwards wı1] ask how these observatıons relate {o the
Pers1an time strata of the Book of Watchers.

Priestly Endogamy and IES Democratization
F the Babylonıan exıle, the priesthood developed ıts OW attıtude

towards the question of endogamy. In Persıan tiımes, Judaısm efined ıtse not
s much As polıtıcal OT thıcal communıty but cultıic ON  @ The DUTIDOSC of
Israel’s existence W ds$s SC XC god In hıs temple. Israe] 1S Israe] dS long ds  N ıt
performs the cult fal  ully. T’he CcCovenant wıth ıts god 1S realızed In hıs cult
Israe] 1S not natıon Bi8 polıtıcal A 15 the adherence 1{8 the torah dAS
realızed In the Jerusalem cult that constitutes Israel’s dentıity (j1ven the
Importance of the cult, ıf cannot surprıse hat specıal laws regulated the lıfe of
he priests 1C: WEeTC the maın cultıc cCommunicators between Israe] and ıts
god maJor CONCETN of these regulatıons Was {O avo1d defilemen of the priests
and alıenatiıon of Israel from ıfs god by WdY of priestly defilement

DE ELEF
10 DTESCTVEC priestly holıness and thus the holiness of the SanC{uUarYy, the

holiness code of developed pecı1al regulatıons whom priests WEeETC alloweCc
TV and whom nol (Lev 2695 They CCUT In DASSaALC 1C 1S

| X CrOoss, Samarıa 189-197
19 For Persian time date of he book of Ruth, SCC C Zenger, Buch ut EG
}() For d Persian time date of Lev < 3-15, SE Blum. Studıen
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coiıned DYy the rhetorıic of holıness, defi1lement, profanatıon, and uncleanness.“'
Vıolations ınvalıdate the offerıngs perTorme: by the violatıng priests who de-
sanctıfıed themselves.

Cann! surprıse that the hıgh priest d the human Center of the Jerusalem
cult 1s commanded {o IALI y only OutL of d rather selected SIOUD of

He chall only OInal who 1S virgın. WIdOW, (T divorced
WOIMNAanN, who has been defiled, prostitute, these he shall NOl

INAaLTYy., He shal]l IA} virgın of hıs WI] kın. hat he INday nNOTL profane N1IS
offspring aINONS hıs kın; for 111 he Lord; sanctıfy 1M. (Lev 21,13-15

Albertz brings ıf d poımt: “But he SC1 the hıgh priest) Wäas also subject
intensıified priestly condıtions of holıiness (Lev 21.10-13) and therefore W ds

the only ONEC who had the privilege of entering the holy of holıes and
performe the ıturgy festivals (sabbath, annual festivals) and ın partıcular ON

the day of atonement.  »”22 The pecıal cultıc role of the hıgh priest necessıtates
avoldıng al y chance of defilemen Hence, he hıgh priest 1S only lowed
INa Yy d vırgın from priestly family.“

PE  N Ezek 4T
The regulatıons for the priests In k7ek E advocate the Sdl11C

CENGEGEIN for the holiness of the priest d does Lev W oven into the dıfferent
regulatıons for the priests of k7ek „ 17/-2 AIc dıfferent forms of W7P (see Ezek
447 19.23.24.27). HENCE., Ezek „17-2 1S DulL under the Leitmotiv of holiness.“
Gıven that Ezek2evelops ıfs indıvıdual aws Out of Lev L0; 2126 and
other authorıtatıve tradıtions,“' ıt 15 al] the LNOIC interesting that the marrıage
regulatıons for the priests do noL draw 0)8| Lev 21,6-9 but 0)8| the marrıage
regulatıons for the hıgh priests In Lev BED Thıs democratızatiıon of ıgh
priestly alakhah reflects ıncreased COHMIGEEN for the defilement of the sanctıty
of priests d he cultıc intermediators between god and hıs chosen people

( Hartley, Levıtıcus 346
7 Albertz, Hıstory 460
23 For thıs meanıng of (  } In Lev 21,14, S3  S already Phılo, De specılalıbus legıbus

cTl. C Hurvitz, Study 67-69; Mılgrom, Levıtıcus
For postexılıc setting of Ezek 44,22, SCC C Zıiımmerl1, Ezekıel 463; JTuell. LAaW
631
Allen, Ezekıel 25 5E

Fıshbane, Interpretation 294-295:; Allen. Ezekıel 263
OC O0k 642; Pohlmann, Prophet 594-596



25Y our Daughters 190 Not (ve Theıir ONS23  Your Daughters Do Not Give to Their Sons ...  They shall not marry a widow, or a divorced woman, but only a virgin of the  stock of the house of Israel, or a widow who is the widow of a priest. (Ezek  44,22 NRSV)  The differences between the two texts point to the concerns of Ezek 44,22. It  clarifies the ambiguous term 1y out of Lev 21,14 as “from the house of  Israel,” i.e. a priest can only marry an Israelite virgin. Furthermore, the priests of  Ezek 44.22 are allowed to marry a widow of a priest while in Lev 21,14 the  high priest is not. This points to endangerment of the holiness of a priestly  husband as the main concern of the endogamy law in Ezek 44,22. The widow of  a priest was not in contact with the alien sphere of non-priests and can thus not  endanger the holiness of a priestly husband.”®  213 MailZIEL  Already before the mission of Nehemiah, the concept of a cultic Jewish  cultural identity led to a democratization of priestly endogamy laws. A good  example is an early addition?? to the book of Malachi in Mal 2,11-12.°°  11 Judah has been faithless, and abomination happened in Israel and in  Jerusalem:; for Judah has profaned the sanctuary of the Lord, which he loves,  and has married the daughter?! of 'a foreign god. 12 May the Lord cut off from  the tents of Jacob anyone who does this — the aroused one and the lover — and  who brings an offering to the Lord of hosts.””  The remark “which he loves” (3 7w8; Mal 2,11) shows that in Mal 2,11-  12 it is the sanctuary through which Judah is special. Hence, Mal 2,11-12  follows also the idea of a Jewish cultic identity. Its context attests to the same  language of holiness and defilement as observed in Lev 21 and Ezek 44,17-27  but Mal 2,11-12 adds a rhetoric of deception and faithlessness to it. Exogamous  marriages do not just endanger the special cultic relation between Israel and its  god through the defilement of priests. They are an evil in itself. Those who  28  For this interpretation of Ezek 44,22, cf. Zimmerli, Ezekjel 11 460; Allen, Ezekiel  263-264; Block, Book 642.  2  For Mal 2,11-12 as a 5" century B.C.E. addition to the book of Malachi which was  composed before the mission of Nehemiah, see Meinhold, Maleachi 190-197.  30  For a survey of earlier interpretations of Mal 2,11-12, see Glazier-McDonald, Mala-  31  chi H3419  4QXIT® reads m'3 instead of na. With all probability this reading is due to scribal  32  error (cf. Fuller, Problems 51).  For the translation “the aroused one and the lover,” see Glazier-McDonald, Malachi  2:12 295-298; Glazier-McDonald, Malachi 94-99.They chall NOL INaIT y WIdOW, dıvorced I,  9 but only virgın of the
stock of he house of Israel. WwIıdow who 1S the W1dOoWw of priest. (Ezek
44 Z

The dıfferences between the [WO EXTIS pomt (O the CONCEINS of E7ek A& 2Z
clarıfıes the ambıgu0us term 123 Ouf of Lev 21.14 d “ from the house of
Israel:- priest Can only INALTYy Israelıte virgın. Furthermore. the priests of
E7zek 44,22 AdIiC lowed (O INa WIdow of prıest 111e In Lev 2} 14 the
hıgh prıest 1S nOoL Thıs pomnts endangerment of the holiness of priestly
husband the maın CONCEITIN of the endogamy law In Ezek AA ZZ The WIdOW of

priest Was nof In contact wıth the alıen sphere of non-priests and Can thus nOT

endanger the holıness of priestly husband.“®

Er Mal FE
Already before the mMISsSION of Nehemiah, the Concept of cultıc Jewısh

cultural dentity led to democratızatiıon of priestly endogamy aws x00d
example 15 early addition“? {Oo the book of Malachı In Mal 2n LE

Judah has een faıthless,. and abominatıon happened In Israel and In
Jerusalem:; for Judah has profaned the SanCtIuary of the Lord, whıich he loves,
nd has marrıed the daughter” of foreign god 2 May the ord ‚'ut off TOm
he of Jacob an yOoN«cC who o€eSs thıs the aroused ON and the lover and
who brings offering the ord of hosts.**

The remark 6,  whıic he loves” (I7N ON; Mal 27 l cShows that ın Mal Z F
12 ıt 1S the SanCciuary through 16 Judah 1S pecı1al Hence: Mal „11-1
ollows also the dea of Jewısh cultıc dentıity. Its Context attests {O the
language of holıiness and defilemen dSs bserved In LEeV and EzekZ
but Mal 27 D adds rhetorıic of deception and faıthlessness LO it EX0Ogamous
marrıages do not Just endanger the specıal cultıc relatıon between Israel and S
god through the defilemen of priests. They AdIiC evıl In ıtself. OSe who

For thıs interpretation of 7ek YA:22 ct. Zıiımmerl1, Ezekjel 460: en Ezekıel

263-264; Block, ook 6472
29 For Mal ZZ 51h cCentury BRBOCE addıtıon the book of Malachı which Was

composed before he m1ission of Nehemiah, SCC Meınhold, Maleachı! 190-197
m+  () For d SUFVCYV of earlıer interpretations of Mal 2  y 1-12, SCC Glazier-McDonald, Mala-

hı AF
AQXIT reads - instead of Wıth all probabılıty hıs readıng 1S ue scribal

52
(GE Fuller, Problems D

For he translatıon “the aroused 11C and he lover,” SC6 Glazier-McDonald. Malachı
DA 295-298; Glazier-McDonald. Malachı 94-99
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IHNALL Y the aughter of foreıgn god 3  .  b  $ ö ma): 1:e foreıgn women,?  5
profane and thus de-sanctify the SanCIuary of the ord The usSsbanı of d

foreigner continues bring sacrıfıces YHWH HE also eing affılı1ated
wıth the o0ds of hıs wife.?* Hence, ıf Jews INAIT'Yy non-Jewısh pariners, Al

abominatıon (MIDIM evelops. Thıs keyword introduces deuteronomıstıc ıdeas
nto the priestly hought of Malachı and evokes the phılosophy that the VECIlCI-

atıon of other deıties CAduscs catastrophıc punishment.””
Mal 2, E ıffers In [WO from he Holıness Code and the temple

VIS1ION of the book of Ezekıel applıes the aws of priestly endogamy
a ]] Jews and ıf specıfies how intermarrıage carrıes defilemen The husbands of
non-Jewısh dIC affılıated wıth foreıgn deıties 0Ug theır WIves and
could therefore introduce non-Jewısh culture nto the Jerusalem cult.>© Thıs
element of fore1gn relıg10n de-sanctifles the Jerusalem sanctuary> d ıt 1S nOoTt
exclusıve YHWH anymore.”® Judah d cultıc communıty 100ses ıts Sd1lC-

NS and ıts cultıc dentity. ANY intermarrıage endangers the cultıc ıdentıty of
JudaısmS I1UNS through the Jerusalem temple.

The Missıion of Nehemiah en 5,23-29)
Neh 3,23-29 1S part of the Nehemiah mMemOIr. It 1S hence hıghly probable

that ıt reflects hıstorıc INCAaSUTCS taken DYy Nehemiah hımself. As Mal 2 1-12,
Nehemiah SCCINS have democratızed he priestly notion of endogamy and
applıed ıt all Jews.

Neh 3,23-24 mentions anguage dısabılıties of chıladaren Out of mıxed
marrı1ages. That ehnem1a ConnecCts the language 1SSsue wıth the problem of
mıxed marrlages Shows., In the 51h CeENLUrYy B: CXAOSALY Was nNOoL rejected
because of ethnıcıty but because of the endangered Jewısh cultural ıdentity.
ence, Neh 3,25-27 refers the negatıve role node] of Solomon’s mıxed
marrıages. ıts Vorlage S 1 1: 11839 Neh 1326 does NOl ACCUS!
Solomon’s fore1gn WIves of avıng hım Ilured AWAY the veneratıon of theır

foreign g0ods but that they caused hım SIN NM Fh:) 1Xe| marrlages dIC d

33 For hıs meanıng of the phrase b  > N SCC Glazıer cDonald, Malachı 91-93;
(Cilazıer McDonald, Intermarriage 603-604

35
(Gilazıer McDonald, Malachı
Meınhold, Maleachı 205

316 Schreiner, Mıschehen 224:223; Glazıer-McDonald, Malachı 89-91.119-120:;
Glazıer-McDonald, Intermarrıage

A For E D7  7 desıgnatıon of the Jerusalem temple, {Sf C Glazıer-McDonald,
Malachı

Gilazıer McDonald, Intermarriage 604
CS dll der W oude, Malachıs



AZour Daughters Do Not (ve Theıir ONSYour Daughters Do Not Give to Their Sons ...  27  violation of Jewish religious culture even if the veneration of other gods ıs not  involved. Intermarriages need to be avoided, because they result in a loss of  Jewish conduct and thus of Jewish identity.  Therefore, Nehemiah summarizes his activities with regard to mixed  marriages as a cleansing from anything foreign, i.e. anything that 1s not recep-  tive to YHWH (Neh 13,30).“° As an extreme example for how to deal with  intermarriage, Neh 13,28-29 describes the case of a grandson of the high priest  Eliashib and his marriage with the daughter of the Samarian governor Sanballat.  Nehemiah drove him out of the Jewish community. Nehemiah’s policy is thus  in line with his general exclusion of foreigners from Judaism as attested in Neh  13,1-3. Jews who live in a mixed marriage lose their Jewish cultural identity  and need to be removed from Judaism.  To summarize: Before the Babylonian exile, intermarriage was not a dis-  puted issue. The diaspora situation of the Babylonian exile led to a strong  support of endogamy versus exogamy. Most exilic polemics against exogamy  are incorporated into existing authoritative texts by way of redaction. The small  size of Persian time Yehud and the Persian resettlement policy for Coele-Syria  turned intermarriage into one of the major problems of postexilic Judaism.  Persian time rejections of intermarriage are based on the idea of a cultic Jewish  identity. In the beginning, postexilic prohibitions of intermarriage seem to be  restricted to the (high) priests (Lev 21,13-15; Ezek 44,22) as their intermarriage  with non-Jews could defile the cult. Both an early insertion into the book of  Malachi (Mal 2,11-12) and the Nehemiah memoir (Neh 13,23-29) attest an  expansion of the priestly marriage prohibition towards all Jews arguing that the  cult could be defiled by all of its members. The postexilic rejection of  intermarriages did not remain undisputed. In support of intermarriages, the book  of Ruth depicts the Moabite woman Ruth as an exemplary member of the  Jewish cultic commune.  2.2 Intermarriage in the Shemihazah Ä/fyth (IEn *6-11)  The Book of Watchers (BW; 1En 1-36) is a paratext to Gen 5,21-24 and  Gen 6,1-4, which has undergone a complicated textual history.“' The earliest  manuscript of the BW_is 4QEn“ ar which was produced in the first half of the  2"% century B.C.E.“? Milik has shown that copyist errors and the orthography of  40  For this meaning of 7523, see Lang, 753 460-461.  41  For the textual history of the BW, see Bhayro, Narrative 45-53.219-226. The Greek  Vorlage of the Ethiopic translation was not identical to the text of Codex Panopo-  litanus but close to it (cf. Milik, Books 71-72; Bharyo, Narrative 223-224).  42  Milik, Books 140.violatıon of Jewısh rel1210uUs culture GVECH E the veneratıon of other gods 15 noTl
involved. Intermarrıages need 8 be avoılded, because thev result in OSS of
Jewısh conduct and thus of Jewısh identity.

Therefore, Nehemiah summarızes hıs actıvitles wıth regard to mıxed
marrıages dSs cleansıng from anythıng fore1gn, 1.e€ anythıng that 1S not p-
t1ve {O YHWH (Neh 330) As example for how tO dea] wıth

intermarrıage, Neh 3,26-29 deser1bes the Casc of grandson of the hıgh prıest
1ashı and hıs marrıage wıth the daughter of the Samarıan SOVCINOTF Sanballat
Nehemiah drove 11m out of the Jewısh communıty. ehemiah  S polıcy 1S thus
In ıne wıth hıs eneral exclusıon of foreigners from Judaısm d attested In Neh
13,1-3 Jews who 1ve In mıxed marrıage ose theır Jewısh cultural dentity
and need {O be removed 'om Judaısm.

ToO SUMMAFIZE: Before the Babylonıan exıle, intermarrıage Was nol dıs-
puted ISssue. The dıaspora sıtuatiıon of the Babylonıan exıle led (O strong
Ssupport of endogamy VETITSUS Most ex1ılıc polemics agamst
dIC incorporated ınto existing authorıitatıve CX by WdY of redaction. The small
S17e of Persi1an time Yehud and the Persjan resettlement polıcy fOor Coele-Syrıa
turned intermarrıage nto ONC of the maJor problems of postexılıc Juda1ısm.
Persıian tiıme reject10ns of intermarrıage dIiC ase! the dea of cultıc Jewısh
ıdentity. In the egInNNING, postexılıc prohıbitions of intermarrıage SCCI1] {O be
restricted to the (hıgh) priests CEeX B: E7ek dS theır intermarrıage
ıth non-Jews could defile the cult Both early insertion nto the book of
Malachı (Mal 2,11-12) and the Nehemiah memoOIr (Neh 3,23-29) attest

expansıon of the priestly marrıage prohıbıtion towards al] Jews arguıng that the
cult could be efiled by a]] of ıts members. The postexilıc reject1on of
intermarrıages dıd nOot remaın undısputed. In support of intermarr1ages, the book
of u depıcts the Moabiıte OTINan u exemplary member of the
Jewısh cultıc COTMMUNE

Z Intermarriage In the Shemihazah Myth (FEn *O=7 [)
The Book of Watchers (BW; 1En 1-36) 1S parateX LO (Gen ‚21-24 and

(Gjen 6,1-4., 1C: has undergone complicated textual history.“ The earlhıest
manuscrıpt of the 1S 4QEn’ IC Was produced In the first half of the
2nd century 111 has shown that copyıst and the orthography of

For thıs meanıng OE  S SG Lang, a 460-46
For he textual hi1SstOry of the B SCC ayro, Narratıve 45:53:92102226 The Greek
Vorlage of the Ethiopic translatıon W as nOoT iıdentical the texfi of Codex Panopo-
ıtanus but close it (cf. Mılık, Books 71- aryo, Narratıve 223-224)

47 Mılık, Books 140
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4QEn’ dl AaISUC for date of ıts Vorlage In the 3I’d CENLUrYy Logiıcal
inconsıstencıies ıke the absence of NOC In En GE indıcate that the 1S
the result of d complex hıstory of redactional growth. Parts of IEn 6- |

the narratıve erne of the IC W dads first enlarged by En SS
and later DYy IFEn H4A19 IEn 1-5; 20-36 WCEIC IEn 6-19 In OC OL INOIC

later redactions.“* akıng the dependence ()M Varıous Jewısh scrıptures
from exılıc and post-exilıc times (see G k7zek 1-2; 40-44 in Ikrn 14,8-16,4)
and ıts somewhat intricate redactional hıstory nto consıderation, ıt CC hıghly
unlıkely that the Was finalızed before the 3Fd ıle later
date 1S exclude. DYy Mılık s observatıons concerning the Vorlage of 4QEn’ ——

The narratıve nucleus of the the SO-Calle: the Shemiuhazah myth, Can be
tound In En 6,1-8; /,1abc.2-6; 8’47 9,1-5./7-8ab.9-11; 10,1-3.11-22; E
Some specıalısts uggest setting for the Shemihazah myth In the 5[h ATY

ıle others OU! thıs dating“® and DIODOSC early Hellenistic times.“?
In II1Y OpIn10Nn, the intrıcate redaction hıstory of the AargUCS for S12N1-
tıcantly earlhıer date of the Shemihaza my than the eginnıng of the 3rd
CENLUTFY B'€ The prommnence of the rejecti1on of intermarrıages In Persıan
imes could suggest 5Lh cCenturyB setting. Corroboration for such setting
mıght be found In the NaImne of the seventh angelıc 1€ of the tfallen watchers,

Mılık. Books 141; cf. ZBET R
For the lıterary 270 of the B N Nıckelsburg, Apocalyptıic 384-3806; Nıckels-
urg, am Enoch 165 nd ad loc ISO Hanson, Rebellıon 195-233; Newsom, eve-
lopment For of Varlous reconstructions of the3 redactional
hıstory, SO Tigchelaar, rophets 152-164 168-1 72

45 For 3l'd CEeNLUrYy B.CE date of the B  > C. Mılık. Books 28; VanderKam, Enoch
I ' Kvanvıg, Roots 95-96; Reed, Angels 61-69

See Nıckelsburg, Enoch POS:-2521.:256 It has repeatedly been claımed hat thıs
Shemihazah myth Was In turn part of 00k of Noah whıch 1S NOW ost. ()ther
of thıs XT would be preserved In En 106-107 nd Varlıous of he 00k of
Sımilıtudes (IEn 54,7-55,2; 60: ’  -  , FOor thıs ıdea cf. C Charles, O0k 24-
Z Bartelmus, Heroentum 154-156; Uhlıg, Henochbuch 506: Rubinkıewicz, 00k
54 Sacchı, Apocalyptic Bult he end of he Shemihazah mnyth dl

eschatology which 1S dıfficult imagıne In he mıddlie of o0k of Noah. En G3
cshould be understood lıterary work In Its WI] nght whıich Was Incorporated into

4 /
the (GT. Tigchelaar, Prophets 56-157)
Mılık, 00 25-34; Sacchlı, Apocalyptic 61-62.212-213; Rubinkıewicz, o0k pPds-
SIM (Rubienkıewicz wWwants date later reworkıng of the Shemihazah mnyth
into he 51h LUrYy BGC.EX Boccaccını, Hypothesıs
See C Collıns’ apodıctic eriticısm of Sacchı: ‘““Ihere 1S [CasSOIll push he

49
date back he fıfth century” (Orıgin 28 n 10)

C Hanson, Rebellion —— SS
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anıel (TEB 67 ct the later paraphrase the Book of Sımiilıtudes FLEN
69 21) 5()

The US«C of the Dan e] and anıy e] ancıent Jewısh Iıterature has
charaecterıistic hıstory From the Iron Age Israelıte Jewıish uUusSCc of the

[)an e] and anıy e] preserved In ex1lıc 1mes Mesopotamıan
setting,>' the book of k7ekıe] ment0ons the Adine mw ıu52 repeatediy Ezek

14 28 posıtıve reception of the Dan e] of Canaanıte egend
Mesopotamıan Judaısm of ex1ilıc iımes

Outsıde the Danıel lıterature nd the book of Danıel ıtself the dI1le Danıel
[AdIC the Jewısh ONOMAastıcon of he Second Temple per10d 54 ntıl the turn
of the CTaSs NOT ttested ewısh seals other Jewısh inscr1pt10Ns
Only l%l Century OSSUary inscr1ption TOom Jerusalem Joseph SONMN of
Danıel mentioned 55 Another ate use of the dIinle Danıel miıght be attested

Jewısh Maa contract of he yCalr 72 (Mur]l 15) mong the
s1gnatures the VErSO of he document damaged arnle reads Ac«/| In the
1il cCentury the er of rsteas Iısts Danıel OTIC of the translators
of the Pentateuch 1NTtO G’reek (Lef AFIS 49) uh ment0ons that Enoch
tather 1aw who also Was N1IS uncle Was named Danıel €Hr the
1Narnlec of Davıd second SOI NN whiıch reinterpretation of 2Sam
where Davıd second ST named —5 The first attestatıon of the Adine

Danıel the Jewısh ONOMAaStIcon outsıde the Danıel legends K7ra (CE
Neh The AdIı11e designates Jew who mi1grated TOM Mesopotamıa
Yehud
The amne Danıel verIy promımnent 88| the o0k of Danıel and other Danıel
Iıterature TOM the Qumran lıbrary The Danıel lIıterature transforms the ero of
(’anaanıte myth Into Jew the Babylonıan ex1ıle There Can be doubt
that the bıblıcal book of Danıel attested the be dated in the

5() In IEn the Ethiop1c translatıon reads dn whıle IfsS paratexXt I En 69 attests

dnyl The dn of 1En transcrıption of the Greek AoveLnA whiıich st1]] attested
CCodex Panopolıtanus The ramaıc manuscrıpts 4QEn““ leave doubt that the

seventh chief of the tfallen watchers Was called Danıe!l and NOLT [an e] 4QEn 111

reads NI whıle 4QEn 26 has >N ]
5 ] For Al exılıc setting, SCC Zimmerl'’1 E7ekıel /Zimmerl'1 FEzekıel 1{1
5 The Ketib reads a ]] three references Dan e] whiıich Was reinterpreted by the Qere

and by the A Danıel Both influenced by the postexı1lıc book of Danıel
See oth Noah 257 254
S C Ian Lex1icon 8 / (S. V N1377 Danıtel)

55 See he of Kloner / Stark Jerusalem
56 C# Benoıit Textes 254
\ For date of the er of rısteas he cCentury SCC ange LaWw (forth-

comıng).
55 McCarter, Samuel 1O1:; Wıllı, Chronık 110 (Contra noppers, Chronicles 318

Day, Danıel LE: Collıns, Daniel 5a39 220
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167-164 B But 1S has been ong agreed na the first part of the book. \DEN!
1 -6, incorporates earlıer legends. According Kratz, early Stages of narratıve
tradıtıon behind I)an S back Into the ate 6lh and 51h Tury B nd
developed In Mesopotamıan Jewry.®
10 summarıze: Durıng the Babylonıan ex1le, he an e igure of Canaanıte
myth became accepted In (Mesopotamıan) Judaısm. During Persj1an times the
Mesopotamıan dıaspora developed Danıel legends which responded threats

Jewiısh identity In dıaspora sıtuation. ewısh returnee: sed the MNanlec

Danıel durıng the 51h LUrYy B} in Yehud. that tiıme, these retiurnees
from Mesopotamıa brought the Danıel legends wıth hem. Sınce thıs time d1l

almost exclusıvely posıtıve USC of he Danıel Call be observed In ewısh
TOM Coele-Syrıa.

The USC of the anıe In the attests 8} d VC dıfferent reception S:
the Canaanıte Dan’el 1gure In I En 6)7‚ ıf L[Urns the paradıgmatıc Just of 1L1OI1-

Jewısh legend into the seventh 1eof the fallen watcher and demonises hım ın
thıs WaY The had almost effect Jewısh culture In ıts USC of the
Danıel er the anıel-legends became promımnent In it Was unıma-
oinable promınent demon Danıel From the 51h CeNturYy B
onwards the anıe could nNOoL be connected Ally wıth such negatıve
PCISON.

( ven thıs hıstory ÖT the Danıel In the Jewısh Oonomastıcon, d setting
for the Shemihaza!l myth after the 51h CENLUY BC 1S V unlıkely The
Shemihazah myth reflects stage In the Danıel tradıtion, when Danıel W ds still
perceıved dS non-Jewısh figure In Persian Yehud Such 5th cCentury BC
date for the Shemihazah myth 1S corroborated Dy ıts maın subject natiter, 16 the
intermarrıage between the watchers and human WOLNCIL The question of
intermarrıage Was maın topıc of dıspute In 51h CENLUTY BC

The texi of the Shemihaza: my — isolated DY Nıckelsburg (1En 6,1-8:;
/,1abc.2-6; 89: 9,1-5.7-8ab.9-11; 10,1-3.11-22; E1-2) 1splays d dıstinct
SLOTY lıne. The Shemiahazah myth begıins and ends wıth descent. the
SLOTY of how the eavenly watchers recoeNIZE he Ccau of human WOINCIL,

down take (0)88()8| for themselves and have SS wıth them (JEN
71"7‚ eT the correspondıng punıshment of the deluge eschatological
tıme of essing wıll COMMMNECINNCEC and the eavenly storehouses of essing wıll
OPDCNH and theır content 111 descent earth (1En E2)

Between the descents the Shemihazah myth how the watchers
procrealte (TEn 2); how theır chıldren, the g]ants, devour al] ıfe earth Nn
135 hOow the souls of the deceased and the CMpLY earth cr1es Oout heaven
(1En 5,4), how the holy ONCS In heaven lo0ok down tO earth, how they recognIıze

See C Kratz, Translatıo 1 34-14%
See nNnOote



Y our Daughters 190 Not (uve Theır ONSs31  Your Daughters Do Not Give to Their Sons ...  the dire straits earth and its population is in (1En 9,1-3), how the holy ones  bring earths’ fate to god as the ruler of the universe in describing the  misdemeanor of the watchers and their offspring (1En 9,4-5.6-10), and how god  responds to the plead of his holy ones. He issues a warning to Noah (1En 10,1-  3). He orders Michael to punish the watchers and to perform a summary  cleansing of the depopulated earth by way of the deluge. In turn, the des-  cendants of Noah will populate the earth and at an unspecified moment in time  and an age of eschatological bliss will commence (1En 10,4-11,2).  In this story, the watchers are variously accused and slandered for their  mixed marriages with human women. In 1En 6,3 these intermarriages are  described as a great sin ((uaxptiac WeEyaınc). Why intermarriage is regarded as a  principal sin in the Shemihazah myth becomes apparent in later parts of the  narrative. The Shemihazah myth criticizes the intermarriage of the watchers by  employing a rhetoric of impurity, defilement, and cleansing. Regrettably, none  of the vocabulary in question is preserved in the Aramaic Enoch manuscripts  from Qumran. But the Greek translation is extent. 1En 7,1; 9,8; and 10,11 state  that the watchers defiled themselves (WL@LveoBaxL, ELLAVONOAV, WLAVONLAL)  through the human women. And 1En 10,11 states that they communicated their  uncleanness (&KaOaxpolx) to the watchers.  The defilement of the watchers should not be understood as a commu-  nication of menstrual uncleanness by their human spouses®® but by their inter-  course with women forbidden to the watchers.® The Shemihazah myth does not  mention any bleeding of the watcher’s spouses in connection with their sexual  intercourse. That the watcher’s defilement is not caused by the menstrual un-  cleanness of their human spouses is confirmed by 1En 9,9 and 10,15. In both  places, the giants are called half-breeds (1En 9,9 kißönA«®*; 1En 10,15 t@v  kKıßönAwv). In Lev 19,19 and Deut 22,11 k«ißöndoc translates the Hebrew term  ”unW which signifies a cloth or garment made out of two different materials.  Hence, the use of kißönAoc in 1En 9,9; 10,15 creates a link to the kil’ayim laws  of Lev 19,19. Like the offspring of two different breeds of animals or a garment  made out of two different kinds of materials the giants are flawed as they are the  offspring of a union of two different kinds. Hence, in the Shemihazah myth the  defilement of the watchers results out a mixture of two things which do not  belong together, i.e. the watchers’ intercourse with human women.  62  63  Thus e.g. Nickelsburg, 1 Enoch 225.  Cf. Loader, Enoch 11-15; Himmelfarb, Temple 227-228.  64  In 1En 9,9, only Syncellus reads kiBönimx while both Codex Panopolitanus and the  Ethiopic text attest to an “abbreviated paraphrase of the longer form of Sync” (Black,  Book 132).the dıre straıts earth and ıfs populatıon IS In (JEn 9,1-3), how the Noly ONCS

NNg earths’ fate god dSs the ruler of the unıverse In describing the
mısdemeanor of the watchers and theır offspring (IEn 9.4-5.6- 10), and how god
responds the plea: of hıs holy ONECS He 1SSUES warnıng Noah (FEn O, 1-
S He orders Michael punısh the watchers and tO perform SUMIMATY
cleansıng of the depopulated earth by WdY of the deluge In turn the des-
cendants of Noah 111 populate the earth and al unspecıfied MOMentT In t1me
and A d9C of eschatologıcal 15Sl COTMMNMNMNECTINICE (IEn 10.4-1 E2)

In h1s STOTV, the watchers ATC varıously accused and slandered for theır
mıxed marrıages wıth human In 1En 6:3 these intermarrıages dIC

deseribed d grea SIN (XLOAPTLOAC WEVOAANG). Why intermarrıage 15 regarde dSs

princıpal SIN In the Shemihaza mY becomes apparen In later Darts of the
narratıve. The Shemihaza myth eritic17es the intermarrıage of the watchers by
employıng rhetorıic of Impurıty, def1lement, and cleansıng. Regrettably, LONEC

of the vocabulary In question 1S preserved In the Aramaıiıc NOC manuscrIıpts
om Qumran. ut theT translatıon 1S extent 1En 79’ 9,8; and IO
hat the watchers efiled themselves (WLXLVEOOXL, EULKVONOAV, ULAXVONVAL)
roug the human And IEn 10,11 sStates that they commMuUNICAted theır
uncleanness (XKAXOXPOLA) tO the watchers.

The defilement of the watchers hould NnOot be understood dS Uu-
nıcatıon of menstrual uncleanness by theır human spouses®“ but DYy theır inter-
COUTSC wıth torbıdden the watchers © The Shemihazah myth does not
mention anı y eeding of the watcher’s SPOUSCS In connection wıth theır sexua]
Intercourse. That the watcher’s defilemen 1S nOoT caused by the menstrual uUunN-

cleanness of theır human 15 confirmed by 1En 9,9 and 05 In both
places, the o1ants dIiC alled half-breeds (LEn 9,9 KLBÖNAa®: IEn FO-43 TV
KLBönNAwL) In Lev 19,19 and |eut Z KLBÖNAOC translates the Hebrew term
ODW 1C sıgnıfıes CIO garment made Out of [WO dıfferent materıjals.
HEenece. the USC of KLBÖNAOC In IEn 9 9: FÖ creates Iınk {O the Fl ayım aWSs
GE Lev 19,19 Lıke the offspriıng of [WO dıfferent breeds of anımals OT garment
made Out of [WO dıfferent 1n of materıals the o1ants dIc awe. d thev dIiIC the
offspring of unıon of [WO dıfferent 1N! HeENceE: In the Shemihazah myth the
defilement of the watchers results Ouft miıxture of [WO thıngs 1e€ do nNnot
belong together, e the watchers’ intercourse wıth human OImnen

S Thus C Nıckelsburg, Enoch E
Loader, Enoch 1-15; Hımmelfarb, Temple TD

G: In | En 997 only Syncellus reads KLBÖNAC whıiıle both Codex Panopolıtanus and he
Ethiopic texfi attest ‘“abbreviated paraphrase of the longer form of Syn  8 (Black,
0o0k 2}
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1S thıs defilemen resulting Oout of tIhe unequal Uun1ı0n between watchers and
humans that necessıtates Z0! order Michael cleanse the earth (KXOXPLOCV)
from ‘qa]] the impurıties” (TAonNC AKAOXPTLAC; In ıchael cleansıng
(n be d prefiguration of the eschatologıcal cleansıng (KXOXPLOONGETAL)
from al] defilemen (&TO MOAVTOC ULXOMATOC) and al] uncleanness (&TO TAONC
AKAOXPOLAC) IC 1S forecasted In I En 10,22

IThe Shemihazah myth 15 concerned wıth the urıty of the watchers. The
watchers d1IC efiled Dy theır human because such A unıon 1S prohıbıted
under the kil'ayim laws of Lev 919 Both the rhetorıic of defilement and

urıty AdSs well dS the il ayım aws AdIC priestly CONC! ä The of priestly
Janguage and ıdeas In connection wıth the intermarrıage of the watchers creates
the SUSPICI1ON that d angels the watchers have the Status of eavenly priests.
Thıs 1S corroborated Dy 1En 9, IC states that the angels remamınıng In
heaven ooked UDOI the earth Out of the heavenly sanctuary.°® Before escend-
ng earth the watchers WEeTC angelıc priests In the eavenly SanCWUarYy.

hen the Shemihazah MY the STOTY of the fallen eavenly watchers
and theır human SPDOUSCS ıf of the intermarrıage of eavenly priests
wıth human WOINCHN IC had catastrophıc consequences.®’ In the COR of
the 5th CENLUFYB such SLOTY SC only be understood d polemic agamınst
priestly The Shemihaza. mnyth resembles CSP kzek 44 .22 (uven ıts
priestly Janguage and the rhetorıic of defilement employed denounce the
fallen eavenly watcher, ıf 1S VC lıkely that the Shemihazah my responds
mıxed marrages of Jerusalem priests C mentioned In Neh 1325 ut that

268 CO1HSthe Shemihazah myth 1$ composıtıon supporting PTE reform
doubtful ASs ıt attacks only priestly CXAOSAMNLYy and noL a]] Jewısh intermarr1ages.

65 * C Fröhlich, Mamzer
66 Codex Panopolitantus and he Ethiopic exX4 ack he phrase EK TV Y LVGV TOU

OUPAXVODL whiıch 1S attested In Syncellus®*”. he readıng of Syncellus 1S confirmed Dy
Mılık"s reconstruction of 4QEn’ 4Q201) dl IV (TW *]i7'1p 19 Books K
CONTra Bharyo, Shemihazah 7 9 who reads SS 1 In 4QEn 1V 7E}

6 / ( he interpretation of he fina|l of the polemics agalnst priestly
intermarrıages DYy uter. Angel 122-124; Suter, Revisıting 140; Nıckelsburg, Enoch
589I; Macaskıll,. Purıty TERRZ Hımmelfarb, Levı l E thınks na the {inal of the

AarguC>s agamnst intermarrl1ages of priests wıth Jewısh of non-priestly
famılıes.

65 Rubinkiewicz, o0k 154



Your Daughters 190 Not (ve Theır OonsYour Daughters Do Not Give to Their Sons ...  33  3. The Question of Intermarriage in the Book of Ezra / Nehemiah  in Light of the Dead Sea Scrolls  The extensive scholarly debate about intermarriage in Second Temple  Judaism is characterized by a neglect of Jewish writings from early Hellenistic  times. M. Himmelfarb’s recent statement ““that in the Second Temple period  after the time of Ezra intermarriage more or less disappeared as a subject of  public concern” is characteristic for this attitude.° This situation is unfortunate  as several Jewish texts from early Hellenistic times engage with the issue of  mixed marriages. Le. the Qumran library and other ancient Jewish sources  preserve Jewish literature which is more or less contemporary with the final  stage of the book of Ezra / Nehemiah’” and can hence provide a Jewish context  for its attitude towards mixed marriages.  Early Hellenistic times are characterized by an ongoing process of Greek  acculturization in Coele-Syria in general and the Ptolemaic province of Yehud  in particular. Examples are the history of the Tobiad family’' and the book of  Ecclesiastes.’? During the late 4" and the 3“ century B.C.E. mixed marriages  are often tolerated in Jewish literature. Examples are the book of Esther — in its  MT version probably written at the end of the 4* or the beginning of the 3°  century B.C.E.”? — and 1-2 Chronicles.’* The book of Esther does not need to  justify or defend Esther’s marriage with a Persian king but takes it for granted,  1-2 Chronicles deletes the harsh criticism of intermarriages out of its DtrH  base text. Even the many intercultural marriages of Solomon are not touched  on, although in the DtrH they serve as an explanation for the divide into a  northern and a southern kingdom after Solomon’s death. 1-2 Chronicles even  accepts intermarriages in several cases.’” 1Chr 2,3 notes that the first wife of  Judah, Bath-Shua, was a Canaanite who delivered three sons for him. Further-  more, 1Chr 2,17 notes an intermarriage between the sister of David and an  Ishmaelite. 1Chr 2,34-35 notes that a man called Sheshan marries his daughter  with an Egyptian slave. Subsequently the mixed marriages of king David with a  69  Himmelfarb, Book 133.  70  For the date of the book of Ezra / Nehemiah (see below notes 134-135).  71  For the Tobiad family and its Hellenizing preferences, see Schäfer, History 18-21.  7  For Greek influence on Ecclesiastes, see e.g. Braun, Koheleth.  B  For the date of the book of Esther, cf. e.g. Zenger, Buch 307-308.  74  For 1-2 Chronicles und Ezra-Nehemiah as two separate literary works (see below).  For a date of 1-2 Chronicles in early Hellenistic times, see e.g. Kaiser, Grundriß 147-  148; cf. also Japhet, Chronicles 23-28; Knoppers, Chronicles 101-117.  B  For the intermarriages reported in the genealogies of 1 Chronicles and their implica-  tions pertaining the Chronicler’s tolerance for intermarriages, see Knoppers, Inter-  marriage.33

The Question of Intermarriage In the Book of H7ra enem18a.
In 1g of the Dead Sea crolls

The extensive scholarly debate about intermarrıage In Second Temple
Judaısm 1S characterized DYy neglect of Jewısh wrıtings from early Hellenistic
t1mes. Himmelfarb recent statement “that In the Second Temple per10d
after the ıme of Zra intermarrıage 0)8 ess disappeared AS subject of
publıc concern ” 1S characterıistic fOr thıs attitude.©? Thıs sıtuation 1S unfortunate
d everal Jewısh eXIS 'om early Hellenistic t1imes CNSADC wıth the 1Ssue of
mıxed marrıages. Le the Qumran lıbrary and other ancıent Jewısh

Jewısh lıterature 1C 15 LINOTC esSs contemporary wıth the 1na
of the book of ZYa Nehemiah ”® and Call hence provıde Jewısh context

for ıts attıtude towards mıxed marrı1ages.
arly Hellenistic t1imes AdIc characterized by onNgomg PTOCCSS of TG

acculturızatıon In Coele-Syrıa In eneral and the Ptolemaıc provınce of Yehud
ıIn partıcular. xamples Arc he hıstory of the Tobıiad family” and the book of
Ecclesiastes. * During the ate 4(h and the 3l’d Century B:E mıxed marrıages
dIC often tolerated In Jewısh lıterature. xamples Aarc the book of Esther In ıts

version probably wrıtten al the end of the 4!h OT the eginnıng of the 3 rd
CeNTUrY and F Chronicles./* The book of Esther does nOoT need {o

Justifyv OT defend Esther’s marrıage wıth Persian kıng but takes ıf for ranted.
j=2 Chronicles eletes the ars eritic1sm of intermarrıages Out of Its trH

base (exi ven the Man y iıntercultural marrıages of olomon dIC not touched
O  n although In the DtrH thev SC V-O6 Ads explanatıon for the dıvıde nto
northern and southern ingdom after Solomon s er F7 Chronicles VM

accepis intermarrıages In everal cases ” E  — Z note': that the first wıfe of
Judah, Bath-Shua, Wäas (C'’anaanıte who delıvered three SONS for hım Further-
O  5 H  — ZEL noO intermarrıage between the sıster of avl and
Ishmaelıte. LEHr „34-3 notes that Nan called heshan marrıes hıs daughter
wıth gyplan slave. Subsequently the mıxed marrıages of kıng avı wıth

69 Hımmelfarb, o0k 133
For the date of the book of Ezra Nehemiah (see below nNOTtEeSs | 34- 33
For the Tobıiad famıly and ıfs Hellenizing preferences, KG Schäfer, Hıstory 1 8-2

F For G’reek influence Ecclesiastes, SCC C Braun, Koheleth.
For the date of the book of Esther, c1. C Zenger, Buch 3007-308
For e Chronicles und Ezra-Nehemiah [WO separate lıterary works (see below).
For date of S Chronicles In early Hellenistic times. SCC C Kaılser, Grundrıiß Z
148: ET Iso Japhet, Chronicles 23-28: Knoppers, Chronicles O01-1
For the Intermarrıages reported ın the genealogıes of Chronicles and theır implıca-
t10ons pertaınıng he Chronicler’s tolerance for intermarrıages, SCC Knoppers, nter-
marriage,
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AD and Aramean from am 53 dIC reiıterated In E  — 3.1-2 And LE  T
4,18 claıms that certaın ere': marrıed daughter of Pharach 1IEe 1E  >Z
mentıons that PDCISONM called arap marrıed into oab

But tolerance 15 nNOoTL the only Jewısh attıtude towards intermarrıages In early
Hellenistic i1mes. The Book of the or of Noah In 1 QapGen ß (1Q20) he
Rook of Watchers, the Aramaıc ev1 Document, the Temple Scroll, and he
book of pomt towards rejection of intermarrıages Dy the majJorıty of
udean EWTY In thıs per10d.

$ The BookO, ON of Noah (BWN
The only CODY of the BW. 1S parti of collective manuscrıpt from the

Qumran lıbrary called 1 QGenesı1s Apocryphon. In thıs manuscrI1pt, the Book of
the OI of Noah GE GIS 1QapGen dl 70: The BW 1S —

narratıon of (jen 6-9, C enlarges the ıblıcal SLOTY sıgnıfıcantly. Dıfferent
Darts of the Book of the OI of Noah dIC incorporated into the book of
Jubileesu 5-9), the 1r Sıbyllıne Oracle (Sıb (Ir 3 10-161), and the War
Scroll (1QM H. ıt 1S possıble that the book of 1S influenced DYy the
BW In ıfts mentıon of Noah’s endogamy (Tob AD The wıdespread
authorıty of the BW already In the M1 of the 2nd CENLUY BC and
possıbly earlıer (Tob 4,12) AaIDUCS for d date later han the 3rd CeNLurYyB

76 MY iıdeas ON the topıc of intermarrıage In he BW Al sıgnıficantly influence: DY
d1iSsCcussions ıth assıstant, Mr. Matthıas Weıgold, whom OW! specılal gratitude
for hıs invigorating discourse.

P FOor | QapCGen OE attesting dll independent o0k of Noah, SE Stel-
NCI, Headıng:; cf. Iso Stone, Book(s) he headıng I1} 565 2{3 1S remmnıScent of
En 14:1 (4QEn VI where the VISION of Enoch 1S deseribed N JDW 955 XO
the book of the words of truth. ” QSimilarly, In r a (par. Bn l he
Vısıon of Amram IS entitled m> P 975 57 ‘“the book of the words of he
VIiSs1ON of Amram. “ hıs understandıng of |QapCGen dl D/ nas been
eriticı7zed DYy Dımant, oah 144-146:; Dımant, Fiıctions 240-242, nd Bernsteıin, Noah

ut both graphıcal markers and headıng indıcate the beginning of 11CW

book. External markers In manuscrıpt ake precedent VOTLT textual observatıons.
Furthermore, the discussıon whether |QapGen DA} al indepen-
dent lıterary ork should be separated from Ifs ıdentificatıon wıth the o0k of Noah
mentioned In afer SOUTCECS he NC does NOL necessarıly eed be connected wıth
he other. For d[l QVerVIeW about later mentIons of o0k of Noah, SCC C (jarcıa
Martinez, (Qumran 24-43, and Stone, Book(s) 0223

/8 For the reception of the O0k of he Words of Noah In the lıterature of Second
JTemple Judaısm, SCC Scott, Dıvısıon 300-303
See below, ote 128



AY our Daughters O Not (Jjve Theır ONS35  Your Daughters Do Not Give to Their Sons ...  The BWN addresses the issues of intermarriage and endogamy repeatedly.  Endogamy is first mentioned at a crucial place in the narrative of the BWN.  1QapGen ar VI:6-9 argues that god saved Noah from the deluge because of his  righteousness. The text is guided by Gen 6,8-10. But different from Gen 6,8 it  gives a reason why Noah was regarded righteous by god.  vacat 6 Then I, Noah, became a man, and I clung to uprightness and strength-  ened myself in [...] 7 [Balraqiel, and I took ’Imzera‘, his daughter, as my wife;  she conceived from me and bore me th[re]e sons [and daughters] 8 [...] Then I  took wives for my sons from the daughters of my brothers, and I gave my  daughters to the sons of my brothers according to the eternal law 9 [which] the  Most High gave to human beings. vacat (1QapGen VI:6-9)®°  Although Noah’s endogamy is not mentioned in the preserved text it must  have fallen victim to manuscript damage as the texts emphasizes how Noah  arranged endogamous marriages for his sons.®! The endogamy of Noah®? and  his sons is the only example given by the BWN, how Noah came true to his  claim “T clung to uprightness” (1QapGen ar VI:6). Noah’s righteousness is thus  his practice of endogamy. And it is Noah’s righteousness which saved him and  his family from the flood. Hence, in the preserved text of the BWN, Noah and  his family were saved from the flood because of their endogamous marriages.  The crucial importance of endogamy for the BWN is also illustrated by its claim  that Noah and his sons practiced endogamy according to the “eternal law”  (xnby m O73 1OapGen ar VI:8). Ihe phrase seternal Jaw” refers 10 the  heavenly law otherwise mentioned in connection with the heavenly tablets.® In  the BWN intermarriage means a violation not just of the torah but of the  heavenly law itself.  The second time the BWN addresses the question of intermarriage is found  in 1QapGen ar VI:20. The manuscript 1QapGen ar is rather deteriorated at this  place. What is preserved shows that the BWN reiterates the story of the fallen  angels and their female spouses of Gen 6,1-4.  80  Translation according to Fitzmyer, Genesis 77.  81  Cf. Bernstein, Noah 208.  82  Qimron, Edition 107-108, reads 1QapGen ar VI:6-9 as referring to interfamily mar-  riage. But there is no reason for a distinction between interfamily marriage and mar-  riage inside one’s own people in the BWN. With Noah as the forefather of post-  83  diluvian humanity both categories are one and the same.  That the phrase xaby pım m75 (“according to the eternal law”; 1QapGen ar VI:8)  refers to the heavenly tablets becomes apparent when read in light ofJub 28,6, where  the heavenly tablets are mentioned in connection with marriage (cf. Fitzmyer, Gene-  sis 148).The BW. addresses the 1ISSUES of intermarrıage and endogamy repeatedly.
Endogamy 1S fırst mentioned al erucı1a] place In the narratıve of the BW.
1 QapGen V1:6-9 AarguCS thaf ood saved Noah 'om the deluge because of hıs
rıghteousness. The tex{i 1S ulded DYy (jen 6,8-10 ut dıfferent from (Gjen 6,5 ıf
Q1VES 1CAsSon why Noah Was regarde righteous by god

Vacatlt hen E Noah. became 5 and clung uprıghtness and strength-
ned myself In F | Balragıel, and o0k Imzera‘, hıs daughter, wiıfe:
che concelived TOmM nd ore [1IC relJe SONS ‚and daughters| z hen
took WIVeSs for SONS TOm the daughters of brothers, and
daughters the of brothers accordıng the eternal law \ whiıch the
Most Hıgh DaVC human beings. VACA: (1QapGen VI:6-9)*

Although oah endogamy 1S 3Ol mentioned In the preserved texf ıf NUust
have fallen victım manuscrıpt damage the exXTIs emphasızes how Noah
arranged endogamous marrı1ages tor hIs sons 8! The endogamy of Noah*®* and
hIs SOTMS 1S the only example o1ven by the BW. how Noah Tue {0 h1Is
claım A clung tO uprıghtness” apGen d1 V-1:6) Noah’s rıghteousness 15 thus
hIs practice of endogamy. And ı1 1S Noah’’s righteousness 16 saved hım and
N1S tamıly from the flood HeEnce: In the preserved tex{i of the BW. oah and
hıs famıly WOCIC saved 'omM the flood because of theır endogamous marrıages.
The crucı1al importance of endogamy for the RBW. 1S also iıllustrated Dy 1ts claım
that Noah and hIs SOTIIS practiced endogamy accordıng {O the “eternal law  29
(NB DU IM P 1QapGen V1:6) The phrase ‘“eterna] law  29 refers the
eavenly law otherwıse mentioned In connection wıth the eavenly tablets ®> In
he BW. intermarrıage I11Calls d violatıon NOoTt Just of the torah but of the
heavenly law ıtself.

The second time the BW addresses the question of intermarrıage 1S found
In 1QapGen M} The manuscrıpt 1 QapGen dr 1S rather deteri10rated q{ thıs
place What 1S preserved SsShOows that the BW reıterates the SLTOTYV of the fallen
angels and theır emale of (Jen 6,1-4

x () Translatıon accordıng Fıtzmyer, (jenes1s
Bernsteın, Noah 208

S82 (Qımron, Edıtion 107-108. reads 1 QapGen 1:6-9 referring Interfamıly I[Nar-

Mage. ut there IS [CAaSOTN for A dıistinection between interfamıly marrlage and [11A7-

rnmage insıde ne s  P ()WT  — people In he BWN Wıth oah he forefather of DOST-
8

dıluvian humanıty both categories AlC 11C and the SaJrmne.
hat he phrase NS Zn ( (“according the eternal 2  law 1QapGen VI:8)
refers the heavenly tablets becomes when read In lıght of Juh 28,6, where
he heavenly tablets AL mentioned In connection ıth marrıage (cf. Fıtzmyer, (Jene-
SIS 148)



Ärmin Lange (2008)

D ÜN -} TT
holy who WeTIC ıth the daughters of mf[en]  54

Immediately after the mentıon of the intermarrıage between holy ICS and
human WOINCH, the BW descrıibes the deluge Although thıs 1S
gulded Dy the book of Genes1I1s, ıf (n lıkely that for the BW the angelıc
CXOSALLLY of the fallen holy ONCS caused the deluge f intermarrıage ea
unıversal destruction In the BW the KEY importance of the intermarrıage
prohıbıtion Cann! be overstated for he RW

Whether the BW enforcement of endogamy 15 also reflected In the
numbers of SOMNS and daughters born Shem., Ham, and Japheth In ] QapGen Al

10:128 IMNU. emaın speculatıon. 1S remarkable though that em Il the
ONMNC anı has fıve SOMNS and five daughters (Ines 10-1 allowıng fıve endoga-
IHNOUS couples. On the other hand, Ham has four SOMNS and daughters and
Japheth SOIMNS and four daughters. The offspring of Cmm Out of 16
Judah developed 1S thus the only ONC 1 provıdes the perfect match for
endogamous couples ıle the SOMNS and daughters of Ham and Japheth would
have needed tO ook outsıde theır formıng ethnıc and ultural SIOUDS for d

partner.
The manuscrıpt deteri0ration of 1 QapUen Al makes conclusıons about the

SOc10-cultural context of the BW attıtude impossıble. [ 1-

parıson wıth the Book of Watchers (BW) would for antı-Hellenistic
background, 1.e the preservatıon of Jewısh cultural identity Dy WdYy of ethnıc
isolatıon. Therefore, l turn NO the question of intermarrıage In the

E The Book of Watchers (BW
F3 Collıns has emphasızed that in ıts Varıous ıterary strata the 1S

wrıtten unspecıfic that the STOTY of the watchers Can function dSs “Dara-
dıgmatıc nodel1 1S not restricted ONEC historical sıtuatıon. ” Collıns {
thıs AS the ‘“essentıial polyvalence of apocalyptic symbolism.  298/ Although ıf 1S
doubtful whether the orıgınal Shemihazah my Was apocalypse, Collins
observatıon explaıns Why the Was repeatedly reread and reapplıe
Varıous historıcal sıtuations In ıts long redaction hıstory. For Ccasons of

discuss CVCIY redaction indıvıdually but wıll restrict nyself the
ınal redactıon. should be noted hough that EJ Tigchelaar®® understands

Transcription and translatıon accordıng Fıtzmyer, (jenesı1s HOS
S I’hus VanderKkam, Granddaughters 460-46 1

For the textual and redaction hıstory of the ell Ifs date
S Collıns, Technique

Tiıgchelaar, Prophets 1 98-203; c1. T ıgchelaar, Remarks



Y our Daughters 190 Not (jve Theır ONSsYour Daughters Do Not Give to Their Sons ...  37  1En 12-16 as a response to Manasseh’s intermarriage with the daughter of the  governor of Samaria and the subsequent exodus of Manasseh and some of his  priestly followers to Samaria shortly before the conquest of Coele-Syria by  Alexander the Great.  In the final stage of the BW, the intermarriage of the fallen heavenly  watchers with human women is “one of the basic oppositions of the myth of the  fallen angels in 1En 6-11.”®? In its understanding of intermarriage, the BW  draws on Gen 6,1-4. 1En 6-11 reports how the heavenly watchers recognize the  beauty of human women, go down to earth, marry them and procreate with  them. This union is qualified in 1En 9,9 as defilement.  The watchers’ intermarriage has two consequences: 1) the watchers teach  their spouses different forms of knowledge and corrupt humanity in this way  (1En 7,1; 8,1-3). 1En 9,6 qualifies this knowledge as hidden:”  You see what Asael has done, who has taught all iniquity upon the earth, and  has revealed the eternal mysteries that are in heaven, which the sons of men  were striving to learn. (1En 9,6)”!  2) the Watcher’s offspring, the giants, devastate the earth by devouring it  (1En 7,3-6). 1En 9,9 summarizes this as follows:  “And now behold, the daughters of men have born sons from them, giants,  half-breeds. And the blood of men is shed upon the earth, and the whole earth  is filled with iniquity.””?  At the end of the myth, 1En 9-11 describes how the angels who remained in  heaven petition god to help his creation, how the deluge will come upon the  earth as a just punishment and cleansing, how the watchers will be bound for  seventy generations, and how after the day of their judgement a time of eternal  righteousness will evolve. The remaining chapters of the BW (1En 12-36)  describe how Enoch becomes an intermediary between the fallen watchers and  god and how Enoch fulfils this function by way of an otherworldly journey.  It has been argued that the terminology of defilement as well as the former  priestly status of the fallen watchers in the heavenly sanctuary would show that  the BW attacks intermarriages between priests and non-Jewish women or  Jewish women of non-priestly background. While this is true for the Shemi-  hazah myth, in the final stage of BW, later redaction(s) combined Jewish myths  in a way that they counteract Greek mythology. There is surprising corres-  pondence between various parts of Greek mythology on the one hand and 1En  89  90  Suter, Angel 122.  See Koch, Adam 187-194.  91  D  Translation according to Nickelsburg, 1 Enoch 202.  Translation according to Nickelsburg, 1 Enoch 202.IEn .26 dSs Manasseh’s intermarrıage wıth the daughter of the
SOVECINOF of Samarıa and the subsequent exodus of Manasseh and SOTINEC of hıs
priestly followers {O Samarıa shortly before the CONquest of Coele-Syrıa Dy
Alexander the (ireat

In the 1na of the B the intermarrıage of the fallen eavenly
watchers wıth human WOINCII] 1S cc  one of the basıc opposıt1ons of the myt of the
fa  E  len angels In Ikn 6117 In ıts understandıng of intermarrı1age, the
draws (jen 6,1-4 IEn 6- V a reports how the eavenly watchers recognIıze the
beauty of human OMMCNH, SO down tOo earth, Ma them and procreate wıth
them Thıs un10n 1S qualified In IEn 9:9 defilement.

The watchers’ intermarrıage nas [WO CONSCYUCHNCECS. l the watchers teach
theır dıfferent forms of knowledge and corrupt humanıty ıIn thıs WAdY
(JEN 7’7 8,1-3) 1En 9,6 qualifies hıs owledge d hidden:?

You SC hat Asael as done, who has taught all In1quıty the earth, and
has revealed the eternal mysterles that AIC In heaven, which the S0(OM1S of IMEeCN

WETC strıving learn a

the Watcher’s offspring, the o1ants, devastate the earth by devourıng ıt
(1En /,3-6) 1En 9,9 summarızes thıs dASs ollows

‘““And NOW behold, the daughters of INCN have born SONS TOmM them., g1ants,
half-breeds. And the blood of 11ECTN IS ched the earth, and the whole earth
1S filled wıth iniquity.  2797
the end of the myth, In - W deser1bes how the angels who remaıned In

heaven petition god {O help hıs creatıon, how the deluge 111 COINEC the
earth d Just punıshment and cleansıng, hOow the watchers 111 be bound for
SEvVenNTY generat1ons, and how after the day of theır Judgement tiıme of eternal
rghteousness 11l evolve. The remamnıng chapters of the (FEN 2-3
describe how NOC becomes intermediary between the fallen watchers and
g0od and how NOC ullls thıs function by WdYy of otherworldly ourney

has been argued that the terminology of defilement ASs ell d the former
priestly tatus of the fallen watchers In the eavenly SanNCIUarYy would chow that
the attacks intermarrıages between priests and non-Jewısh WOINECN

Jewısh WOTLNECTN of non-priestly background. 1ie thıs 1S irue for the Shem1-
Z myth, In the 1na stag ofB later redaction(s) combıned Jewısh MY
In WdY that thev COUNTEeFAG Tee mythology. ere 1S surprisıng COITCS-

Dondence between Varı0us Darts of TE mythology the OT1IC hand and IEn

O()
Suter, Angel E:
See Koch, dam 187-194

07
{ ranslatıon accordıng Nıckelsburg, Enoch 202
{ ranslatıon according Nıckelsburg, Enoch 202
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Gclg dS well d later parts of the ON the other hand COI'I‘CSpODÖ€DC€
whıich W d> already recognızed Dy ancıent Jewısh authors (CE osephus, Antıqui-

Judaıcae EB)
Ihe tıtan Prometheus eaches forbıdden he Watchers teach forbıdden knowledge
knowledge (Platon, Protagoras 320c-322a) (Ikn 7°7 9,6!)
Prometheus Was bound DYy Zeus (Hesiodus, The Watchers 111 be bound (IEn 10,4 12)
Theogonia 521-523)
Pandora’s DOX humanıtıes’ punıshment he Watchers’ teachıng Cause of he
for Prometheus’ gıft of ıre (Hesiodus, deluge (Ikn 9- l
Theogonia 5/70-577)
I he tıtan Kronos devours al] of HIS chıl- The gJants devour everythıng Oll earth
dren (Hesio0dus, Theogonıa 453) n 7,3-6)
The ıtans AdIC banned T artaros (Ho- he watchers 11l be banned specıal
9 Ilhas. 9  9 Hesıiodus, Theogonıa place of punıshment (Ikn 18,1 1-19,2:; 21)
69/.851; Hymnı Homeric1, Hymnus ad
Apolliınem 333 Pausanıas, (jraec1ae [JDes-
cr1pti0

er parallels wıth the partly angelıc parentage of the g1ants include nyths
about the partiy dıvine parentage of Varlous Te6 heroes and PASsSsdpıc from
Hes1i10d’s atalogı femınarum SIve koearum:

Now al he g0ds WCCIC dıyıded through trıfe: for hat vVerIy time /Zeus who
thunders hıgh Wds meditatıng marvellous eeds, Ven mingle STtOrM nd
empest VCI the boundless Cal  ], nd already he Was hastening make Al)
utter nd of the Wl of mortal MECN, declarıng that he would destroy the I1ves of
the dem1-gods, that the children of the g0ds should NOT mate ıth wretched
mortals, see1ıng theır fate ıth theır WI] CYCS, but hat the blessed gods
henceforth ven aforetime should have theır lıyıng and theır habıtatıons

TOmM MEn ut ON those who WCIC born of iımmortals nd of mankınd
verıly Zeus ald to1] and UDON sorrow.?*

By combiınıng ree myth wıth Jewısh myth he slanders ree culture
d somethıng that Was ug already DG DY the watchers tOo theır CAUSALMIOUS
WI1Vves. As d CONSCYUCNCEC the deluge The ımplıcatıon fOor el t1ıme of

Y 3 For he influence of Greek myth OM he B SCC C Glasson, Influence; Nıckels-
burg, Apocalyptic 395-397.399-404; Nıckelsburg, —— Enoch 191-193; Bartelmus, He-
roentum 160-166: Newsom, Development 314; VanderKam, Enoch 126-128; Reed,
Angels 39-40 Io observe he correspondences between the and Greek myth
oes not deny that earlıer stages of he AICc influenced Dy ancıent Near kastern
mythology (see Hanson, Rebellıon A0 en 8} Hanson, Response). It demonstrates
ather hOow he final redaction of he 1S able combine earlıer ewısh nd
ancıent Near kastern mythology into parody of (Greek myth (cT. already Collıns,
SSUES |19-320)
Translatıon accordıng k velyn-Whıte, Hes10d 199.201



Y our Daughters JO Not (Glve Theıir ONSsYour Daughters Do Not Give to Their Sons ...  59  increased Greek cultural influence is evident. Greek acculturation is comparable  to the teaching of the fallen heavenly watchers. Its consequences will be as bad  as the deluge was.  But the BW does not just issue a general warning against Hellenism. It is  more specific and attacks the mixed marriages of watchers and human women.  As the union between watchers and humans brought forth the giants, mixed  marriages between Jews and Greeks will also have terrible consequences and  threaten Judaism in its very existence. Greek intermarriage provokes Jewish  conversion to Hellenism and thus to idolatry. The consequences for Judaism  might be as catastrophic as the deluge was. The BW tells the story of the  intermarriages between watchers and humans to encounter and battle Greek  influence on Judaism in favour of traditional Jewish culture.  This interpretation is confirmed by Uriel’s words about the fallen watchers  at their place of punishment in 1En 19,1.  And Uriel said to me, “There stand the angels who mingled with the women.  And their spirits — having assumed many forms — bring destruction on men  and lead them astray to sacrifice to demons as to gods until the day of the great  judgment, in which they will be judged with finality.”  In this text, the influence of the fallen watchers leads to sacrificing to false  gods and thus to a loss of religious integrity for humankind. Vice versa such a  loss of religious integrity happens also to the fallen watchers as a consequence  of their intermarriage. 1En 9,8; 12,4; and 15,3 all emphasize that the watchers  are defiled due to their sexual union with human women.”® As a consequence  their religious integrity is lost. This rhetoric of defilement affiliates the BW with  the Aramaic Levi Document.  Armin Lange  University of Vienna, Institute for Jewish Studies  Spitalgasse 2, Hof 7.3  1090 Vienna  Austria  E-Mail: armin.lange@univie.ac.at  95  Translation according to Nickelsburg, 1 Enoch 276.  96  Cf. Fröhlich, Mamzer 113-114; Loader, Enoch 13-15.29-30iıncreased TeC cultural ınfluence 1S evıdent. Tee acculturatiıon 15 comparable
the teachıng ö1 the fallen eavenly watchers. Its CONSCQHUCNCCS 111 be bad
the deluge Was
ut the does noTt Just 1ISSsue eneral warnıng agamnst Hellenısm 1S

specıfic and attacks the mıxed marrlages of watchers and human WOIMCN

AS the Uun10Nn between watchers and humans rought forth the o1ants, mı1ıxed
marrıages between Jews and Greeks 111 also have err1ıble CONSCYUCNCECS and
threaten Judaısm In ıts vC ex1ıstence. Fee intermarrıage provokes Jewısh
cConversıon to Hellenısm and thus O dolatry The CONSCQUCNCCS for Judaısm
might be d catastrophıc ds the deluge Was The the STOTY of the
intermarrıages between watchers and humans encounter and battle Tee
influence Judaısm ın favour of tradıtional Jewısh culture.

Thıs interpretation 1S confirmed DYy Uriel’s words about the fallen watchers
al theır place of punıshment In IFEn 19,1

And Urie] saıld E  y °‘““T here stand the angels who mingled wıth the /OTNETN

And theır spirıts havıng assımed ManYy Orms bring destruction 8818

and ead them sacrıfice demons gods untı! the day of he great
judgment, In which they wıl1l be judged wıth finality.”

In thıs teXT, the influence of the fallen watchers eads o sacrıfıcıng alse
g0dS and thus LO A OSS of rel1210US ntegrıity for humankınd Vıce such
OSS of rel1210uUs integrity happens also the fallen watchers dSs CONSCYUCHCEC
of theır intermarrıage. 1En 9787 Z and 3 al] emphasıze that the watchers
Adre efiled due to theır exual unıon wıth human women .?® As CONSCQUCNCEC
theır rel1g10Us ntegrıty 1S ost Thıs rhetoric of defilement affıhlates the wıth
the AÄAramaıc ev1 Document.
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U 5 Translatıon accordıng Nıckelsburg, Enoch 276
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