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3.3 The Aramaic KevVl Document (ALD)
The ALD 1S extant In AÄAramaıc manuscrıpts from the Qumran lıbrary(4QLevi‘“ ar 14Q213 213a, 213b, 214, 214a, Z1 54 JO LE

from the (Jalro Gen1izah (CLev “ and part from TrTee CODY of the
Testament of the I welve Patrıarchs from Mount OS (Koutloumousiou 39)
1S description of the 1ıfe of eVI1 1C 1S ase: Varıous parts of the
Pentateuch and other Jewısh XTIS (see C (Gen 34:; Exod 322329° Num 25,6-
:3 Deut ‚ö-11:; and Mal 2,4-8) developıing scholarly opınıondates the In the ate 4B (T 3!‘d cent. BCE! Thıs date 1S indıcated by the
ALD’s incorporation Into the book of uD1lees (cf. Jub 30,1-32,9), Dy ıts NOoN
polemic uUsec of solar calendar, Dy thıcal ualısm x 7 does not reflect the
Hellenıistic rel1210Us reforms, and Dy apprecı1atiıon of the absolute authorıity of
the hıgh priest, 1e 1S 1cal for the end of the An cent. Bl

See Miılık, Books 2 % Miılık, Ecrits 9 % one, Fıgures A NOote 2 9 Stone, NOC
159-160 note 2’ Stone, LevIı 318-319; Kugler, Patrıarch 134-135:; Drawnel., Wısdom
63-75; Greenftield / Stone Eshel, Levı 1 SO Kugel, Levl, CSD. 292-300, has recentlypropose: Hasmonean date for the He doubts dependence of the Jubilees

the and claıms that the dıfferent Orms of the rOOT 720 whıich dre In attested
In the In connection ıth Levı and the priesthood pomt Hasmonean date
Kugel L1CAasSONS that the Hasmoneans WeEeTITC the first kıngs of priestly background the
hıstory of Israel. But In hıs argumentatıon, uge 1gnNores the non-polemical USsSCcC of
364-day-solar-calendar In the The Hasmoneans favored lunar calendar and ıt
would be Incomprehensible why composıtıon CommıssioNed Dy them would UsSC
solar calendar instead. Furthermore, 4‚ regards the kıngdom of the priesthood(NMUMS m1290) cater than another Ltype of kıngdom (M5>m @] the rest of the
lıne 1S nNOoTt preserved), LE the Juxtaposes priestly rule wıth non-priestly ON  e In
the ALD, the dıfferent derıvations of the FrOOT 29 should thus be understood
eXpressing priestly rule but not priestly kıngship.
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The evelops 1ts rejection of intermarrıage Ouft of Gen 34 and LeVv
21,14 12 1S re-narration of (Gen 34

11 1580  Armin Lange — BN NF 139 (2008)  The ALD develops its rejection of intermarriage out of Gen 34 and Lev  21,14. ALD 1?* is a re-narration of Gen 34:  1,1 15 ... you / she defiled the so[ns of (?) ac-] | cording to the manner of all  people [ ] | to do according to the law (or: to do so) in all [... took counsel  with] | Jacob my father and Reu[ben my brother ...] | 1,2 and we said to  them:[...] | 20 “[I]£ <you> desire our daughter so that we all become  broth[ers] | and friends, 1,3 circumcise your fleshly foreskin | and look like  us, and (then) you will be sealed | like us with the circumcision [of tru]th and  we will be br[others] | for y[ou]?  The text is badly damaged and it is uncertain whether the ALD understood  Shechem’s intercourse with Dinah as rape or as consensual. The potential  marriage that might have developed out of this (enforced) sexual act was  understood by the ALD as a forbidden mixed marriage — this much can be  deduced from Jub. 30,5-23 which bases its account on the ALD.* In what is still  preserved, the argument why the Shechemites need to circumcise themselves is  different from Gen 34,14. An uncircumcised husband of Dinah would not be a  disgrace (MB1M; Gen 34,14) but a defilement (MNAB “you / she defiled;” cf. Gen  34,5). Intermarriage is thus a cause of religious uncleanness in the ALD, i.e. it  endangers the religious Jewish identity. Hence, in case of a marriage between a  Jewish woman and a foreigner, the ALD requires conversion to Judaism.®  Levi’s ascent to the priesthood is at least in part motivated by his violent  response to Dinah’s possible intercultural union. Levi’s mass murder of the  male population of a whole city is the initial cause that motivates god to appoint  him as (high) priest.’ It comes therefore as no surprise that as part of instructing  Levi in his freshly acquired priesthood Isaac admonishes him to marry inside  his family.  6,1 And he said to me, Levi my son, beware of all uncleanliness and | 10 of  all sin, your judgment is greater than that of all flesh. 6,2 And now, my son, I  will show | you the true law and I will not hide | anything from you, to teach  The ALD is quoted according to the counts developed by Greenfield / Stone / Eshel,  Levi:  Translation according to Greenfield / Stone / Eshel, Levi 57.  Himmelfarb, Levi 3.  Cf. Drawnel, Wisdom 229; Loader, Enoch 90-94.  &. Anı  Hayes claims that in the ALD endogamy is only concerned with the prohibition of  priestly intermarriage (Intermarriage 14; cf. Hayes, Impurities 72). But in doing so  she ignores its re-narration of Gen 34. Furthermore her interpretation of the ALD  seems to be based only on the fragmentary Cairo Genizah manuscript without recog-  nition of the ALD’s other textual witnesses.  For Levi as a high priest, see Kugler, Strategies 135.YOU che defiled the SO|NS of (?) aC- | cordıng the INanner of all
people A SA do accordıng the law (or: do SO) all ftook counsel
with| Jacob father and Reul[lben brother 1! and sal1d
(hemn.. T SYOU> desıire OUTr daughter that al become
brothl{ers| and irıends, S CIrCcumcCISsSE yOUr fleshly foreskın and ook lıke
UuS, and (then) YOU wiıll be sealed lıke ıth the Circumc1ıs1ıoN [of trulth and

111 be brlothers| for y[ou]”
The texTi 1S al damaged and it 1S uncertaın whether the understood

echem s intercourse wıth ınah d LADC OT d consensual. The potential
marrıage that might have developed Out of thıs (enforced) sexual AäCT Wds

understood by the dSs forbıdden m1ixed marrıage thıs much be
educed from Jub „5-2 1C bases its AaCCOUNLT the ALD.* In what 1S ST1
preserved, the argument why the Shechemuites need CiIrcumcIıse themselves 1S
dıfferent from Gen 34,14 uncırcumc1ised husband of ınah WOU nOot be
disgrace MM (jen but defilement ..,  you c<he deHIEE: c1. Gen

Intermarriage 1s thus of rel1210Us uncleanness the 1Le it
endangers the rel1g10us Jewısh dentity Hence, Casec of marrıage between
Jewısh and fore1gner, the requlres conversion Judaism.®

Levı's ascent the priesthoo 1S at least part motivated Dy hıs violent
Dınah’’s poss1ıble intercultural un10n. Levı's INass murder of the

male populatıon of ole cıty 1S the ınıtıal that motivates god appomt
hım dSs (hıgh) priest.‘ therefore ASs surprise that dSs part of instructing
EeV1I ıIn hıis freshly acquıred priesthood Isaac admoniıshes hım o insıde
hıs amıly

6’ And he sa1d m ' eV1 SO, beware of all uncleanlıness and of
all SIN, yOUL Jjudgment 1S eater than that of all flesh. 69 NOW, SOI,
wıll sShow yOU the law and 111 nNOoTt hıde a — —  —a anythıng from YOU, teach

The 1s quoted accordıng the COUNtTS developed by Greentield Stone Eshel,
‚EeVI:
Translatıon accordıng Greenfield one Eshel, Lev1
Hımmelfarb, LevIi

Drawnel, Wısdom 229 Loader, Enoch 90-94Pa ' S S ND Hayes claıms that In the endogamy 1S only concerned wıth the prohıbition of
priestly intermarrıage (Intermarrıage 1 C cf. Hayes, Impurıties 72) But domg
che 1gnores ıfs re-narration of (Gjen Furthermore her interpretation of the

be based only the gmen alro Gen1izah manuscrıpt wıthout OS-
nıtıon of the ATADS other textual wıtnesses.
For eVvV1 dSs hıgh priest, SCC Kugler, Strategies F3



Y our Daughters o Not (nve Theır SonsYour Daughters Do Not Give to Their Sons ...  81  you the law | of the priesthood. 6,3 First of all, be<wa>re | 15 my son of all  fornication and impurity and of all | harlotry. 6,4 And marry a woman | from  my family and do not defile your seed with harlots, | since you are holy seed,  and sanctify | your seed like the holy place since you are called | 20 a holy  priest for all the seed of | Abraham. 6,5 You are near to God and near | to all  his holy ones. Now, be pure | in your flesh from every impurity of man.  (ALD6.15)  Isaac’s instruction is influenced by Lev 21,14: “but a virgin of his people he  (scil. the high priest) shall take as wife.” That in ALD 6,4 Isaac speaks of  nnawa 10 (“from my family”) as opposed to the 7y (“his peoples””) of its  base text in Lev 21,14 does not suggest a more restricted application of the  prohibition of intermarriage in the sense of marrying inside one’s (priestly)  family.” For the time of the patriarchs, ancient Judaism perceived the family of  Levi (nmpwa) and the peoples of Israel (2») as identical.!®  Levi and his descendants are described as a holy seed (ALD 6,4) and ALD  6,3-4 emphasizes that intermarriage would defile this holiness as much as  would a marriage with a harlot.!! Hence, ALD 6,3, commands Levi and his  descendants to avoid defilement of the special sanctity and purity of the  priesthood by avoiding intermarriage. Not only the religious integrity of Juda-  ism as a whole, but the institution of the (high) priest in particular is endangered  by wives of non-Jewish backgrounds. Later in the narrative ALD 11-12 reports  how Levi adhered to Isaac’s advice by the endogamous marriages of himself  and his descendants.!* In summarizing how Levi arranged these endogamous  marriages, ALD 12,1 depends on the BWN.'* Here Levi is patterned according  to Noah’s role model.  Translation according to Greenfield / Stone / Eshel, Levi 75.  Contra Kugler, Strategies 134-135; Himmelfarb, Levi 5-6; Hayes, Impurities 72;  10  Drawnel, Wisdom 267.  Thus J.M. Baumgarten in a conversation with R.A. Kugler (see Kugler, Strategies  134 note 15). Cf. Kugler, Patriarch 103 (“The admonition, that Levi marry [sic] with-  in the community, seems to imply that a woman’s non-Israelite parentage would  qualify her for the label m}, “harlot’”’); Loader, Enoch 101-102.  11  Cf. Drawnel, Wisdom 63.267-268.  12  Cf. Drawnel, Wisdom 267.  °  3  See Drawnel, Wisdom 304.311. ALD 12,1 78 mI3 ıö9 7wWI N3O)] 13351 (“and for  my sons [I took wives fro]m the daughters of my brothers””) depends on 1QapGen  VI:8 nmn man j ywW) Mao) 439 (“for my sons I took wives from the daughters of  my brother””).x 1

yOUu the |1aw of the priesthood. 6,3 First of all, be<wa>re 15 S()I1] of all
fornıcatıon and impurıty and of all harlotry 6’ W OI1llall irom

famıly and do NOL defile Y OUr seed wıth harlots, SINCE YOU drIec holy seed,
and sanctıfy y OUTr seed lıke the holy place SInce YOUu called ”R 5 IN 8 holy
priest for all the seed of Abraham. 6,5 You NCar God and NCcar al]
hıs holy NS NOW, be DUIC in yOUr flesh irom CVEIY impurıty of 1119  S

(ALD G5
Isaac’s instruction 15 influenced Dy LeV 21,14 °hut virgın of hıs people he

SCIH the hıgh priest) take dSs wıfe.” That 6, Isaac speaks otf
77 15977 17 (“Irom INY fa dS opposed the (L‘h peoples’”) of 1tfs
base texTt In Lev 21,14 does not ‚uggest LLIOIC restricted applıcatıon of the
prohı1bıtion of intermarrıage the of marryıng insıde one’s riestly
family.” For the time of the patrıarchs, ancıent udaısm perce1ved the amıly of
eV1 MMDWA) and the peoples of Israel DV) dSs identical.!©
x and hıs descendants AIic escr1be: 4S holy seed (ALD 6,4) and

6,3-4 emphasızes that intermarrıage WOU defile thıs holıness dSs much dSs
WOU. marrıage wıth harlot.!! HENCE 65 commands eV1l and hıs
descendants avOo1d defilement of the pecılal sanctıty and purıty of the
priesthood Dy avoldıng intermarrıage. Not only the rel1210uUs integrity of Juda-
1SmM dSs whole, but the institution of the 1g priest partıcular 1S endangered
by WIVvVes of non-Jewısh ackgrounds. Later In the narratıve FA repOTTS
how eV] adhered Isaac’s advıce Dy the endogamous marrı1ages of hımself
and hıs descendants.!* summarizıng how eV1 arranged these endogamous
marrıages, 21 depends the BWN 5 Here ev1 1S atterned accordıng

oah’s role MO

Translatıon accordıng Greenfield / one shel, LevIı
C'ontra Kugler, Strateglies 134-135; Hımmelfarb, eVI 5'3 ayes, Impurıities 7 9
rawnel, Wısdom 267
hus aumgarten In conversatıon wıth Kugler (see Kugler, Strategies
134 note 15) Kugler, Patriarch 103 (“The admonıtıon, that eVvVI SIC wıth-
in the communıty, ımply that woman’s non-Israelıte would
qualıify her for the label Pa ‘harlot””); Loader.,. Enoch 101-102

| 1 Drawnel, Wısdom
Drawnel, Wısdom 267

See Drawnel, Wısdom F1 MT F In 1D m3D3 bb (“and for
SOMNS (1 took WIves fro m the daughters of brothers’””) depends 1QapGen

V1:8 77 a 19) PE 555 “f Ss()[I15 took WIVes irom the daughters of
brother
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For the intermarrıage efles both Israel and the hıgh prıest. They
endanger the rel1210us integrity of udaısm and diC threat the Jewısh rel-
Q10US dentity

The Temple Scroll (I)
The Temple Scroll (4QT 4Q524] LIOT- 111Q19-211) creates 11IC  S

OTra| Out of parts of the Pentateuch and formerly unknown Its
YMINUS ad GUEHN 1S set Dy the oldest preserved manuscrI1pt, AQT® 4Q524),
1C 1S ate' paleographically around 150 Its ermmus post GUECHT
the 3l'd cent. B.C Cal be derıved irom relatıve chronology and the Story of
archıtecture. Swanson that depends 157 Chronicles 16
WEeTC wriıtten late Persian OT early Hellenistic times  15 Brosh1 shows that
the spıra stalrcase and the per1s  es mentioned attested only from
Hellenistic times onwards.!® In opınıon, the extremely free approac. FG
Pentateuchal Vorlage and its claım o be authorıtatiıve ega texti
recommend date In the 3I‘d Cent. B.C

addresses the question of intermarrıages In 11QT" 11:1 1-15; LV1:15-17;
e S 11 1S conflatıon of Exod 34,1 116 wıth Deut 425=2 By
repeating the ordınances fOor the separatıon from the people lıvıng the
promiısed land from Exod 34,1 1-16, Jarıhes its introduction who belongs

1ts temple cCommunıty. In thıs Wdy, ascertaiıns that Hellenizıng Jews 1ke the
author of Eccles1iastes dIiC CX CIHGEE from ıts iıdeal Temple community. ” For I,
Hellenistic acculturation corresponds practicıng the IndıgenOus relıg10ns of
the promised land.!®

And yOUu chall worshı1p other| go[d, for the Lord, whose Ad1i116 15 ]
|Jealous], 1S jJealous (G0od ake heed, est YOU make E COvenan! wıth the
inhabıtants of the land, | |and when they play the harlot| iter theır g0|ds
|and| sacrıfıce |theır gods and Invıte YOU, | |you eat theır sacrıfices, and|
YOU take of theır daughters for yOUI SONS, and their19 daughters play the | S

15
See Puech, Qumran 8 /-88
5wanson, Temple Scroll 237-239
Broshı, Archiıtecture
(Contra Maıer, Tempelrolle 54-55, who regards ıdolatry for matter of the past
and thınks thus that inserted already existing text nto 1QT* 88 For Jews
practicıng non-Jewısh relıg10n the 31d ent. BG SCC C Tcherikover, Corpus

(of the Zenon archıve).
NOL noted otherwise, the below translatıon 1S accordıng Yadın, Temple Scroll

11 305
Translatıon and reconstructon Contra Yadın (Temple Scroll { 1 ıth Maıer,
Tempelrolle



Y our Daughters Do Not ı1ve Theır ONSYour Daughters Do Not Give to Their Sons ...  83  [harlot after] their [gods] and ma[ke your sons play the harlot after] (11QT*  1:11-15)  Except for small changes, 11QT* I:11-15 is an almost exact copy of Exod  34,14-16. In both texts, intermarriage leads to the veneration of foreign gods.  Hence, T considers intermarriage between Jewish men and foreign women as a  serious threat to the ideal temple community and forbids it strictly. As with the  BW, the BWN, and the ALD, intermarriage poses a threat to the religious-  cultural identity of Judaism for T.  An application of T’s intermarriage prohibition can be found in the ordi-  nances for the king. 11QT* LVI:15-17 forbids the king to marry a non-Jewish  wOoman.  And he shall not take a wife from all 16 the daughters of the nations, but  from his father’s house he shall take unto himself a wife, 17 from the family  of his father. (11QT° LVII:15-17)°°  This prohibition combines references to marry inside one’s family from Gen  24,37-38 and Num 36,6-8 with the prescription of Lev 21,13-14 that the high  priest shall marry a virgin.”! Different from the MT version of Lev 21,13 and  similar to the LXX which adds &x tod yevovc (“out of your people”) to the  mınan mN (“a woman which is in the standing of a virgin”) of MT, T speci-  fies that the virgin bride of the king needs to be out of “his father’s house.”?? In  this way, T applies priestly halakhah to the king. The king is commanded to  marry only inside “his father’s house.” But T does not recommend incest. The  phrase “his father’s house” has a broader meaning and argues against the king  marrying anyone of non-Jewish descent, be it a proselyte or a non-Jew.? If  Maier is right that T’s intermarriage prohibition for the king is influenced by the  deuteronomistic rejection of Solomon’s intermarriages (1Kgs 11,1-8),?* it docu-  ments again an effort to minimize foreign cultural influence and to preserve  Jewish religious-cultural identity.  The law about the beautiful captive woman seems to contradict T’s negative  attitude towards intermarriage. In 11QT* LXIN:10-15, T adapts Deut 21,10-14  and allows a warrior to marry a beautiful woman taken captive during a war, i.e.  an enemy and thus a non-Israelite. But T applies extraordinary restrictions to the  religious and cultic dimensions of this exceptional case of permitted inter-  20  Translation according to Yadin, Temple Scroll II 407.  21  Cf. Yadin, Temple Scroll I 354-355; Swanson, Temple Scroll 137.  22  Yadin, Temple Scroll I 355.  23  Contra Yadin, Temple Scroll I 355. For this use of the phrase 17°3N mam, see  24  Schiffman, Laws 215-216.  Maier, Tempelrolle 248; cf. Swanson, Temple Scroll 136-137.S

|harlot after| theır | 20ds|] and malke YOUr SONS play the harlot after] 1Q
1:11-15)

Except for SMa changes, JOE 11 L4 1S almost CODY of Exod
4,14-16 both D intermarrıage ea fo the veneratiıon of fore1gn gods
Hence: consıders ıntermarrıage between Jewısh 11CHN and fore1gn ds
SeroOous threat the iıdeal temple communı1ty and orbıds it strictly. As wıth the

the and the intermarrıage threat the rel1g10US-
ultural dentity ofudaısm for

applıcatiıon of A intermarrıage prohıbıtion Can be OUuUnNn! in the Ordı-
1allcecs for the kıng E A orbıds the kıng o IA} non-Jewiısh

he shall nNOot take ıfe irom all the daughters of the natıons, but
Iirom hıs father’s house he shall take Uunto himself wiıfe, from the famıly
of h1s father. 1Q EXLSADS

Thıs prohıbıtion combiınes references insıde one’s Lamıly from (Gjen
4,37-38 and Num 36,6-8 wıth the prescription of Lev 1,13-14 that the hıgh
priest INA) virgin.“' Dıfferent irom the version Öf Lev 243 and
simılar the IC adds EK TOU YEVOUC (“out of YOUTr people’”) the
55 ıN (“a 16 15 the standıng of vırgın”) of specı1-
fies that the vıirgin briıde of the kıng needs 18 be OutTf of °“hıs tather’s house.  9922
thıs WAaY, applıes priestly halakhah the kıng The kıng 1S ommanded
IA only insıde °hıs tather’s house.” But does NOT recommend incest. The
phrase °hı1s father’s house” has broader meanıng and agamst the kıng
marryıng of non-Jewısh descent, be ıt proselyte OT non-Jew * If
Maıer 1S rıght that ]6 intermarrıage prohıbıtion for the kıng 1s influenced by the
deuteronomistic rejection of Solomon’s intermarrıages .ZS 11,1-8),“ ıf docu-

agaın minımıze fore1ign cultural influence and 18) DICSCIVC
Jewısh rel1ıg10us-cultura dentity.

The law about the eautı captıve contradıct E s negatıve
attıtude towards intermarrıage. In JO 124 10-15, adapts Deut 1,10-14
and allows WAaTrrı10r eaulı taken captıve durıng Wi LE

and thus non-Israelte. But applıes extraordınary restrictions the
relıg10us and cultıic dımens1ons of thıs exceptional Casec of permitted inter-

20 Translatıon accordıng Y adın, Temple Scroll {{ 407
21 Yadın, Temple Scroll 354-355; 5SWwanson, Temple Scroll I3

Yadın, Temple Scroll Z
(ontra Y adın, Temple Scroll 255 For thıs UuUsSCc of the phrase WLN Da SCC

Schiffman, aWSsJS
Maıer, JTempelrolle 248: cT. 5wanson, Temple Scroll 136-137
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marrıage. The non-Jewısh wıfe 1S nNOoTt lowed o touch DUIC ıtems eat of
sacrıfiıce for Afterwards she be regarde ds Jewish“> and
the prohıbıitions dIiC removed. 1S the purıty of Israel and thus 1ts rel1210Us
dentity about 1Cc the author of 1S worried when ıt the eauftl
captıve Therefore he DULS maxımum constraints?® In place aVvO1d
what he regards d4ASs rel1210uUSs pollution.

3: The Book of Tobit
10 date the book of 1S dıfficult A almost indicatiıons for 1fs

hıstorical Conftext g1ven. Tob 212 dates eve into the Macedonı1an month
of Dystros. Thıs 1S only poss1ble after exander the (Great conquered oele-
Syria As the 1C  S Macedonıian alendar miıght nNOT ave been accepted
immediately, the mention of the month Dystros recommends date earlhıer
than the 31’d cent. BC Such date 1S onfirmed by the allusıon Ps 19,138
In Tob 327 Ihe ack f al y allusıon the Hellenistic rel1g10us reforms
recommends date later than 175

ndogamy 1S recurrıng theme ıIn the book of e Tob 177 5: 15:
52"1 n 6,12-13.16; /,10-1 both ın ıts earher and later Vers10ns (G] and
GID)- In 1fs 1dea of endogamy the book of 15 gulde Dy the role MO of
the endogamous marrl1ages of the atrıarchs (Tob A2: SCC e1I0W 8I) Re-
cently, Thomas 1e publıshed extensive study endogamy in the book of
Tobit.”®1 shows that the princıple of endogamy functions Varıous levels
In the book of u nNOoTt only marrıage insıde ONCS ethnıicıty but
insıde ONCS Tamıly (see Tob 1:9: 3;:15 6.16: 7,10-11) Such marrıage insıde
OMNCS trıbe, clan. OT amıly ASSUTCS that property and financıal
remaın the amıly (see Tob 6,12-13) Beyond materı1al CONCEINS, endogamy
elps PTESCIVC Jewısh dentity In dıaspora situation.>! Thıs 1s especlally
evıdent In Tobiıt’s instruction of Tobıias

25 Schiıffman, Laws 279
26 Yadın, Temple Scroll 365-366; Schiffman, ead 138; Schiıffman, Laws 219-

T2O
2 For the date of Psalm 119 in the An early 3l’d Century B.C SCC Lange, S12-

nıfıcance (forthcomiıng).
For fermInus Aanfte GUECHN In the yCal S B& ci. C E20, uch 899:;
Fıtzmyer, Tobiıt

29 For the textual hıstory ofTobıt, SCS K20, uch 8 74-884: Fıtzmyer, Tobiıt AT
Hıeke, Endogamy 103-129 For cComparıson of the dıfferent endogamy references
In the G1 and G1 vers1ons of the ook of Tobiıt and theır mınor dıfferences, SCC

Nıcklas, Marrıage 139-154
See Hıeke, Endogamy FE2



Y our Daughters o Not 1ve Theır SonsYour Daughters Do Not Give to Their Sons ...  85  12 Beware, my son, of all immorality. First of all take a wife from among the  descendants of your fathers and do not marry a foreign woman, who is not of  your father's tribe; for we are the sons of the prophets. Remember, my son,  that Noah, Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob, our fathers of old, all took wives from  among their brethren. They were blessed in their children, and their posterity  will inherit the land. 13 So now, my son, love your brethren, and in your  heart do not disdain your brethren and the sons and daughters of your people  by refusing to take a wife for yourself from among them. For in pride there is  ruin and great confusion; and in shiftlessness there is loss and great want,  because shiftlessness is the mother of famine. (Tob 4,12-13 RSV)  It was and is the endogamy of Noah,* Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob® which  resulted in numerous offspring and the inheritance of the promised land. Hence,  endogamy guarantees Jewish existence. “In order to distinguish the Israelite  from the Gentile, the book of Tobit advances a program centered on endogamy.  Women properly domiciled in an endogamous relationship become the means  by which the threat of diaspora is eliminated.”*  3.6 First Conclusions  Pre-Maccabean texts from the Qumran library and other biblical and ancient  Jewish sources show that in Persian and early Hellenistic times the Jewish  rejection of intermarriage was widespread. As shown above, in Persian times,  the general rejection of intermarriage in Mal 2,11-12 and Neh 13,23-29 evolved  out of priestly intermarriage prohibitions (Lev 21,13-15; Ezek 44,22; /En. *6-  11). This dependency on priestly law and thought shows that priestly and non-  priestly exogamy was considered a threat to the cultic identity of Persian time  Judaism. This is especially evident in the rhetoric of purity and defilement  employed in the various texts. Although Neh 13,23-29 and /En. *6-11 do refer  to earlier authoritative tradition (1Kgs 11,1-13 and Gen 6,1-4 respectively), the  Persian time texts which reject intermarriage are less dependent on carlier  tradition than the ones from the Babylonian exile.  This confirms that in Persian time, intermarriage was considered more as a  threat to the cultic identity of Judaism than to its cultural one.  32  Noah’s endogamy is not mentioned in Gen 6-9 but plays a prominent role in the  BWN as preserved in 1QapGen ar (see part /, 34-36). It seems likely that the book of  Tobit knew about Noah’s endogamy from the Book of the Words of Noah. Cf.  Fitzmyer, Tobit 173. Even before 1QapGen VI was published, VanderKam, Righte-  ousness 16-17, speculated that both Jub. 4,33 and Tob 4,12 might draw on earlier  33  tradition about Noah’s endogamy.  For the endogamy of the patriarchs, see Gen 11,29; 20,12 (Abraham), Gen 24 (Isaac),  and Gen 28,1-29,30 (Jacob).  34  Levine, Diaspora 105.8

Beware, SON, of all ımmoralıty. Fiırst of all take wiıfe irom daINONS the
descendants of yYOUr fathers and do NOLT fore1gn M,  .9 who 15 nNOoTt of
yOUr fathe:  18 trıbe:; for the SONS of the prophets. Remember, SOI,
that Noah, Abraham, Isaac, and aco fathers of Old, al took WIVEeS from
ON theır brethren. They WEIC blessed In theır chıldren, and theır posterıty
wıll inherıt the and 13 So NOW, SON, love YOUr brethren, and In y OUr
heart do NOTt dısdaın y OUr brethren and the S()I15 and daughters of YOUr people
by refusıng take wıfe for yourself from OI} them. For In prıde there 1S
rumn and ogreat confusıon; and In shıftlessness there 15 10Ss and great want,
because shıftlessness 1S the mother of famıne. (Tob=RSV)
Was and 1s the endogamy of Noah,“ raham. Isaac, and Jacob® 1C

resulted offspring and the inheritance of the promiısed land HEREE,
endogamy guarantees Jewısh ex1istence. SIn order dıstınguıish the Israelıte
Irom the Gentile., the book of advances PTOSTaI centered endogamy.
Women properly domicıled endogamous relatıonshıp become the
DyCthe threat ofdıaspora 1S eliminated.  2934

Füirst Conclusions
Pre-  accabean exXTiIs from the Qumran 1brary and other 1DI1Ca and ancıent

Jewısh SOUTCECS sShow that Persian and early Hellenıistic times the Jewısh
rejection of intermarrıage Was wıdespread. As cshown above, in Persjıan tiımes.
the general rejection of intermarrıage Mal ZS and Neh 3,23-29 volved
Out of priestly intermarr1age prohıbıitions (Lev 1.13-15: Ezek 44,22:; IEn
I Thıs dependency priestly law and hought cshows that priestly and 11O11-

priestly CXOSAaMMY Was cons1idered threat the cultıic ıdentity of Persian time
udaısm Thıs 1S especlally evident the rhetoric at purıty and defilement
employe the Varıo0us Although Neh 3,23-29 and TEn *6-11 do refer

earlıer authorıtatıve tradıtıon .gS „1-1 and Gen 6,1-4 respectively), the
Persian time CXIS HC reject intermarrıage less dependent earlhıer
tradıtıon than the ONCS from the Babylonıan exıle.

Thıs confirms that Persian tiıme. intermarrı1age Was consıdered LHNOTC dAs
threat the cultic dentity of udaısm than fo Its ultural OIl  e

37 Noah’s endogamy 1S NOLT mentioned In Gen G-' but plays promınent role In the
preserved in 1 QapGen (see part - It lıkely that the book of

Tobıt knew about oah’s endogamy from the o0k of the Ords of No:  S-
Fıtzmyer, Tobiıt 173 Even before 1QapGen VI Was publıshed, VanderKam, Rıghte-
OUSNECSS 16-17, speculated that both Jub 4,33 and Tob 4,12 mıiıght draw earher

33
tradıtıon about oah’s endogamy.
For the endogamy of the patrıarchs, SE Gen 11,29; 2012 raham), (Gjen (Isaac).
and Gen 28,1-29,30 Jacob)
Levıne, Dıaspora 105
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ompare Persian tımes, Jewısh polemics agamst intermarrıages In early
Hellenistic times feature s1gnıfıcantly ILNOTC references authorıtative tradıtion.
The e I0W sShows that dASs the per10 of the Babylonıan exıle the
towards authorıitatıve ıterature 1S guldıng theme the respective argumenta-
t10ns for endogamy and agamst CAUOSAMY.

Gen 6,1-4.6-10
Gen 6,1-4: 6,5-10,32

ALD Gien 3 E Lev 21,14; 1QapGen VI:S ( BWN)
Gen 24,3 7-38; xod 34,11-16; Lev 21,13-14; Num 36,6-8; eutE

21,10-14; 1Kgs 3717 11,1-8; 14,21
Tob Gen ELZY. 2012 2 % 28,1-29,30; 1QapGen BWN)

Exogamy Was rejected and endogamy encouraged by WaY of eadıng earlıer
authorıtative Iıterature. The authoriıitative tradıtions Iuded eferred to the
Varlous early Hellenistic OUTCECS aAic part of the lıterary embodıiıment of the
ultural INOLY ar udaısm. The towards authorıtatıve tradıtıon ShOows that
the early Hellenistic intermarrıage polemics of ancıent Judaısm regarı CXOAaIY
INOTC dSs threat the Jewısh cultural dentıity than 1ts cultıic ONC The Orlen-
tatıon towards authorıtatiıve tradıtıon affırms that the enforcement of endogamy
served PUTDOSCS of relıg10us-cultural self-preservatıon. 1ıle Persian rule dıd
NOT strıve change the ultural make up of ıts conquered socıletles, the Varlıous
Hellenistic ingdoms exerted both socı1lal and polıtıcal Hellenıize
theır subjects. Thıs led ultural threat the Jewıish dentity 1 1S
comparable the Mesopotamıan dıaspora Ssıtuation. er the rule GE ole-
ma1lc Egypt, CAOSALLY Was regarde: ASs ONC channel through 1C Hellenistic
culture took 1fs hold of udaısm. Intermarrıage polemics had antı-Hellenistic
a1m and ffected the preservatıon of the Jewısh relıg10us-cultural dentıity Not
the orowıing influence of Hellenistic culture but Jewısh tradıtıon 1S what Matters

The Jewısh intermarrıage olemics of early Hellenistic times AIc not dıs-
connected from theır Persian time predecessors. They x hıbıt the Saillec rhetoric
of purıty and defilement d$S Pers1i1an time Jewısh reject1ons of intermarrıage do
What Was regarde: d threat fo Israel’s cultural dentity Was also understood
dAas threat 18 ıts cultıc dentıity

How does al] of thıs relate fo the rejection of intermarrıage by H7ra and by
the book ofZra Nehemiah?

Intermarrıages In the Book of Ezra ehem1a| In 1g
ofAncıent Jewiısh Literature

In thıs PaDCI, NNO provıde etaıled redactiıon hıstory of the book of
K7ra ehem1a miıght uffice remark that for long tıme. , Chronicles
and ZYya-  ehemi1ah have been regarde 4S ONC lıterary work, 1C underwent



Y our Daughters Do Not 1ve Theır SonsYour Daughters Do Not Give to Their Sons ...  87  (several) redactions, and was called the Chronistic history.?° More recently,  attempts have been made to understand 1-2 Chronicles and Ezra-Nehemiah as  two separate literary works.° In the following, I understand Ezra-Nehemiah and  1-2 Chronicles as two separate books which were written subsequently in the  same priestly scribal milieu. The name of the last high priest mentioned in the  lists of Neh 12,11.22, Jaddua,?” recommends a setting of the final stage of the  book of Ezra / Nehemiah in early Hellenistic times.?® The evidence of Josephus  shows that this Jaddua was still in office during the reign of Alexander the Great  (Antiquitates Judaicae 11,302).°?  In this paper, I will neither attempt to reconstruct the redaction history of the  book of Ezra / Nehemiah in general nor of Ezra 9-10 in particular. I will first  compare the final stage of the intermarriage polemics in Ezra / Nehemiah with  other early Hellenistic intermarriage polemics. Afterwards, I will ask in how far  Ezra 9-10 relates to the rejection of intermarriage in Persian times. Based on the  matrix of both comparisons I will ask if the historical Ezra performed marriage  reforms.  The final stage of the book of Ezra / Nehemiah addresses the issue of  intermarriage three times, in Ezra 9-10, Neh 10,31 and 13,23-29. After Neh 8-9  gave a report how Ezra reads the Torah publicly and how his audience respon-  ded with a confession of its guilt, Neh 10 describes the commitment of Jews to  the law of Ezra. As part of this commitment Neh 10,31 states  “We will not give our daughters to the peoples of the land or take their  daughters for our sons.” (NRSV)  35  See e.g. Zunz, Vorträge, esp. 22; Movers, Untersuchungen; Noth, Studien 110-180,  esp. 110:  36  See e.g. Japhet, Authorship; Japhet, Chronicles, esp. 3-7; Williamson, Israel 5-82,  esp. 70; Williamson, Chronicles 5-11; Knoppers, Chronicles 96-100; cf. Steins, Chro-  nik 49-82.  37  For the high priest Jaddua, see VanderKam, Joshua 63-85.  38  For a good summary of the arguments for this date of both Ezra-Nehemiah and 1-2  Chronicles, see Kaiser, Grundriß 147-148; cf. also Williamson, Israel 83-86; Wil-  liamson, Chronicles 15-17; Williamson, Ezra XXXV-XXXVI; Japhet, Chronicles  39  23-28; Knoppers, Chronicles 101-117.  F.M. Cross doubted the historicity of the lists in Neh 12,11.22 and wanted to add at  least two more names which in his opinion would have been lost due to haplography  (see e.g. Cross, Reconstruction). But based on a reevaluation of the evidence from the  Wadi ed-Daliyeh papyri and Samarian coins, J. Dusek was able to proof the his-  toricity of the lists in Neh 12,11.22 (see DuSsek, manuscrits 549-598, who also  provides a survey of the history of research). I am obliged to Dr. Dusek for making a  preprint copy of his important and brilliant study available to me. For criticism of  Cross’ theory, see also VanderKam, High Priests; VanderKam, Joshua 85-99.(several) redactions, and Wds called the Chronistic history.” More recently,
attempts have been made understand LE Chronicles and zra-Nehemı1u: d
[WO separate ıterary works.®® In the ollowıng, understand Ezra-  ehemıah and
2 Chronicles dSs [WOc00 1G WCIC wriıtten subsequently the
SaJIne priestly scr1bal mılıeu. The dainec of the ast hıgh priest mentioned In the
lısts of Neh 12:1 22 Jaddua,?” recommends setting of the ına stage of the
book of Ezra Nehemiah In early Hellenistic times.“® The evidence of osephus
shows that thıs Jaddua Wäds$s ST1 In office durıng the re1gn of  exander the (ireat
(Antıqui  es Judaıicae‚

In thıs PapcCrT, 11 neıther attempt FTeCONSITrUC the redaction hıstory of the
book of 7ra Nehemiah general L1OT of K7ra 9-10 partıcular. 111 first
COMPDAarc the {inal stage of the intermarrıage polemiCcs In K7ra Nehemiah wıth
other early Hellenistic intermarrı1age polemics erwards, 11l ask how far
Ezra 9-10 relates the re)] ection of intermarriage In Persian times. Aase'! the
matrıx of both COmMparısons 111 ask 1f the hıstorical H7ra performed marrlage
reforms.

The final stage of the book of zra Nehemiah addresses the 1SSsue of
intermarriage three tımes, 7ra 9-10, Neh 10,31 and 3,23-29 iter Neh 9
SaVC how zra reads the ora publıcly and how HIS audıence ICSDON-
ded wıth confession of Its guilt, Neh 10 desceribes the commıtment of Jews
the law ofPr As of thıs commıtment Neh F1 STatfes

“We wıll NOT o1ve OUuT daughters the peoples of the and take theır
daughters for SOons.”

35 See C Zunz, Vorträge, CSD. 2 ' Movers, Untersuchungen: Noth, Studıien 1 10-180,
CSD.
See C Japhet, Authorshıip; Japhet, Chronicles, CSP 3-7:; Wıllıamson, Israel I-82,
CSD 7 % Wıllıamson, Chronicles 5-11; Knoppers, Chronicles cf. Ste1ins, Chro-
nık 49-82
For the hıgh priest Jaddua, SCC VanderKam, Joshua 63-85

38 For 200d SUMIMATY of the arguments for thıs date of both Ezra-Nehemiah and FE
Chronicles, RS Kaıser, rundrılß 14 7-148; cl. also Wıllıamson, Israel 853-86; Wıl-
lıamson, Chronicles 15-17; Wıllıamson, Ezra AXAXV-  $ Japhet, Chronicles
23-28; Knoppers, Chronicles O13

(Cross doubted the hıstoricity of the lısts In Neh j22 K and wanted add al
least INOTC amnes which in hıs opınıon would ave een Ost due haplography(see CTOSS, Reconstruction). But based reevaluatıon ofthe evidence from the
Wadı ed-Dalıyeh papyrı and Samarıan CO1NS, Dusek Wäas able proof the h1S-
torıcıty ör the lısts In Neh 21122 (see DuSek, manuscriıts 549-598, who also
provıdes SUFVCYV of the hıstory of resecarch). oblıged Dr. Dusek for makıng
preprint CODY of hıs ımportant and brilllant study avaılable For eriticısm of
Cross’ theory, SCC also VanderKam, Hıgh Priests; VanderKam, Joshua 8 5-99
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In its phrasıng, Neh 10,31 1S almost iıdentical wıth Ezra 912 Thıs inter-
textual between Zra 9-10 and Neh 8-10) shows that for the book of Ezra
Nehemiah Z7Ya's marrıage reforms prepared the communıty for the publıc
readıng ofFEA |aw and its later commıtment ıt.

When comparıng 7ra 9-10 and Neh 3,23-29 wıth the Book of the OTrdSs
of Noah.,. the Book of Watchers, the Aramaıc evı Document, the Temple
Scroll, and the book of obıt, parallels both In the argumentatıve strategies and
In the themselves become apparent. The polemi1Ccs of CXOSALLY and
the advocacy of endogamy In the 1: and Tob ShOWw that the
critical attıtude of the book of K7ra Nehemiah towards intermarrıage 15 NOL
exceptional but widespread 1ts time. 0Ug the indıvıdual o1ve dıffe-
rent CAdSQOIlSs fOr theır SUpport of endogamy, theme 1S the preservatıon
of ultural and cultıic dentity 16 W dS$S threatened by the increasıng influence
ofTeS culture early Hellenistic times (see above, p.65-86) Thıs rehance
earlhıer authorıitative Call a1sSO be bserved Neh 3,23-29 and Kra 9-10
Neh 13,26 refers kıng olomon dSs negatıve role MO In terms of
intermarrıage gS 54 11,1-8; 14,21: SCC Darl E 20-21.26).

According 18 Ezra 9,1-4, K7ra 1S approached Dy officıals who
“exegetical blend” of Deut /,1-5; 23,4-8, and Lev how arge SIOUD of
Jews practice intermarrı1age. In zra 9,1-4, “l aws dealıng wıth the indıgenous
populatıon of (’anaan88  Armin Lange — BN NF 139 (2008)  In its phrasing, Neh 10,31 is almost identical with Ezra 9,12. This inter-  textual link between Ezra 9-10 and Neh 8-10 shows that for the book of Ezra /  Nehemiah Ezra’s marriage reforms prepared the community for the public  reading of Ezra’s law and its later commitment to it.  When comparing Ezra 9-10 and Neh 13,23-29 with the Book of the Words  of Noah, the Book of Watchers, the Aramaic Levi Document, the Temple  Scroll, and the book of Tobit, parallels both in the argumentative strategies and  in the arguments themselves become apparent. The polemics of exogamy and  the advocacy of endogamy in the BW, BWN, ALD, T, and Tob show that the  critical attitude of the book of Ezra / Nehemiah towards intermarriage is not  exceptional but widespread in its time. Although the individual texts give diffe-  rent reasons for their support of endogamy, a common theme is the preservation  of cultural and cultic identity which was threatened by the increasing influence  of Greek culture in early Hellenistic times (see above, p.85-86). This reliance on  earlier authoritative texts can also be observed in Neh 13,23-29 and Ezra 9-10.  Neh 13,26 refers to king Solomon as a negative role model in terms of  intermarriage (1Kgs 3,1; 11,1-8; 14,21; see part I, p. 20-21.26).  According to Ezra 9,1-4, Ezra is approached by officials who report in an  “exegetical blend” of Deut 7,1-5; 23,4-8, and Lev 18,3* how a large group of  Jews practice intermarriage. In Ezra 9,1-4, “laws dealing with the indigenous  population of Canaan ... are now interpreted by reference to the contemporary  ‘peoples of the lands’.”*! Ezra responds with despair and a confession of sin  (Ezra 9,5-15) to the intermarriages of his fellow Jews with non-Jewish wives.  This confession draws on deuteronomistic ideas in describing the religious  history of Judaism as a “history of infidelity.”* The intermarriages are a conti-  nuation of Israel’s earlier history of infidelity which caused the Babylonian  exile. That Judaism was not destroyed totally but that a remnant was spared is  due to god’s unmerited grace. The occurrence of intermarriages demonstrates  that god’s commandments have been broken anew.  Ezra 9,10-12 states that intermarriage was explicitly forbidden by the  prophets.  10 And now, our God, what shall we say after this? For we have forsaken  your commandments, 11 which you commanded by your servants the  prophets, saying, “The land that you are entering to possess is a land unclean  with the pollutions of the peoples of the lands, with their abominations. They  have filled it from end to end with their uncleanness. 12 Therefore do not  give your daughters to their sons, neither take their daughters for your sons,  41  40 Blenkinsopp, Ezra-Nehemiah 175. Cf. Williamson, Ezra 131  Cf. e.g. Williamson, Ezra 130; Hayes, Intermarriage 6.  42 Blenkinsopp, Ezra-Nehemiah 183.dAIcC 1O  S interpreted by reference 118 the CONtemMporary
‘neoples GE the lands  » »41 Ezra responds wıth despailr and confession of SIN
(Ezra „5-1 o the intermarrıages of hıs fellow Jews wıth non-Jewısh WIVEeS.
Thıs confession draws deuteronomıistic ideas escribing the rel1210uUs
hıstory of udaısm dSs ““history of infidelity. ””“ The intermarrıages aAic cont1-
nuation of Israel’s earlıer h1story of infidelıty 16 caused the Babylonıan
ex1ıle. That Judaısm Wäds nNOoTt estroye totally but that remnant WdsSs spare 15
due O! unmerıted STACC. The VECHHEGEIIC of intermarrıages demonstrates
that O! cCcCommandments ave been broken ALICW.

Ezra „10-12 that intermarrıage Was explhicıtly forbıdden Dy the
prophets

NOW, G0od, hat chall Sa V fter thıs? For have forsaken
y OUr commandmentSs. 11 which yOU commanded by yYOUr Servants the
prophets, sayıng, “The and that YOU AIc entering DOSSCSS 1S and unclean
ıth the pollutions of the peoples of the lands, ıth theır abomimnatıions. They
have fHılled it irom end end wıth theır uncleanness. Therefore do NOL
o1ve yOUr daughters theır SONS, neıther take theır daughters for yOUr SONS,

Blenkınsopp, Ezra-Nehemiah 1/5 Wıllıamson, H7ra 131
C Wıllıamson, K7ra L30: ayes, Intermarriage

Blenkınsopp, Ezra-Nehemiah 183



Our Daughters Do Not Give Theır SonsYour Daughters Do Not Give to Their Sons ...  89  and never seek their peace or prosperity, So that you may be strong and eat  the good of the land and leave it for an inheritance to your children for ever.”  (NRSV)  In this text, Ezra / Nehemiah does not refer to one referent text but employs  a rhetoric that can be found in various parts of Deuteronomy (1,38-39; 6,11;  7,1.3; 18,9; 23,7) and other authoritative texts (Lev 18,24-30; 20,21; 2Kgs  10,21; 16,3; 21,2.10.16; Ezek 7,19-20).® This blend is put under the collective  authority of the prophets. Intermarriage with the peoples of the lands and other  non-Jews bears the danger of contaminating their uncleanness. Such defilement  would in turn lead to a loss of religious integrity. Intermarriage means to be  lured into the veneration of foreign deities which is indicated by the use of the  word mayn (“abomination””) in Ezra 9,11.** Intermarriage is not a racial but a re-  ligious problem.“ After the Babylonian exile, Israel lives on “borrowed time.”  It cannot afford to either violate god’s commands or to abandon him in favor of  other gods. Otherwise the destruction of even the remaining remnant of Israel  becomes a distinct possibility. Hence, Ezra 10 reports how the community de-  cides to end all mixed marriage, to divorce the foreign spouses and send them  and their children away.  The special significance of the intermarriage topic is emphasized by way of  describing Nehemiah’s activities against mixed marriages at the end of the book  of Ezra / Nehemiah (Neh 13,23-29; see part I, p. 26-27). In the final stage of  the book of Ezra / Nehemiah, the Nehemiah memoir’s report of Nehemiah’s  rejection of mixed marriages stands in the light of Ezra’s initial reform. He  continues with individual cases what Ezra did on a grand scale.  In the final stage of the book of Ezra / Nehemiah, mixed marriages are  viewed as a threat to the religious integrity and cultural identity of Judaism. The  problem which this marriage program was designed to confront was, “how to  maintain the characteristic way of life, the religious traditions, even the lan-  guage (cf. Neh. 13:23) of a community, against the threat of assimilation.”*®  The only solution to the problem is enforced mass divorce of mixed marriages  and expatriation of the divorced spouses and their children. The story of Ezra’s  and Nehemiah’s marriage reforms is told in a time of increased Hellenization of  Judaism. That other early Hellenistic texts respond with their polemics against  intermarriages to this increased Hellenization, puts the re-narration of Ezra’s  and Nehemiah’s marriage reforms into the same context of the preservation of  religious-cultural Jewish identity against Hellenization.  43  Cf. Blenkinsopp, Ezra-Nehemiah 185; Williamson, Ezra 137.  44  Cf. e.g. Brown, Problem, esp. 453.  45  Williamson, Ezra 131.  46  Blenkinsopp, Ezra-Nehemiah 201.and seek theır prosper1ty, that yOUu INaYy be and eal
the g00d of the and and leave ıt for inherıtance y OUr chıildren for Ver.  HP

thıs texXT, Ezra Nehemiah does NOLT refer ONC referent texTi but employs
rhetoric that Cal be found Varlıo0ous parts of Deuteronomy (1,38-39; 6; 1’

F: 18,9:; 2355 and other authorıtatıve (Lev 8,24-30; 2021 2Kgs
IO2T: 21:210:16: Ezek „19-20 Thıs en! 1S DuL under the collective
authorıity of the prophets. Intermarrıage wıth the peoples of the ands and other
non-Jews bears the danger of contamınatıng theır uncleanness. Such defilement
WOU. In ead 10SSs of rel1g10uUs integr1 Intermarriage be
ure: Into the veneratıon f fore1gn deıities MC 1s indıcated by the UsSsCc of the
wordE (“abomimnatıion”) H7ra 9,1 Intermarriage 1S not racıal but r_

1210US problem.“ fter the Babylonıan SX6 Israel Iıves “hborrowed time.”
Cannot ON either violate gO! COommands 0)8 bandon hım in favor of

other gods Otherwise the destruction of GV the remamnıng remnant of Israel
becomes distinct possı1bılıty. HEence: KE7ra 10) how the communıty de-
C1des end al mıixed marrılage, dıvorce the foreign SPOUSCS and send them
and theır hıldren dWdyY.

The pecıal s1gnıficance of the intermarrıage topıc 1S emphasızed by WadY of
escribing ehemiah’s actıvıtles agamst mıxed marrı1ages al the end of the book
ofZ ehem1a. (Neh 13,23-29; SCC part I: 26-2 In the Ina of
the book of Kzra Nehemiuiah, the Nehemiah memoIir’s of ehemah’s
rejection of mıixed marrl1ages stands the 1g of Z7Ta's ınıtıal reform. He
continues wıth indıvıdual what K7ra dıd orand scale.

In the 1Ina stage of the book of Ezra Nehemuiah, mıxed marrlages Arec
viewed dSs threat the rel1210uUs integrity and cultural dentity ofudaısm. The
problem C thıs marrıage OT Was designed confront WAas, “how
maımntaın the characterıistic WaY of lıfe, the rel1210uUs tradıtions, CVON the lan-

CCH Neh of communıty, agaınst the threat of assımıilation.  46
The only solution the problem 15 enforced INass divorce of mıxed marrlages
and expatrıation of the dıivorced SDOUSCS and theır hıldren The STOTY ofP
and ehemıah marrıage reforms 1$ old In time of increased Hellen1ization of
Judaısm That other early Hellenistic espond wıth theır polemi1cs agalnst
intermarr1ages thıs increased Hellen1zatıon, DULS the re-narration of ZYa's
and ehemıah  s marrıage reforms nto the SaJmnle Context of the preservatıon of
rel1g10us-cultura. Jewısh dentity agamnst Hellen1izatıon.

Blenkınsopp, 7zra-Nehemiah 185; Wıllıamson, H7ra EACE
C Brown. Problem, CSD. 453

Wıllıamson, Kıra 1ST7
Blenkınsopp, E7zra-Nehemiah 201
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another respectT, Ezra 9-1() and Neh 3,23-29 dAiIc also comparable wıth
the rejection of intermarrıage early Hellenıistic Jewısh lıterature, Le wıth the

the and the 7ra 9-10 evelops its eneral rejection of inter-
marrıage Out of priestly law. As the priests ZEC. the hıgh priest (Lev

aAIc forbidden 118 intermarry, dIc all of Israel All of Israel and nNOoTt Just
the priests understood d holy seed*/ and COU thus be defiled Dy inter-
marryıng wıth non-Jews. ımılarly Neh 329 speaks of defilement of the
priesthood and the of the priests and the Leviıtes. The UuUsc of the term
FU (“abomimatıon””) In Ezra 9,11 Sshows that thıs defilement 1S NOT lımıted
the physıca CONTACT of sexual intercourse“® the minglıng of seeds In the lıne
of the kıl ayım laws.*? Whiıle such ideas dIiC Involved, Zra 92 10) clearly SCCS the
danger of cultural estrangement, 1e CONvers10n {O the veneratiıon of other gods,
1(070

Dıd Ezra Re]yecf Intermarriage?
oug CVOCI the hıstoricıty of Ezra and hıs miss1ıon have sometimes been

doubted,°® it 1S unlıkely that 7ra Wäas complete invention of the author of the
book of 7ra ehnem183| Such invented 1gure WOU have been CS-

5d) dASs he COU. have ttrıbuted al] of Zra s reforms LO Nehemiah d ell But
ACCCcSssS the hıstorıical Ezra 1S locked Dy the extensive redactiıon of the
called 7r memoIır (see part I 18-1 As redaction eriticısm reaches Its
lımıts In the analysıs of K7ra 9-10, cComparıson of the PAsSsSargc wıth other
reject10ns of intermarrı1ages from Persian and early Hellenistic times m1g help
o better the question what K7ra hımself dıd.

As has been shown above (see above, 56), reference o authorıtatıve lıt-
1S charaecterIıistic rhetorıic Jewısh intermarrıage polemics In early e_

nıtic times. The extend 1C Ezra 9-10 employs earher authorıtatıve
make 1ts argument fıts best wıth Jewısh eXIs from the 31’d cent. BC d does
the applıcatıon of deuteronomistic ideas {O the 1SSUEe of intermarrıage. But that
both ehem1a. (Neh 13,25-29) and TIEn *611 do employ authorıitatıve tradıt-
10N 1in theır agalınst CAUSAMNY, LOO, allows for speculatıon ıf ZTYQa
COU. have made SUOTIINC 10 ıt d ell

The rhetoric Of purı and defilement 15 found both Persian time and early
Hellenistic Jewısh polemiıCcs agamst intermarrlages. The purıty and defilement
rhetoric of TARel 9-10 also pOomMts democratization of priestly intermarrıage

Wıllıamson, K7ra F3 Hayes, Intermarrıage
49

hus Hayes, Intermarrıage 6.14:; Satlow, Marrıage 136-139
hus ugel, Holıness
hus first Renan, Geschichte 90-99 (the French or1ginal appeared 1893 but Was nOot
avaılable me)



Y our Daughters o Not Give Theır SonsYour Daughters Do Not Give to Their Sons ...  91  prohibitions. This is especially characteristic for Persian time texts. Hence, Ezra  could have used a similar rhetoric of defilement and could have sponsored the  democratization of priestly intermarriage prohibitions. But both might as well  have been introduced by a redactor into the text of Ezra 9-10.  As compared with all other Jewish rejections of exogamy, Ezra 9-10 is  exceptional in its report about forced divorces of mixed marriages. No other text  in Jewish literature up to the 3 cent. B.C.E. ever reports about such a measure.  Some texts prohibit or attack exogamy but do not address the issue of existing  intermarriages (e.g. Lev 21,13-15; Ezek 44,22; Mal 2,11-12; 11QT* H:11-15;  LVH:15-17; LXIM:10-15; Tobit 1,9; 3,15; 4,12-13; 6,12-13.16; 7,10-11) while  others advocate banishment (Neh 13,28; cf. /En 18,11-19,2; 21) or death (Num  25,6-15; ALD 1) or refer to the deluge as the most catastrophic consequence of  an intermarriage (BWN and BW). The idea of enforced (mass) divorce is a sin-  gular measure. It is therefore highly probable that Ezra did reject intermarriages  and fought for the annulment of exogamous marriages and the banishment of  the non-Israelite spouses and their children. In turn, it seems also likely that  Ezra was motivated by a democratization of priestly intermarriage prohibitions  and enacted his reforms to preserve the cultic identity of Persian time Judaism.  Summary  Ancient Jewish literature in general and the pre-Maccabean literature from the  Qumran library in particular allow for a better understanding of Ezra’s marriage reforms  and their interpretation by the final stage of the book of Ezra / Nehemiah. Ezra’s measure  of enforced mass divorce is unique in Second Temple Judaism which argues for its  historicity. Ezra’s marriage reforms were probably motivated by a democratization of  priestly intermarriage prohibitions. In light of the (enforced) Hellenistic acculturation of  Ptolemaic Yehud, the final redaction of the book of Ezra Nehemiah reads Ezra’s  marriage reform as a fight for the preservation of the religious and cultural identity of  Judaism.  Zusammenfassung  Die antik-jüdische Literatur und besonders die vormakkabäischen Texte aus der  Bibliothek von Qumran werfen neues Licht auf die Frage nach Esras Umgang mit Misch-  ehen einerseits und auf die Interpretation von Esras Maßnahmen in der Schlussredaktion  des Esra-Nehemia-Buches andererseits. Die erzzwungene Massenscheidung von Misch-  ehen unter Esra ist singulär in der Geschichte des Judentums aus der Zeit des Zweiten  Tempels. Diese Einmaligkeit spricht für die Historizität der Maßnahme. Im Kontext  anderer perserzeitlicher jüdischer Literatur scheint es wahrscheinlich, dass Esras Einstel-  lung zur Mischehenfrage von einer Demokratisierung priesterlicher Vorschriften und  Ideen geprägt ist. Die Schlussredaktion des Esra-Nehemia-Buches interpretiert Esras  Umgang mit Mischehen im Licht der zunehmenden Hellenisierung der ptolemäischenUl

prohıbıtions. Thıs 15 especılally characteristic for Persi1an time HENCE; Ezra
COU. have used siımılar rhetoric of defilement and COU have sponsored the
democratization of priestly intermarrıage prohıbıtions. But both miıght ASs ell
have been introduced by redactor into the text ofEzra 9-10

As compared wıth al] other Jewısh reject1ons of CXOQAaMY, Ezra 9-10 1S
exceptional In 1ts about forced divorces ofmıixed marrıages. NO other text
In Jewısh Iıterature UD the 3I‘d cent. BC repOTTS about such INCASUTE
Some prohı1ıbı OT attack CXAOSAIY but do not address the 1SSsue of existing
intermarrı1ages (e.g Lev 143015 Ezek 44,22; Mal 31'19 LOT: Hl 1-ES:
ENH:IS=EE: O0-15; 133 3:15 72'1 9 6:12=15:1046: /,10-11) 111e
others advocate banıshment (Neh 13.28: cf. TIEn 18,1 1-19,2; 21) OT ea (Num
76"1 n OT refer the deluge dSs the MOoOst catastrophıc CONSCYUCHCC of

ıntermarrıage (BWN and BW) The ıdea of enforced (mass) dıvorce 1s SIN-
gular INCASUTE 1S therefore hıghly probable that Ezra dıd reject intermarrlages
and fought for the annulment of CXAOSAIMOUS marrı1ages and the banıshment of
the non-Israelıte SPDOUSCS and theır hıldren In ıt also lıkely that
A Was motivated Dy democratıizatiıon of priestly intermarrıage prohıbitions
and enacted hI1s reforms PICSCIVC the cultic dentity ofPersian time udaısm

Summary
Ancıent Jewısh ıterature general and the pre-Maccabean ıterature irom the

(Qumran lıbrary partıcular allow for better understandıng of Ezra’s marrıage reforms
and theır interpretation by the final stage of the book of k7ra Neheminah. F7ra’'s
of enforced INass divorce 1S un1ıque In Second Temple Judaısm whiıich for ıfs
hıstoricıty. E7ra’s marrıage reforms WCIC probably motivated Dy democratization of
priestly intermarrıage prohıbitions. In lıght of the (enforced) Hellenistic acculturatiıon of
Ptolemaıc Yehud, the final redaction of the book of E7ra Nehemiah reads Ezra’s
marrıage reform hıght for the preservatıon of the relıg10us and cultural identity of
Judaısm.

Zusammenfassung
DiIie antık-jüdısche L ıteratur und besonders die vormakkabäılschen exte dus der

Bıbhlıothek Von (Qumran wertfen Licht auf dıe rage ach Esras mıt Misch-
hen einerseıts und auf cdıe Interpretation VOonNn Esras Maßlßnahmen In der Schlussredaktion
des Esra-Nehemia-Buches andererseıts. Dıe CIZW UNSCHC Massenscheidung Von Misch-
.hen unter Esra ist sıngulär der Geschichte des Judentums dUus der eıt des 7 weıten
Tempels. Diıese Eınmalıgkeıt spricht für cdie Hıstorizıtät der Malinahme. Kontext
anderer perserzeıtlicher Jüdıscher ] ıteratur scheınt wahrschemlich, dass Esras Fınstel-
lung ZUT Mischehenfrage VOoNn eiıner Demokratisıierung priesterlicher Vorschriften und
Ideen geprägt ist. DIe Schlussredaktıon des Esra-Nehemina-Buches interpretiert Esras
Umgang mıt Miıschehen 1Im Licht der zunehmenden Hellenisierung der ptolemälschen
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Provınz Jehud und versteht Ksras Malinahmen als einen Kampf dıe Bewahrung der
kulturellen und relıg1ösen Identität des Judentums
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