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Summary of Thesis

In this thesis I addressed the topic, Forced Divorce? A Synthesis of Parallactic

Approaches to the Ethical Pragmatism of Divorce in the Old Testament and New

Testament Texts in six steps. I provided a research design of the thesis, an analysis of the

family institutions in Ancient Israel, a literary, historical and social background to the

texts of Ezra and Nehemiah, followed by an application of rhetorical criticism to Ezra 9

10 and Nehemiah 13. Thereafter, I provided an analysis of anthropological insights to the

World of the New Testament with specific reference to the Gospels, and implemented an

application of rhetorical criticism to Matthew 19:1-12, Mark 10:1-12 and Luke 16:18.

This is followed by an analysis of the provision and prohibition of divorce in the Jewish

society, and an analysis of the Agunah problem.

My main fmdings were that the basic common horizon underlying Ezra, Nehemiah,

Matthew, Mark and Luke is that divorce was socially accepted as a social norm in the

relevant communities. Secular ethics allowed for divorce, but the Kingdom ethics

presented by Jesus reinforced the original divine plan of marriage - i.e. one man and one

woman joining to form one flesh.
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For African people, marriage is the focus ofexistence.
It is the point where all members ofa given community meet:

the departed, the living and those yet to be born,
all the dimensions oftime meet here, and the whole drama of history is repeated, renewed and revitalized.

Marriage is a drama in which everyone becomes an actor or actress and not just a spectator.
Therefore, Marriage is a duty, a requirement from a corporate society and a rhythm oflife,

in which everyone must participate.

(John S. Mbiti 1969:225-228)



Chapter One

RESEARCH DESIGN
" This in a nutshell, is the whole secret of Bible study.

People start out by listening to an old message,
by analysing Ancient Texts, by reading - naively or critically

the Biblical documents of Antiquity."

Webber (1993 : vii)
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Section 2 : Research Details

2.1 Title of ThesislDissertation

'Forced Divorce?' A Synthesis ofParallactic Approaches to the Ethical

Pragmatism ofDivorce in the Old Testament and New Testament Texts

2.2 Definition of Title

'Forced Divorce?' as stipulated in the title of my thesis is to compel, constrain, or oblige an

individual to yield to a certain form of action. In this context 'divorcetl is the product of such

action. The term 'forced divorce' is included in the title because in various cultures there are

different categories of divorce. In the Christian Scriptures one also fmds instances where

divorce was mandated for reasons ofcultural and religious purity. 2

'A .Synthesis of Parallactic Approaches' is a critical analysis of textual readings, historical

data and social analysis, in a parallel approach to determine what may be known about the

concepts of 'divorce' in the Ancient Israelite Religion. It will also attempt to analyse the

response ofJesus to the Pharisees in the Synoptic Gospels.

'Ethical Pragmatism' in the context of Old Testament and New Testament, reflects the

motivations influencing the ethical systems of the Biblical Age. This study will examine the

specific developmental process ofa particular nation, community, or individual, wherein their

values are gradually distinguished from other nations and pagan societies. Hence, situating
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moral judgements within problematic situations, which is reducibly holistic, individual, and

social, proposing these as the ultimate criteria for decision making.

2.3 Supervisor/Co-Supervisor of this Research

Supervisor ProfHAJ Kruger of the School ofReligion and Culture - UDW

Co-Supervisor Dr SK Moran ofEnglish Literacy and Cultural Studies - UDW

2.4 Aim

The mam aIm of this research is to reconcile the apparently irreconcilable differences

between the Biblical Texts that allow divorce and those that prohibit divorce. Although the

New Testament references to divorce were ambiguous enough to prevent a rapid consensus

within the Church that divorce was wholly unacceptable, it is notable that the Christian

debate for and against divorce drew on both texts from the Old Testament as well as the New

Testament.

Section 3 : Objectives of and Need for the Study

3.1 Theoretical Framework

One of the major objectives of this research will be to focus on the return of Ezra and

Nehemiah and understand why they mandated the Israelite men ,to divorce the foreign
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women, who they had taken to be their wives. Why were such drastic actions requested

especially considering that marriage was an ordained institute by God?

My second objective will be to bring about an understanding of divorce in the Ancient

Israelite Society, and to understand what motivations influenced their ethical systems

distinguishing them from the rest of the pagan nations.

My third objective will be to analyze the response of Jesus to the Pharisees in the Synoptic

Gospels.

Fourthly I will analyze certain Jewish Texts to bring about an understanding of 'divorce' in

the Jewish community. I will also analyze the Contemporary Jewish 'Aguna' dilemma that

has sparked immense controversy amongst feminist movements in the present decade.

By pursumg these four objectives I hope to try and involve ordinary readers from

disadvantaged communities and especially from the informal settlements to engage in

participation of a contemporary research project. I will attempt to make the Biblical Texts

relevant to these communities fostering an ethical model.

" As long as we do not challenge the world views ofour literature, as long as we limit our

research to questions of meaning and refuse to engage with questions of value, it will

become increasingly harderfor us to justify the place ofBiblical studies within the human

sciences. ,,3

The following Biblical Texts will be analyzed in my research:
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1. Ezra 9-10

2. Nehemiah 13

3. Matthew 19:1-12

4. Mark 10: 1-16

5. Luke 16:18

3.2 Rationale for this Research

An emphasis of ,divorce' or 'forced divorce' in the present decade is hardly inappropriate, for

the family constitutes one of the great moral, social, and political complexes that preoccupy

theologians, social critics and other intellectuals of the time. The evidence lies in hundreds of

conduct-books, sermons, tracts, treatises and theses devoted to all aspects of the family i.e.

marriage, sexuality, status ofwomen etc.

The family is portrayed as the basic unit of society, and order within the family is the

guarantor of social and political order.4 The vast provision of literature aims to ensure that

individuals understand their integral roles within a smoothly functioning family and

emphasize the importance of marital and family stability for society and polity. Fundamental

to these considerations is religion, and particularly in Christianity, marriage is ordained by

God and familial relationships are prescribed by God. Any behavior that runs counter to

harmony in marriage or the family not only threatens social stability but is also regarded as

contrary to the Divine commandments.
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The need for this research arises out of a context of our present society being plunged into a

state of moral disintegration as the number of divorces in South Africa rises beyond expected

and controllable levels affecting people of all races, cultures and religions.

3.3 Theoretical Deduction

A weakened· institution of family implies an unstable and fragile society; a strong family

institution is a prerequisite for healthy and wholesome individuals and social order. Proper

Biblical exegesis is the foundation for the teachings of the church. Thus, a proper explanation

with critical reflection clearing the controversies surrounding the Biblical grounds for the

provision and prohibition of divorce will foster a better understanding to contemporary

discourses of divorce in church and social formations.

3.4 Motivations for this Research

There are many issues that can motivate the undertaking of a research project of this nature.

Some researchers are prompted by personal experiences, others by statistics of the divorce

rate in South Africa. My personal motivation was due to the researching of the following

case studies.

3.4.1 Case Study of Prof. Nasr Abu Zaid and his wife Ebtehal Yuness

In August 1996, the Egyptian Court of Cassation, the highest court in the land, gave the fmal

ruling on the internationally monitored case of academic Nasr Abu Zaid. The court forcefully

dissolved the marriage ofNasr Abu Zaid and his wife, Ebtehal Yunes, although they wanted
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to be married. He was accused of being an apostate.6 With the use of the Family Code:

Egypt's Muslim Personal Law (MPL), which disallows the marriage of a Muslim to a Non

Muslim the court mandated a divorce by force of Abu Zaid and his wife Ebtehal Yunes, on

the grounds that her husband was an apostate. The court found him guilty and the sentence

passed against him was 'divorce by force' and exile.

In the analysis of this case study, I have discovered that in various cultures and religions there

are different grounds for divorce. After searching the Biblical Texts I have found a similar

situation in Ezra and Nehemiah where divorce was mandated for reasons of cultural and

religious purity of the Ancient Israelite Nation.

3.4.2 Case Study of the Agunah Dilemma7

According to Jewish law, a husband must consent to give his wife a bill of divorce ( 'get '). If

he refuses, the wife remains locked in a non-existence marriage, unable to remarry. There are

hundreds, possibly thousands of women trapped in this situation in Israel and throughout the

Jewish World.

There are two issues, which present a different halachic8 point that could be used to free

women. The first case involved a woman who, as an underage minor, married under duress,

only to discover that her husband was a violent person. Two halakoth solutions were

presented for releasing her. One was that a marriage under duress was null and void. The

other was that since she would never have married her husband had she known he was

violent. Then the marriage was a mistaken transaction and the marriage contract could be

considered null and void.
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The second case involved a battered wife. The team recommended compelling a divorce

through the use of sanctions against the husband or considering the marriage a mistaken

transaction.

Analyzing the Agunah dilemma has prompted me to search the Biblical scriptures for an

answer to my crucial question. Forced Divorce? Can a divorce be mandated?

Section 4: Key Questions to be Answered in the Research

4.1 Critical Questions

Some of the general questions to be asked in this research will revolve around aspects such

as: Is there such a concept as Forced Divorce? On what grounds can a divorce be mandated?

Does the Bible make provision for Divorce? If the answer to the last question is positive, then

why did Ezra and Nehemiah mandate a divorce? And is the Old Testament contradicting the

New Testament with its provision for divorce?

4.2 Specific Questions

4.2.1 Are there contrasting voices regarding divorce in the Scriptures (Old TestamentINew

Testament/Jewish Texts) that need to be analyzed?

4.2.2 How can the conflict between Jesus and the Pharisees be used as a link to the later

Jewish Legal Texts?

4.2.3 How does the above contribute to our current understanding ofdivorce?
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Section 5: Research Approaches and Methods

The study of exegesis has in recent times become very specialized. Scholars have been using

exegetical and interpretative methods since the beginning of Christianity. However, many of

the initial approaches are either obsolete or incapable of providing an adequate reading and

interpretation of the ancient texts in our own modem society. Childs noted that 'by the

nineteenth century the traditional forms of the Old Testament discipline had been radically

reshaped by the newer methodologies. ,9 The exegete is now faced with the challenge to

develop contemporary exegetical procedures, which will enable us to hear and understand the

scriptures in our present context. However, society and theories used in research change and

the developing of exegetical procedures is therefore an unending process. However, it is

conceded that exegetical methods of the past remain useful. .

This research endeavors to use more recent and hopefully more adequate procedures for

exegesis and interpretation. It is my intention to implement exegetical methodologies and

approaches in a post-structural, post-modernist environment. However, one cannot do

exegesis without taking into consideration the social and anthropological issues of historical

communities.

My analysis of the scriptural passages will include the interplay and merging of both the

micro-textual with macro-textual contexts and extra-textual contexts. The Old Testament and

New Testament are ancient texts and many of the difficulties in interpretations are linked to

how and what the relationship is between the text and its extra-textual meaning.
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5.1 Methodology: Rhetorical Criticism - A New Model1o

What is Rhetorical Criticism? Rhetorical Criticism is a form of literary criticism, which uses

our knowledge of the conventions of literary composition practiced in a Biblical Society (e.g.

Ancient Israel) and its environment to discover and analyze the particular literary artistry

found in a specific unit of the Biblical text (e.g. Old Testament texts).lI

This analysis then provides a basis for discussing the message of the texts and the impact it

had on its audience. In the Old Testament, rhetorical critics look primarily to the ,Old

Testament, as the source of knowledge about the practice of literary artistry in Ancient Israel,

with some assistance from examples of contemporary Ancient Near Eastern literature. New

Testament rhetorical critics have at their disposal handbooks of rhetoric from Greece and

Rome along with a large body of Greek and Latin literature, which serves as resources

providing examples of contemporary literacy artistry. Using this knowledge the rhetorical

critics seek to give a unit of text a 'closer reading' in order to understand how the literary

conventions used in a particular context (e.g. Ancient Israel) were given particular shape and

content in order to convey a specific, unique message.

According to Weullner, the promise of this movement (Rhetorical Criticism) is tremendous,

for rhetoric leads us away from traditional content-/structure-oriented concerns of the

analysis of scripture to a reading in which the text is allowed to interact, affect, strengthen

and transform values and beliefs. 12
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In the construction of a 'New Contemporary Rhetorical Model', this methodology takes

into consideration the generation of context with respect to the argumentative situation, that is

the role ofthe audience. In addition the concerns raised by the impact a historical context (of

any time and place, not just the original historical situation) might have upon the reception

and interpretation of the discourses is also considered. A contemporary model for rhetorical

criticism should attempt to balance the current interests in social description with the

traditional devolution of rhetoric into stylistics. This balance can be brought through a theory

of argumentation, which brings to light the generation of the argumentative context by

analysing the modalities, methods, and shifts in strategy in the discourse. 13

It is important to realize that the perspectival and motivational dimension of persuasion help

to identify the role the implied audience of the discourse is expected to play. The

effectiveness of the persuasive strategies - i.e. the question of whether the audience (in Ezra 9

- 10, Nehemiah 13, Mathew 19, Mark 10, and Luke 16), are willing to enter into the role and

be moved to adhere to the proposition being argued for (in this context the proposition is

either for divorce or against divorce) - is dependent upon a great range of factors.

Any attempt at the reconstruction of the actual historical situation must depend on the

assumptions (regarding effectiveness), which the researcher must be willing to make. These

assumptions depend upon the circumstances of the audience within which the researcher lives

or works and to whom the researcher addresses his conclusions.·

This new model also assists to understand the shared values and presumptions, which the

'rhetor' assumes to be effective in his/her attempt at persuasion. This puts the researcher in a

pivotal position to determine a great deal about the broader social concerns.
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This model also serves to describe how it is possible that an ancient text continues to

function persuasively. A broader conception of context, not only an emphasis of the original

events and circumstances addressed by the 'rhetor', but also interpreted and argumentatively

altered by the discourse, will provide the theoretical tools, which can describe the continuing

argumentative ability and function of an ancient text. A broader conception of context will

help to describe the persuasive dimensions of discourse by reference to other literary and

social contexts in which the text continues to function throughout history and across

cultures. 14

According to Rester, 'The promise of rhetorical criticism to Biblical studies, a promise which

hopes to expound both the relevance and accountability of Biblical interpretations, must take

shape within a rhetorical theory attempting to combine the rediscovery of the rhetoric's focus

upon persuasive discourse with the reinventing of a theory of argumentation which focuses

upon the impact ofan audience upon discourse and its reception and interpretation'. 15

The following are six steps, which form a modest proposal towards the contemporary

rhetorical model.

5.1.1 Rhetorical Unit

This approach analyses units of the texts in light of literary devices and techniques commonly

employed in Ancient Israel, and among its neighbors. The assumption is that the knowledge

of these literary features can help us to understand the logic and structure of the Biblical

Texts in its present form.
16

Rhetorical critics prefer to examine units of the texts on the

assumption that they may, on close analysis, proves to be artfully composed, coherent units,
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designed to convey particular messages to their audiences. Since rhetorical critics are

interested in studying the literary features, which tie textual units together and focus its

message, the emphasis lies on specific ways in which the particular text under study is

integrated.

The rhetorical unit according to Hester is a literary unit, but it must be argumentative. 17 It

must attempt to persuade or convince the audience to affect some sort of change. The ,unit to

be considered could be small, such as a maxim, metaphor, parable, chreia, enthymeme, hymn,

commandment, or in the case of my research, a narrative. The next step is a combination of

units i.e. considering the texts as a whole (the entire book e.g. Ezra 10 in the context of Ezra

as an entity), the texts with other texts (the book ofEzra in the context of other writings of the

prophets), the text within the canon, and even the canon within the greater literary culture.

According to Childs, it should be incontrovertible that there was a genume historical

development involved in the formation of the canon and that any concept of canon, which

fails to reckon with this historical dimension, is faulty. He also stated that the available

historical evidence allows for only a bare skeleton of this development. One searches largely

in vain for solid biblical, extra-biblical evidence by which to trace the real causes and

motivations behind many of the crucial decisions i.e.: How did a writing exert an authority

and on whom? Clearly the role of the canon is of fundamental importance in understanding

the Hebrew Scriptures. 18

'The study of canonical shape of the literature is an attempt to do justic~ to the nature of

Israel's unique history. To take the canon seriously is to stress the special quality of the Old

Testament's humanity, which is reflected in the form ofIsrael's sacred Scripture' .19
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A Biblical text will normally contain smaller and larger units on which the critic can focus.

A smaller literary unit can have its own tight literary integrity while also being subsumed

within a larger literary unit, which possesses its own literary cohesiveness. Thus a careful

analysis ofone level of structuring can often shed light on larger or smaller structural units.

As Muilenburg noted in his 1968 Presidential address to the Society of Biblical Literature20
, a

key initial consideration is the identification of the boundaries of the unit to be studied. Units

can vary in length from substantially less than a chapter to an entire Biblical book. A primary

concern is to find integrating devices that bond the unit together and help set its boundaries.

These devices could include a word, a phrase, or even a long cluster of words that appears

near the beginning and near the end of the literary unit, and perhaps also intermittently in the

middle. They could also include a development in theme or plot that runs through an

extensive unit of text.

5.1.2 Relational Posture of the Rhetorical Unit

'Relational Posture' at first glance may seem like a complicated term. What do I mean by

'relational posture'? 'Relational posture' implies turning to the texts to see how the texts

choose to relate itself to the audience, with respect to the modality assumed i.e. assertive,

injunctive, interrogative, optative, active or passive, affirmative, coordinative or

subordinative. What I am trying to express concerns the way(s) in which the author/orator

expresses his/her point(s) with respect to the audience. According to Weullner one can also

discuss the 'intentionality' of the texts, the author, and the reader with respect to the context

of the text. 2]
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Another factor to be considered in a literary analysis is the oral orientation of ancient

literary units. In a world in which few persons could read but almost all could listen, any

literary artist had to operate under the assumption that most persons were likely to hear the

artist's work, rather than to see it before them as a text. This meant that writers had to pay

close attention to the oral and aural aspects of their literature. The twentieth century Western

world instinctively thinks of literature in terms of a printed page, and it therefore is easy for

scholars to overlook the spoken element when the Biblical Texts are studied. Reading the

text aloud can often reveal features that would otherwise go unnoticed by a scholarly

community so heavily oriented to the printed page.

We should also take into consideration that in narrative, a rhetorical critic will study the

development of character, the articulation of plot - items that the writer chose to omit or

ignore - the way dialogue is used in some cases and bypassed in others, and the pace at which

a particular narrative moves. The critic will pay close attention to the frequent tendency of

Ancient Israelite writers to be concise and implicit rather than wordy and explicit (except

where it suited their purpose).

5.1.3 Method of Argumentation

With special reference to the classification of 'loci' i.e. quantity, quality, preferable, and

strategies i.e. associative and dissociative, the direction here is to discover the ways in which

the argumentation of the rhetorical unit is given shape. According to Perelrnan, the intention

of the researcher is to try to view separately the argumentative. strategy itself 22 Here we

need to take into consideration the following elements: dissociative, quasi-logical, appealing

reality or establishing reality.
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5.1.4 Shifts in Argumentative Situation

This step signifies the possibility that several argumentative points may exist in anyone

larger rhetorical unit. These shifts in an argumentative situation are a result of the influence

of earlier stages of the discussion, which determines the selection and direction of topics,

perspectives and tones. The strategies for persuasion may change in the mind of the orator;

this is the result ofperceived changes made by the discourse within the audience. New stages

in the argumentative situations are produced and new argumentative possibilities are opened

to the speaker. This opens a new dimension for new forms ofargumentative discourse.23
.

5.1.5 Classification of Argument

In this step I shall take into consideration the units' role in the greater textual structure with

respect to the stasis of the rhetorical text. The stasis of the text is determined after a careful

reading and understanding of the relationship of the various rhetorical units within the text.

On this basis we can determine the genre identification of the text. For the purpose of this

research project, the biblical texts - i.e. Ezra 9-10, Nehemiah 13, Mathew 19:1-12. Mark

10: 1-16 and Luke 16:18 - have been identified as narrative. 24

The following key elements are taken into consideration in the identification of the texts as

narrative.

5.1.5.1 Narrative Analysis
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In order for me to account adequately for the nature of the discourse of the above texts. it

should be situated and interpreted in terms of its function in the narrative as a whole. For

narrative analysis, Rimmon-Kenan made a distinction between the story, the text, and ~he

narration. 25 A story is compromised of the logical chronological fictional events, which

provide the narrative with the 'raw material' - i.e. in terms of which the narrative is told. The

text is compromises of the narrative text, which we read. The narration accounts for the

process of the narrative production.

(a) Narrative as Story

In considering the narrative analysis of Rimmon-Kenan with her focus on events and

characters, we should also take into consideration the events and characters in Ezra and

Nehemiah's social reformation and the confrontation between Jesus and the Pharisees. 26 In

the narrative embedded in the Synoptic Gospels of the confrontation between Jesus and the

Pharisees, the function of events can be explicated through the potentiality of the narrative

and its progression through either steps taken with the result of the object reached. The

function of the encounter between Jesus and the Pharisees can be accounted for m

relationship to the earlier and later encounters or events between Jesus and the Pharisees.

With consideration of the defmition of characters on story level, Rimmon-Kenan makes a

distinction between 'flat' and 'round' characters.27 'Flat Characters' have only one trait,

quality or idea attached to them. 'Round Characters' are more complex and involve having

more than one quality. They also develop in the course of the action.

(b) Narrative as Text
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To account for narrative text, Rimrnon-Kenan makes a distinction between the categories

of time, characterization andlocalization. 28

(1) Time

Time concerns the textual arrangement of the event component of the story in the text.29 In

considering the text we fInd that the narrative does not correspond to the logical

chronological succession of events in the story. Rimmon-Kenan remarks that even though

time in the narrative text as we read through it, is 'inescapably linear'. A comparison

between text time and conventional story time reveals that a hypothetical norm of complete

correspondence between the two is only rarely realized.3o According to Genette, these

'discordances' can be studied through comparing the order, duration andlrequency of events

in the text.31

Order specifIes the analeptic ('flashback') and proleptic ('foreshadowing') relations between

the story and text time. Duration specifies the difference between the length of time an event

takes in the story and textual levels. Frequency specifies the number of times that an event in

the story is recounted in the text. Repetition was commonly accepted in Ancient Israel and

elsewhere as a standard means of literary expression.32

(2) Characterization

Characterization focuses on the representation in the text of the character component of the

story. Characterization in the text 'can be described in terms of a network of character

traits.... by assembling various character indicators distributed along the teXt-continuum and,

when necessary, inferring the traits from them' .33
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There are two basic character types. The fIrst type is presented in the text through 'direct

defmition' and the second type through indirect presentation. The first type names the trait

by an adjective, an abstract noun, or part of speech. The second type displays and

exemplifIes the character in various ways and leaves the task of inferring the quality of the

character from the representations of the reader.34

'Indirect presentation' takes place through the character's action, speech, external appearance

and habitual environment in which the character fmds him/herself e.g. in Mark 10: 1-10 the

direct presentation of the Pharisees and the disciples towards the moral ideology of Jesus can

be clearly heard in their speech. The characterization of Jesus takes place primarily through

his action and speech.

(3) Focalization

Focalization implies the angle of vision through which the story is fIltered in the text, and the

manner in which it is verbally formulated by the narrator.35 Focalization is distinguished from

the narrator and narration because even though a fIrst or third person narrator narrates a story,

both may use different characters as a 'centre of consciousness' i.e. a focalizer character.36

Narratives are not only focalized by someone, but also on someone or something. This

implies that focalization has both object and subject. Rimmon-Kenan states that 'the subject

is the agent whose perception orients the presentation, whereas the object is what the

focalizer perceives' .37

Uspensky identifIes three facets offocalization38 :
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Figure I : Focalization and its three facets

(3a) The Perceptual Facet

----------~

NARRATIVE

This facet is determined by time and space, which brings into focus the question of whether

the focalizer in the narratives is internal or external to the action and interaction. This facet

allows us to identify whether the focalizer provides a birds-eye view of the action or whether

he actually participates in the action.

(3b) The Psychological Facet

This facet has a cognitive and emotive component. The cognitive component i.e. knowledge,

belief, and memory of the external narrator/focalizer is that he knows everything about the

represented world and the characters, but the characters in the narrative do not. The emotive

component comprises the emotion of the internal focalizers. 39

(3c) The Ideological Perspective

I will begin with a defmition of 'ideology' advanced by Francois Chateiet:
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' .....An ideology is a cultural formation or a cultural production that expresses the point of

view of a social class or caste; such a point of view concerns man's relation with nature,

imagination, others, and himself. Ideology presents itself as having a universal validity, but

in reality it not only expresses a particular point of view, but also tends to mask its

particularity by proposing compensations and imagery or fleeting solutions. By ideological

function of a cultural production - a moral doctrine for instance (e.g. divorce) - one has to

understand the intellectual action that brings such a production, an action by which this

particular conception is being presented as a universal conception' .40

This facet comprises the norms ofthe texts, which consist of a general system of viewing the

world conceptually.41 However, this is only a small portion of the larger concept of ideology

that is currently being studied and expounded by modem Biblical scholars. Here the

focalizer's norms or ideology provides a single dominant perspective, which is usually taken

as authoritative. All other ideologies in the text are evaluated from this higher position. In

the Synoptic Gospels (Jesus and the Pharisees concerning divorce) the views of Jesus are

positively evaluated by the narrator/focalizer and are the same as his own. The focalization

through the opposition focalizers - the Pharisees provide a conflicting ideological perspective

to divorce. If the focalizer is a character, which opposes the main character (i.e. Jesus, Ezra

and Nehemiah), then the cognitive, emotive and ideological components of the character's

perception are part ofthe story.

According to Smit, in limiting research to the study of only one text that emanated from a

particular discourse at a particular time, we have to study this discourse with regard to the

socio- and religio-political realities outside the text that existed between this world and the
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world of the discourse of the texts.42 The main purpose is to situate and describe the

ideology in the text in a particular material and historical framework.

It is clear that in the Biblical texts, embedded is an ideology of the author/narrator that

surfaces between the lines of the texts. Smit noted that a major strategy of Mark is how he

groups the conflicts/controversies/challenge-response interaction between Jesus and the

representatives of the temple-cult concerning the customs of halachic issues. 43 This strategy

used by Mark was not to show that Jesus was the winner in each of the confrontations, but to

dissolve ties of the Markan group with customs of the official Judaism of the time. Jewish

customs functioned as practices, which kept the Jewish nation together under Roman

domination. The negations of these customs were regarded by the Jewish officials as

political threats. These customs functioned as practices, which had to be practiced to identify

them as Jews but also to ensure civil and religious autonomy of the nation. As a result the

negation of these halachic issues were seen as a political threat by both official Judaism of

the time and the Jerusalem people. This ideological component of Mark is clearly seen in his

writings.

According to Smit, in writing and creating a text about the original events and originating

events, the author as unifying principle, generates basic rules that provides an order among

the diverse correlations, positioning and functioning which exists between modes of

statement, concepts or thematic choices. 44 Smit stated that in a narrative, it is primarily the

domain ofthe concept (e.g. divorce) which comes under scrutiny. 45 The concept posits, fills,

motivates and determines the significance of the narrative text. It is regarded as the domain

of the discourse because it is here that we fmd the operation of the intentional consciousness

(ideology ofthe implied author/narrator).
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(c) Narrative as Narration

Narration is simply the analytic category in narrative theory, which accounts for the act. of

telling a story (narrating). Rimmon-Kenan makes an assessment of the development of the

notions of the implied author and reader, and the narrator and the narratee.46 According to

her formulation, the narrator is the implicit addresser of the text and the narratee is the

implicit addressee. This implies that the narrator can be described as the agent who narrates

or engages in some activity to serve the needs of the narration.47

This need of the narration as they pertain to Ezra/Nehemiah/Mathew/Mark/Luke is primarily

determined by the narrator's perceptions, the narrator's commentary, the narrator's cognition

of objects and characters, and the narrator's ideological norms and values, and in addition,

the nature of speech representation in the narrative text.

The narrator's commentary provides narrational explanations and commentary on the speech

and action in the narrative. Thus, it provides lines of direction and indirection to the reader or

listener.

The narrator's cognition of objects and characters comprise the cognitive elements, which the

narrator holds. The narrative structure and impact on the narratee is such that it wants to

persuade the narratee to accept this knowledge too. This is what I referred to previously as

the 'argument ofpersuasion'.

The narrator's ideological norms and values are also to be shared by the narratee. Even

though these elements ofnarration can be studied in terms ofnarrative focalization, they must
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also be objectified and analyzed as part of the discourse of the narrator. This

objectification provides the interpreter with the contents of the symbolic world and the

practices used by the narrator and members ofthe symbolic world.

The speech representations of Ezra/ NehemiahlMathewlMarkILuke fall into two clusters.

The first is mimetic. In mimesis the narrator creates an illusion that he is not the one who

speaks i.e. he is only showing the action. Therefore all dialogue and direct speech are

mimetic. The second cluster is diegetic. Diegetic representation means that the narrator does

not hide the fact that he is the one who is telling the story and that the views presented are his

. 48VIews.

In mimetic speech everything found in the narrative is ultimately created by the narrator and

represents his views and ideologies. However, on this level we cannot distinguish between

'telling' and 'showing', but we can differentiate on the levels and kinds of telling.49 This

critical approach provides the critic with an opportunity to objectify the symbolic world of

the interpretive community of the narrator.

Mimetic speech also functions in a manner, which guarantees reliability and truthfulness of

the authority and integrity of the narrator, but it also serves (Mathew 19/ Mark 10 / Luke 16)

as Jesus, the real 'extra-diegetic' Being who addresses the congregation directly as if in the

present.

5.1.6 Contextual Meaning: Historical Reconstruction
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By 'historical reconstruction' I refer to one of the many possible contextual situations in

which the text might be read. The reading in context allows for the possibility of multiple

reactions to and highlights of portions of the text. No single context can be automatically and

objectively determined for the interpretation of the texts. This is due to the influence of the

text's placement within the relationship to other texts, and the attitude towards these texts by

the audience or reader. The determined interpretive-historical context is arbitrary. There are

various questions that prompt a critical response. How is this influenced? And by which

social, political, literary, religious experiences? Context is also determined by medium i.e.

whether the text is written, spoken, sung, danced or dramatized.

Section 6: Conclusion

This then brings me to an end of my research design. In the next chapters, I shall endeavor to

implement the methodology explained as a tool to achieve the aims and objectives which I

have set forth in my research design. Using the 'New Rhetorical Model' I will attempt to

search the texts for an answer to my critical questions.

However, before I attempt an exegesis of the relevant Biblical Texts, there are certain social

elements that need to be taken into consideration. In considering the exegesis of texts from

the Old Testament and New Testament, we need to take cognizance of the structures and

institutions that prevailed in the Ancient Israelite society. It was these institutions and

structures that governed the every day life of the Ancient Israelites. In Chapter Two, I will

attempt to create a background against which the relevant texts will be exegeted. In Chapter
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Two I will discuss the family institutions of marriage and divorce that prevailed in Ancient

Israel.

Thereafter, in Chapter Three, I will provide a historical and literary background to the texts of

Ezra and Nehemiah. In Chapter Four I will build upon Chapter Three with a discussion of

Ezra and Nehemiah's remedy for mixed marriages (Rhetorical Approach). In Chapter Five I

will provide a historical and social background to the Synoptic Gospels and an analysis of the

confrontation between Jesus and the Pharisees and the clash of ideologies concerning divorce

(Rhetorical Approach). In Chapter Six I will analyze certain Jewish Texts to examine the

ideology of divorce that existed in the Jewish World. In this chapter I will also discuss the

contemporary Aguna dilemma that is currently a debated issue. Finally Chapter Seven will

be my conclusion in which I will summarize each chapter and provide a personal reflection

on the research.
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Chapter Two

THE SOCIAL CONTEXT OF
ANCIENT ISRAEL

'The story ofBiblical Israel goes all the way back to the creation ofthe world,
where its institutions are already foreshadowed:

Elohim celebrates a Sabbath when he makes the world,
Animals are divided into clean and unclean,

Humans call upon the God Yahweh,
Who is creator of the world. The nation itself starts life with Abraham,

Or more precisely with Jacob and its story ends with the activity of
Ezra and Nehemiah'

Davies (1992:23)
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2.0 Introduction

A predominant emerging question in the field of~odem Biblical criticism is what role

does literary art play in the shaping of Biblical narratives? 'A crucial one!' I shall

argue, in attempting an analysis of divorce/forced divorce? in the Biblical texts. With a

fine modulation from moment to moment, determining in most cases the minute choice

of words and reported details, the pace of narration, the small movements of dialogue

and a whole network of ramified interconnections in the text.

The impact of literary criticism on Biblical studies has aquainted most scholars with the

distinction between real and implied authors, and real and implied readers, and with the

need for a proper and precise terminology in analyzing narratives i.e. plot,

characterization, point of view, stock-scenes, types and so-on.50 Before I weigh the

theoretical considerations that would explain why this should be so, it would be well to

follow the sustained operation created by the literary artifact to know its author, time,

place and purpose.51

Undoubtedly an important element in the exegesis ofthe Biblical texts is to understand

the social context in which it prevailed. This provides the exegete with a background

to the structures and institutions of the Ancient Israelite Society. In analyzing the

'Ethical Pragmatism' of divorce/forced divorce? in the Biblical texts, I plan to analyze

the institutions of family viz: 'The family Structures in the Biblical Societies', 'Family

Solidarity and Family Customs', 'Institutions of Marriage in the Ancient Israelite

Society', 'Institutions ofDivorce', 'The Role ofWomen in the Israelite Society'.

2.1 Family Structures in the Biblical Societies
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According to the discoveries made by different Ethnographers, there existed several

types of families in the ancient societies. Three types of family structures are noted in

the Biblical texts viz: 'Fratriarchate " 'Matriarchate " and 'Patriarchal '.

Figure 2: The interior of the house ofa well-to-do Canaanite family

of the Hyksos period - Reconstructed from contemporary tomb remains at Jericho. 52

2.1.1 The 'Fratriarchate' Family

In the 'fratriarchate' family, the eldest brother is the head of the family. This authority

is handed on, along with property, from brother to brother. This type of structure has

been found in the societies of the Hittites, Hurrites in Assyria and Elam.53 A trace of

this type offarriily structure is evident in the Old Testament. In Genesis 34, we see the

actions of Jacob's sons to avenge the rape of their sister Dinah. In Genesis 24, Laban
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played an important role in the arrangement of the marriage of his sister Rebecca.

Although these examples are not conclusive proof, it is admitted as a hypothesis that

among the Assyrian and Hurrite, there was an existence of the jratriarchate' system

in the early times.54

2.1.2 The 'Matriarchate' Family

The second type of family in the Biblical text is the 'Matriarchate " which were

common in the primitive or undeveloped societies. The characteristic mark of this type

of family structure is not that the mother exercises authority (which was very rare), but

that a child's lineage is traced through the mother. 'The child belongs to the mother's

family and social group, and is not considered as related to its father's connections,

even rights of inheritance are fixed by maternal descent. ,55 If this type of family

structure had existed in the reconstruction of Israel by Ezra and Nehemiah then we can

assume that it would have a major impact when the marriages to the foreign women

were dissolved (to be discussed in Chapter Three & Chapter Four).

Several Old Testament customs and stories indicate the presence of this regime among

the Israelites. In Genesis 20: 12,

'But indeed she is truly my sister. She is the daughter of my father,

but not the daughter of my mother, and she became my wife. ,56

In the above text, we see that Abraham is excused for passing off Sarah as his sister,

because she was in fact his half-sister, whom he had married. In 2 Samu~113:13,
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'And I (Amnon), where could I take my shame? Now therefore,

please speak to the King, for he will not withhold me from you (Tamar).'

In the above text, we see that Amnon and Tamar could have been married. Although

both were David's children they both had different mothers. These texts of Sarah and

Tamar prove that a marriage to a half-sister was not yet forbidden.

In Judges 14, we see a rare type of marriage, where the wife does not leave her clan,

but brings her husband into it. This is a relic of the 'Matriarchate' society.

2.1.3 The 'Patriarchal'Family

Whatever may be true of the epoch of prehistoric Israel, there is no doubt that from

. the time of the oldest documents, the Israelite family was 'Patriarchal'. 57 The Hebrew

word to describe this structure is beth 'ab literally translated as 'the house of one's

father '. 58 The genealogies are given by the father's line, women are rarely mentioned.

According to Leviticus 25:49, the nearest relation in the collateral line is the paternal

uncle. As a rule a man and wife found their place in the grouping of the family, to

which four generations generally belong. The idea was to secure the continuance of

the father's house.59

In this family structure the husband is the Ba 'al of his wife, translated as 'Master "

with absolute authority over his children, over his married sons, if they lived with him

and over their wives.60 The family consisted of those who were united by common
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blood and a common-dwelling place. 61 According to Nehemiah 7:4, the 'family' is a

'house' - beth, to found a family is to 'build a house '.

In a wider sense the family was the same group as the 'clan', the mishpahah. They

were concentrated in one area, occupying one or more villages according to its size.

(E.g. The mishpahah of the Danites at Soreah and Eshtaol - Judges 18:1l.

Alternatively several mishpah6th might live together within a city, like the groups from

Judah and Benjamin listed in the census of Jerusalem by Nehemiah - Nehemiah 11 :4

8).62 In 1 Samuel 20:29, the clan shared common interests and duties and were united

by a blood bond.

2.2 Family Solidarity and Family Customs

The 'family solidarity' is seen above all in the group's duty to protect its weak and

oppressed members. This obligation lies behind the institution of the go 'el. The

Hebrew word go 'el comes from the root, which means 'to buy back', 'to redeem', 'to

claim to', but fundamentally its meaning is 'to protect ,.63

This custom can be seen in the story of Ruth i.e. 'the redemption of patrimony'.

Another obligation of the go 'el was blood vengeance. The honor and dishonor of

every member affects the entire group. The blood of a kinsman must be avenged by

the death ofone who shed it, or failing him, by the blood of one ofhis family.64

These family ties were an inheritance from tribal organizations. The transition to

settled life, and the development of town life, brought about social changes, which

affected family customs.65 The family ceased to be self-sufficient, because the standard

of material welfare rose and the development of industries led to a specialization of

activities. However, the idea ofthe blood bond was still significant, crafts were handed
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on from father to son. The reservation of priesthood to families of the tribe of Levi

ill 1 ·66was st a genera practIce.

2.3 Institutions of Marriage in the Ancient Israelite Society

2.3.1 Polygamy and Monogamy

In Genesis 2:21-24, the creation of the first two human beings, Adam and Eve, was

presented as God's original plan for mankind i.e. a monogamous marriage. Polygamy

first appeared in the reprobate line of Cain, when Lamech took two wives (Genesis'

4:19).

Genesis 1 and 2, apparently showed God's original plan for humanity as one man to

one woman for life. However, it was not long before a code of rules was needed

because the standards of society had fallen. In this connection the law-code of King

Hammurabi ofBabyIon (about 1700 BC) stipulated that:

(a) 'A man would not take a second wife unless the first was unable to have children.

(b) The husband was allowed a secondary wife (a concubine), or his wife might give

him a slave-girl, to have children by her.

(c) The children ofthe slave-girl, shall not be sent away.' 67

It is clear that Abraham observed these customs. Abraham at fIrst only had one wife,

Sarah, and because she was barren, he took her slave-girl, Haggar (Genesis 16:1-2).

(Abraham also married Qeturah, after the death of Sarah - Genesis 23:1-2). Nahor

(Genesis 22:20-24) had children by his wife Milkah, and also had a concubine,

Remuah. This seems to be against the stipulations of King Hammurabi (see above).

However, polygamy was becoming a custom at the time.
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According to de Vaux, 'The husband can, however, himself take a concubine, even if

his wife has borne him children, but the concubine never has the same rights as his

wife, and he may not take a second concubine. unless the first is barren. ,68 In the

Fifteenth Century BC, in the region of Kirkuk, the same customs were prevalent, but

the barren wife was under an obligation to provide a concubine for her husband.
69

In

the midst of this polygamy, there was still a relative monogamy because there was only

one lawful wife. However, it seems as though the Patriarchs followed a less stringent

code of conduct than that which prevailed in Mesopotamia. In Genesis 29:15-30 and

30: 1-9, Jacob married the two sisters, Leah and Rachel, each of whom gave him her

maid.

However, at the end of the Second Millennium BC, the Assyrian Code of Law,

assigned an intermediary place between the wife and the concubine, who is a slave, to

the esirtu (woman of the harem). A man may have several esirtu and they may be

raised to the rank of a wife. Later the Talmud fixed the number of wives at four for a

subject and eighteen for a king. 70

It is clear, however, that the most common form of marriage in the Israelite society

was monogamy. In the books of Samuel and Kings, which cover the entire period of

the monarchy, there is not a single case recorded of bigamy among the commoners,

(except that of Samuel's father, at the very beginning ofthe period). Also, the wisdom

books, which provide a picture of the ancient society, never mentions polygamy.71

2.3.2 An Israelite Marriage

The married woman came under the authority of her husband. According to the

Decalogue (Exodus 20: 17 - the Decalogue contains the words of Yahweh which were

the precepts for religion and life in Israel), the wife is listed among the man's
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possessions.72 In Deuteronomy 21:13, 24:1, to 'marry a wife' is expressed by the

Hebrew verb bd'al, the root meaning ofwhich is to 'become a master'. However, the

question that now arises is whether a wife is really the property of her husband, in

other words, had he bought her? Ethnographers have suggested that the Israelites

practiced a form of 'Marriage by Purchase' i.e. 'A Purchase-Theory'. 73 This theory

can be substantiated by the custom of the mohar (dowry/bride-price).

2.3.2.1 The Mohar

The 'mohar' was a sum of money, which was paid to the father of the bride in

exchange for the hand of his daughter in marriage.74 The amount of the mohar varied

and depended on the father of the girl and the social standing of the family. Payment

of the mohar could be compounded by service e.g. like Jacob did for both his wives

(Genesis 29:15-30).

Alternatively by accomplishing an appointed task, as David did for Michal (1 Samuel

18:25-27). David demonstrated a becoming modesty (1 Samuel 18:18-23), which was

intertwined with his inability to pay the mohar appropriate for a King's daughter. The

mohar was one hundred foresklns of the Philistines - the task in exchange for the hand

ofhis daughter was to take vengeance on the King's enemies. This obligation to pay a

sum of money, or its equivalent, to the girl's family, obviously gives the Israelite

marriage the outward appearance ofa 'purchase '.

However, there is a difference between compensation given to the family of the bride

and the price paid for a woman. The difference becomes clear, if we compare the

mohar marriage with another type of union, which really was a purchase i.e. a girl

could be sold by her father to another man who intended her to be his own, or his

son's concubine. Thus she was a slave, and could be resold.75
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By marriage a woman left her parents and went to live with her husband and joined his

clan. This was the normal custom. In Genesis 24:58-59, Rebecca left her father and

mother, in Genesis 24:5-8, Abraharn would not allow Isaac to go to Mesopotamia

unless the wife chosen for him agreed to come to Canaan. However, there are few

cases in the Bible where there was an exception. In Genesis 31: 26, 43, Jacob, after

marrying Leah and Rachel, continued to live with his father-in-law, Laban. In Judges

8:31, Gideon had a concubine who continued to live with her family at Shechem,

Sarnson married a Philistine woman of Tirnnah, the woman continued to live with her

parents, where Samson visited her (Judges 14:8ff, 15:1-2).

This type of marriage where the wife does not leave her father's house, the husband

takes up residence in her home and relinquishes his connections with his own clan, is

called a beena
76 marriage. Ancient Assyrian law also provided for a case where a

married woman continued to live with her father, this type of marriage was called

erebu. 77

2.3.2.2 Choosing a Bride

The Bible stipulated no age at which a girl could be married. However, for centuries

the custom in the East was for boys and girls to be married while they were very

young.
78

In the later days, the Jewish Rabbis fixed the minimum age for marriage at

twelve years for a girl and thirteen years for a boy. As a result of this practice parents

made all the decisions when a marriage was being arranged. In Genesis 24:33-53,

Abraham sent his servant to choose a wife for Isaac, the servant arranged the contract

with Laban, Rebecca's brother.

Only afterwards was Rebecca's consent asked (Genesis 24:57-58). If this analogy is .

interpreted in terms of certain Mesopotamian texts, then we see that her consent was
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asked only because her father was dead, and because her brother, not her father had

authority over her. Once the proposal of marriage had been put to the girl's parents,

they discussed the conditions, especially the amount of the mohar (Genesis 29: 15ff.).

However, parental authority also left room for the feelings of the young couple. In

Genesis 34:4/Judges 14:2, we note that a young man could make his preference

known. Sometimes, he could make his own decision without consulting his parents,

even against their wishes (Genesis 26:34-25).

According to de Vaux ' ..... it was custom to take a wife from among one's own kith

and kin, the custom was a relic of tribal life.' 79 In Genesis 24:4, we note that Abraham

sent his servant to find Isaac a wife among his own family in Mesopotamia. Laban

declared that he would rather give his daughter to Jacob than to a stranger. Tobias

also advised his son to choose a wife within his tribe (Tobias 4:12). The counteraction

of Samson to the tribal custom, resulted in his father being saddened, because his son

did not choose a wife from his own clan.

Marriages also took place between persons of different families and even with foreign

'Women. Esau married two Hittite women80
, Joseph married an Egyptian81

, Moses

married a Midianite82
, Naomi's two daughter-in laws were Moabites83

, David had a

Calebite and an Aramaean among his wives84
• Israelite women were also married to

foreigners, Batsheba to a Hittite85
, and the mother of Hiram, the bronze worker to a

T . 86ynan .

These mixed marriages first started with Kings for political reasons.87 However, it

later became common among the subjects after settlement in Canaan (Judges 3:6). The

results of these mixed marriages was firstly that they 'tainted the purity , of Israel's
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blood, secondly that they 'endangered its religious faith' (1 Kings 11 :4). And thirdly,

they were 'forbidden by law' (Exodus 34:15-16, Deuteronomy 7:3_4).88

An exception was made for women who were captured in wars. The Israelites could

marry these women after a ceremony symbolizing the abandonment of their country of

origin was performed.89 However, little respect was paid to these prohibitions. The

community, which returned from exile, continued to contract mixed marriages

(Malachi 2:11-12). Ezra and Nehemiah both had to take strict measures to counteract

these practices.

Within the family, marriages with very close relations were forbidden. According to

Leviticus 18:6, one does not unite with the 'flesh ofone's blood'. These bans amount

to the prohibition of incest. The main collections of these precepts are found in

Leviticus 18.

Special restrictions were subjected to members of the priestly line. According to

Leviticus 21 :7, they could not take a wife who had been a prostitute, or divorced by

her husband. For High Priests, the rules were stricter; they could only marry a 'virgin

ofIsrael' .90

2.3.3. Engagements and Marriage Ceremonies

The Hebrew word 'aras' literally meaning 'engagement' or 'betrothal', was a promise

of marriage made sometime before the celebration of the wedding, according to the

custom of Israel. Legal texts show that engagements were a recognized custom with

'Judicial consequences,.91 According to Deuteronomy 20:7, a man who was engaged,

though not yet married, was excused from going to war. In 1 Samuel 18:21, we see
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the formula that was probably spoken by the girl's father to make the engagement

valid: 'To-day you shall be my son-in-law 92. '

According to de Vaux, 'in Israel and Mesopotamia, marriage was a purely civil

contract'.93 It was not sanctioned by any religious act. In Malachi 2:14, the bride is

called the berith - 'the wife of the Covenant '. The Hebrew analogy of berith is often

used to denote a religious pact, but it should be interpreted in the above text as simply

a contract of marriage. In Proverbs 2: 17, marriage is called the 'Covenant of God'.

This is based on the allegory ofEzekiel 16:8, where the Covenant of Sinai becomes the

contract ofmarriage between Yahweh and Israel.

It was custom among the Jews that a contract of marriage had to be signed.94 In

Tobias 7:13, a written contract of marriage is mentioned. According to the Code of

Hammurabi 95, a marriage concluded without a contract is invalid. The formula

pronounced at marriage according to the Elephantine contract was: 'She is my wife

and I am her husband, from this day forever. ' 96

In assessing the early Israelite sociology for marriage, we should note that it was

originally better, in close contracts of life for every marriageable woman to be in

proper relationship to some man, rather than that improper relationships should arise in

which the children would suffer because no one would be responsible for them.97

2.4 Institutions of Divorce

2.4.1 Provision for Divorce

According to the motivation given in Deuteronomy 24: 1 a man could divorce his wife

ifhe had 'found some unseemly thing in her ':



49

rT~ t-t;~-~~ ,~t~:;1 ltl-t-t;Qn t-t~-c~ il:iJl rT7lJ:;l~ il~~ W~~ njP:-~~

:in~~ rTIJ7Wl rT1::;1 lD~l nD~-P '~Q rT7 Jtl~l '~1 nnv. .
Deut 24:1

Deut 24: 1 When a man takes a wife, and marries her, then it shall be, if she find no

favor in his eyes, because he had found some unseemly thing in her, that he shall

write her a bill of divorcement, and give it in her hand, and send her out of his

house.

There was great debate in the Rabbinical Age concerning the meaning of the above

phrase. The school ofRabbi Shammai acknowledged only adultery and misconduct for

the grounds of divorce.98 The more liberal school of Rabbi Hillel acknowledged that if

a wife cooked a bad dish or that the husband had found another woman, which he

preferred, he could ask for a divorce.99

2.4.2 Procedure of Divorce

In the procedure of divorce, the husband made out a declaration contradicting that

which had sealed the marriage (see 2.3.3 for the formula of marriage) : (She is no

longer my wife and I am no longer her husband'. 100 In Assyria the formula for a

divorce was: 'I repudiate her' or ( You are no more my wife '. 101 However, in Israel,

Mesopotamia and Elephantine, they also practiced a custom in which the husband had

to write his wife a certificate/bill/writ of divorce, which allowed a woman to remarry

102

Deut 24:2
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Deut 24:2 And when she is departed out of his house, she may go and be another man's [wife].

2.4.3 Restrictions for Divorce

There were a few laws, which were laid down to restrict the husband from the right of

a divorce. According to Deuteronomy 22:13-19, ifa man had falsely accused his wife

of not being a virgin when he married her, he could not divorce her. Deuteronomy

22:28-29 stipulates that if a man had violated a girl, he was compelled to marry her. 103

If a divorced wife remarried and later her second husband died or liberated her by a

divorce, the first husband was forbidden to take her back. 104 With David and Michal,

this law did not apply. Michal was first married to David, then given to another man,

and finally taken back by David, however, David had never divorced her. (l Samuel

18:20-27,25:44,2 Samuel 3:13-16).

Women had no right to ask for a divorce. At the beginning of the Christian era, when

Salome, the sister of Herod sent her husband Kostabar a letter of divorce, her actions

was held to be against Jewish law. 105 If the Gospel made reference to a woman

divorcing her husband, it was the influence of Gentile customs. 106

Mark 10:12

Kat l.av alh~ aTTOAuaaaa TOV avopa mhi1<; ya,..lTlau CXAAOV IlotXclTal .

And ifshe herself shall put away her husband, and marry another, she commits adultery.

According to the Code ofHammurabi, that prevailed in Mesopotamia, a husband could

divorce his wife by pronouncing the appropriate formula (see fig. 3), but he had to pay

her compensation. In Assyrian law, the husband had the right to divorce his wife

without any compensation.
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Figure 3: 'Get' - A Bill ofDivorce107

However, this led to the Assyrian marriage being complicated, because their law often

stipulated more onerous conditions for the husband. When the marriages were

arranged, the wife's parents might protect her interests by special clauses. 108

Although the Old Testament makes no reference to financial conditions attached to

divorce, it is likely that Israel also practiced some kind of remuneration. According to

stipulations in the marriage contract of Elephantine, a husband could not reclaim the

mohar he had paid for his wife, it becomes the 'price ofdivorce '. 109

2.5 The Role of Women in the Israelite Society
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In the book of Proverbs we find that two female figures illustrate the role a woman

played in the Israelite society. Firstly, we are introduced by the texts to the 'Woman

Wisdom '. She is seen as a divine personification whose moral, intellectual and erotic

appeal allures the male into pursuit of her. Secondly, we are introduced to a 'Strange

woman' or 'Foreign woman', she is regarded as a negative anti-type of 'Woman

Wisdom '. Camp emphasizes the multivalence of the 'Strange woman' as a symbol of

chaos threatening the established social, economic, religious and moral orders. 11O

There were two sides of this ancient Madonna, each higWy charged erotically, but

standing in tension with one another, one accessible but dangerous, the other remote

and ethereal, both functioning ideologically within the Israelite society.

Any woman that wielded her sexual powers outside the male-governed arrangements

of marriage and family are construed as fundamentally the 'Strange Woman' in

Proverbs 1-9. According to Camp this 'Strange woman', was seen as a force that will

ultimately split the religious cosmos ofJudaism into a dualistic moral system. I
1

I

As we have seen before in the situation of marriage, the husband is the ha 'al or

'master', the wife addressed him as a slave addressed his master. However, the wife

of an Israelite was not on the level of a slave. If a woman in public view was not

patently accountable to a man, she was liable to be presumed a prostitute. 112 According

to Exodus 21 :7, a man could sell his daughter but, a man could never sell his wife

(Deuteronomy 24:14).

Exod 21:7

Exod 21:7 And ifa man sell his daughter to be a maid-servant, she shall not go out

as the servants do.
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Deut 21:14

Deut 21: 14 And it shall be, if thou have no delight in her, then thou shalt let her go whither

she will; but thou shalt not sell her at all for money, thou shalt not deal with her as a slave,

because thou hast humbled her.

A husband had the right to divorce his wife, but she was protected by the certificate of

divorce (get), which guaranteed her freedom. Within the family, respect for a wife

increased on the birth ofher first child. This respect was even greater if the child was a

boy.1I3 The wisdom literature emphasized that respect should also be given to the

mother by the children i.e. the same respect given to the father should be given to the

mother (Proverbs 19:26, 20:20, 23 :22, 30: 17).

Milgrom notes that in the description of the woman's suspected unfaithfulness

(adultery), the word for her transgress is ma 'al. This is the only time that the term is

used outside the sacred sphere of the oath violations, 1J4 where the object of the ma 'al

is invariably the Deity. He goes on to remind us that the unfaithful wife is a recurring

prophetic image for Israel's infidelity to God. Milgrom cites Hosea 2:4-22, Jeremiah

3:8ff, Ezekiel 23:37, on Israel as the sinning wife. Ma'al is used in the priestly texts

for idolatry extended to straying after other gods. 1
IS

The ceremony for a woman whose husband suspects her of adultery without proof is

to take the woman before a priest. She drinks the words of a curse mixed in water

with the dust ofthe floor ofthe tabernacle. If she is wrongly suspected, she goes away

free. The husband must then stop being jealous. If we interpret the right
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straightforwardly as a law, the book of Numbers tells the husband that without

evidence he cannot take action against his wife. Only the Lord knows and the question

of guilt has to be left without the outcome of the ordeal. If she is guilty, then the Lord

will punish her by affliction. I 16

The social and legal position of the Israelite wife was inferior to the position a wife

occupied in the other countries surrounding Israel. 117 In Egypt it was custom that the

wife was the head of the family, in Babylon, the wife could purchase property, take

legal action, be a party to contracts, and she even had a share in her husband's

inheritance. In the Colony of Elephantine, the Jewish wife acquired certain civil rights.

Since she owned property, she also became liable to taxation. I IS

These countries differed from the role an Israelite woman played in her society. The

Israelite woman had to do all the hard work at home. Her role was to look after the

flock, cook the food, do the spinning, etc. 119 However, these tasks did not lower her

status but rendered her sincere consideration, as a vital and important member in the

family structure. Many feminist theologians may argue that this picture of the Israelite

women is a subordination to man, within a system of women oppression. However,

one needs to take into consideration that it was custom in the Israelite society to be

submissive to the authority of the man, who is the head of the family. 120

2.6 Conclusion

Gottwald defined the society depicted in the Bible as a real historical society.121 The

.literature (Biblical Texts) is a product of that society, the literature's form and ideas, as

well as its descriptions of society and history, offer direct evidence of that society's
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culture. The encouragement of local religious and cultural identities was part of the

imperial strategy.122 The Biblical writings are one of the results ofthis initiative.

As discussed in this Chapter, Israel had a unique family structure. The several

institutions of family such as the nature of the family, marriage, divorce, the role of

women etc. differed from pagan societies. These unique institutions and structures

gave Israel its own family identity. The community, tribe and clan were seen as an

extension to the small immediate family unit.

Creating a background for my research to an understanding of the issue of divorce in

the Biblical texts, is an analysis of the social context of Ancient Israel. Earlier in this

Chapter, I identified three types of family structures that existed in the Biblical texts.

However, it is undoubtedly true that Israel followed the 'Patriarchal' system. Various

Biblical passages depict that the family was an important component of the Israelite

society as an entity. In the creation of a unique family identity of the Israelite nation,

solidarity to family and tribal organizations, together with family customs were of vital

importance.

The institutions of marriage were also unique. A monogamous marriage with a

polygamous nature. The men had one lawful wife, but also several concubines. The

marriage was sanctioned by the payment of the mohar. This was a payment to the

father in return for the hand of his daughter in marriage. Choosing a bride was a very

special occasion. The link in the family bloodline was ofvital importance. Brides were
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commonly chosen amongst their own tribe and family. This ensured the continuation

of the family blood genealogy and also wealth circulated within the family.

With the institution of marriage, there was also the institution of divorce. This right

was granted to the man. He had the right to discontinue his marriage. However, there

were certain restrictions. The issuing of a 'get', (a certificate of divorce) guaranteed

the woman her freedom to remarry.

The women in the Israelite society also had a unique identity in comparison to the

surrounding countries. The rights of the women varied considerably to that of the

Babylonians, Egyptians, Mesopotamians and Elephantines. This difference ensured

that the unique family structure of Israel still prevailed.

However, these family structures were soon to be challenged. When the Israelites

returned from exile in Babylon, several mixed marriages were contracted i.e marriages

to foreign women. The contracting of mixed marriages brought influences of mixed

cultures, mixed religions, mixed morality, mixed family structures etc. The product of

these marriages were a fragmentation to Israel's unique identity. It tainted the purity

of Israel's blood, endangered Israel's religious faith, it was forbidden by law. It also

began to fragment the original unique family identity created within the Israelite

society.

However, in considering these facts, the questions that now arise related to the topic

are: Forced Divorce? Were the actions of Ezra and Nehemiah justified? Was
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mandating a divorce really necessary in reconstructing a new Israel? Williamson stated

that 'the treatment described in Ezra of how he tackled the problem of mixed

marriages is among the least attractive parts of Ezra and Nehemiah, if not the whole

Old Testament' .123 Similarly elines was appalled by the personal misery brought into

so many families by the compulsory divorce of foreign wives and outraged at Ezra's

insistence on racial purity, so uncongenial to modem liberal thoughts. 124
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Chapter Three

A BACKGROUND TO THE BOOKS
EZRA & NEHEMIAH

'The Books ofEzra and Nehemiah have received considerable attention:
partly because their presentation is more attractive,

but more importantly because they illuminate a period ofhistory
about which very little is known. '

Coggins RJ (1 976:VI)

66
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3.0 Introduction

Forced divorce? 'You are operung a can of worms', was the statement echoed by

members of my Church. A close colleague engaged in feminist theology said: 'You are

trotting upon dangerous grounds'. Undoubtedly we cannot deny that, although the

Israelite nation had a unique family structure giving them their own family identity, a

situation in the post-exilic community called for the implementation of divorce by force!

In understanding the reasons for these actions that seem to undermine the legitimacy of

the family structure in Israel, let me propose before an actual criticism of the text, an

analysis of the historical and literary background to the texts and a sociological

background with special reference to the mixed marriage crisis in Ezra and Nehemiah.

3.1 A Historical and Literary Background to the Texts

A coherent reading of any artwork, whatever the medium reqUIres some detailed

awareness ofthe grid of conventions upon which, and against which, the individual work

operates. Through our awareness of convention we can recognize significant patterns of

repetition, symmetry, contrast, clues in a narrative work and see what is innovative and

what is deliberately traditional at each nexus of the artistic creations. 125

According to Childs, the books of Ezra and Nehemiah formed a single book in the

Hebrew canon. The separation into two books was relatively a late development and did

not appear in the Hebrew Bible until the late fifteen century.126 In terms of literary
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problems, the relation between the editorial work of the fmal author and the sources,

which he used are not at all clear. The historical problems associated with the writings .of

Ezra and Nehemiah has caused many scholars to regard the present canonical shape of

these books as 'confused and distorted,.l27 Due to these historical and literary problems

that cause a fragmentation, the texts cannot be seen as a whole consistent narrative.

Hence, over the years scholars have developed a 'Source Theory' to explain these

differences and inconsistencies.

3.1.1 Source Theory

3.1.1.1 Sectional Deconstruction of Ezra and Nehemiah

Several sections can be clearly defmed in the Books ofEzra and Nehemiah.

(a) Ezra 1-6 is a description of the circumstances surrounding the returnees from exile in

Babylon. It focuses on their efforts to rebuild the temple in Jerusalem.

(b) In Ezra 7-10, there seems to be a fragmentation of time. The reader is introduced to

Artaxerxes, who takes the role of a new King in the narrative. He succeeds Cyrus and

Darius mentioned in the earlier chapters. Ezra is here authorized by Artaxerxes to go

to Jerusalem with treasures for the temple. He received the commission to undertake

teachings of the law, reformation and restoration. He learns of the marriage of a

number of Jews to foreign women. His response was to establish a commission,

which led to the divorce ofthese wives (this will be discussed in Chapter 4).
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(C) The book of Nehemiah begins with the scene shifting back to the community in

exile. However, the date is some thirteen years later in the reign of Artaxerxes.

Nehemiah secures permission to return to Jerusalem to help re-build the city. Each

section so far followed a pattern of a return from exile, reformation and restoration.

The fmal part of the book however, appears more complicated.

(d) Nehemiah 7 and 11 focuses on the re-population of Jerusalem in his time.

(e) Nehemiah 12:27-43 focuses on the dedication of the newly built city wall.

(t) Interspersed in Nehemiah 8-10 and 11:3-12:26 are a presentation of the law by Ezra,

followed by a confession and a pledge to keep the law in future, and various lists of

residents, priests, Levites and others in Jerusalem.

(g) Nehemiah 13 relates to various incidents during his second term as Governor

including the issue of mixed marriages.

In analyzing these literary units, we need to take into account that Ezra and Nehemiah

each tell part of their experience in their own words. The remaining units are in Hebrew

and Aramaic. 128

3.1.1.2 Literary and Historical Problems in Ezra

The narrative material in Ezra 7-10 and Nehemiah 8, illustrate Ezra as playing a major

character role. However, in these narratives there are switches between the third person

and the ftrst person (Ezra 7:1-26 and Ezra 7:27 - 9:15). In considering these literary
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problems, the question that arises is: did an editor have in front of him Ezra's own

account (an Ezra source) from which he copied some parts and rewrote others? 129

The order of events in the Ezra narrative also seems odd. Considering the texts literally

as they stand, Ezra arrived in Jerusalem in the seventh year of Artaxerxes, with a

commission to teach and implement the law of God. Within a year he confronted the

problem of mixed marriages. However, a full twelve - thirteen years lapsed before he

could present the law in fulfillment of his original commission. According to

Williamson, this gap in Ezra's career has never been satisfactorily explained. 130

3.1.1.3 Critical Responses to these Problems

In response to the above literary and historical problems, modem critical scholarship

have proposed a variety of solutions, which can be briefly summarized as follows:

In subjecting Ezra to criticism of its Hebrew style, Torrey concluded that it could not be

distinguished from the editorial hand of the author; who was responsible for the works of

the Chronicles, Ezra and Nehemiah. 131

The German scholar Noth, in examining the literary and historical considerations came to

believe that the edict of Artaxerxes in Ezra 7:12-26 and the list in 8:1-14 of those who

accompanied Ezra on his journey to Jerusalem were both sources which were available to

the Chronicler.
132

Noth, Kellerman and der Smitten assigned the Chronicler a very large
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role and considered him the actual author rather than an editor of sources. m Noth's

rationale for the disorder of subsequent events was due to theological reasons and the

account of the first person reveals an inconsistent imitation ofNehemiah. 134

The Norwegian scholar Kapelrud undertook a study of the Hebrew style of the Ezra

narrative. His deductions were in agreement with Torrey, that it should be attributed to

the same hand as that of the Chronicler. However, he allowed the possibility of some

1· d' . d I' h t 135ear Ier tra Ihon un er ymg t e accoun .

Mowinckel with a more conservative view than Noth argues that this editor is the

Chronicler. He made this conclusion after finding some editorial comments in the Ezra

material. Therefore, the Chronicler must have been working on an already existing text

i.e. an Ezra source. He substantiates this source ofEzra as being the work of an admirer,

who years later wrote up an idealized version ofthe events for purposes ofedification. 136

Mowinckel argued that the shift between the first and third person narratives did not arise

because of earlier sources, but was a stylistic feature of a 'Denkschrift '. The use of the

first person was a device for self-glorification. 137 Kellerman however, criticized

Mowinckel's theory of self-aggrandizement substituting it with the psalmic genre of 'a

prayer ofan accusedperson', which had first been described by Hans Schmidt. 138

Despite the argument of these scholars' VIews, many scholars have held to a more

traditional approach. Rudolph accepted that the material about Ezra was originally
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written by Ezra in the first person throughout in order to give an account of his work to

the Persian King. 139 On the basis of these observations and with the Nehemiah material

as a parallel, it is not unreasonable to suggest that as a matter of regular protocol, Ezra

was obliged to report on his progress after one year. There is no doubt that a copy of

such a report should have been available later in Jerusalem and that an editor could have

k d
·, I .. 140wor e It mto a arger composItIon.

3.1.1.4 An Evaluation of these Critical Responses

In researching the authorship ofE~a and Nehemiah I have expressed the views of many

scholars above. However, with the increasing awareness of Biblical research in our

modern day, certain opinions need to be taken into consideration. Firstly, the argument

based upon the Hebrew style cannot be regarded as decisive. Recent discoveries since

the analysis of Torrey have increased our awareness of the extent to which the Hebrew

language developed during the Old Testament period. The Babylonian exile in particular

was a 'watershed' since after the influence of Aramaic and Iranian as well as other

factors left a clear mark on the Hebrew language. 141 A great deal of what Torrey

attributed to the hand of the Chronicler seems to be a general pattern (Le. literature

tradition) of the time.

In considering the edict of the Artaxerxes and the subsequent narratives, there are a

number ofpoints of detail, such as places and personal names (Ezra 8: 15-17):
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Ezra 8: 15 And there we gathered them together to the river that runs to Ahava; And I

encamped three days: and I viewed the people, and the priests, and found none of the

sons of Levi. 16 I then sent for Eliezer, for Ariel, for Shemaiah, and for Elnathan, and for

Jarib, and for Elnathan, and for Nathan, and for Zechariah, and for Meshullam, chief

men; also for Joiarib, and for Elnathan, who were teachers. 17 And I sent them forth unto

Iddo the chief at the place Casiphia; and I told them what they should say unto lddo,

[and] his brethren the Nethinim, at the place Casiphia, that they should bring unto us

ministers for the house ofour God.

An inventory (Ezra 8:26-27), curious local color (Ezra 10:9-13), and an unexpected hitch

in the preparations for the journey are also mentioned in detail. These facts are clearly

not based on an edict, but which also have no other apparent origin but originated from

historical memory. If so, then the editor must have been working with an inherited

source rather than working from scratch. In considering the literary problem of the shift

from fIrst person to third person, it appears that Williamson has the most suitable·
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explanation. The Chronicler working on an original fIrst person account of Ezra,

changed some passages into the third person. He no doubt thought it appropriate .to

introduce Ezra into the narratives in this manner (Ezra 7:1-10). He then used the words

of Ezra's benediction (Ezra 7:27-28) as a skilful way to skip over into the fIrst person.

He continued with this throughout Chapters 8 and 9, with the exception of8:35-36, where

he may have been 'papering over' the gap caused by his transfer of material to Nehemiah

8. At the end of Chapter 9, he used the device of prayer to revert to the third person.

Finally Nehemiah 8, had obviously to be in the third person to avoid confusion.

3.1.1.5 The Nehemiah Memoir

Mowinckel pointed out that the 'Nehemiah Memoir' as it had been commonly known, is

an inappropriate technical classifIcation. 142 He suggested that the work would be more

appropriately compared with a number of Ancient Near Eastern royal inscriptions in

which various kings commemorate their achievements.

Another suggestion for the 'Nehemiah Memoir' is that Nehemiah needed to write in

order to justify himself to the Persian King. 143 In the most recent study of Nehemiah,

Kellerman starts from a position similar to what was mentioned above, but then deduces

that the type of Psalm known as the 'prayer of the accused', explains the distinctive

characteristics of the Nehemiah material. 144
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The following passages in the book of Nehemiah appear to be a fIrst hand account by

Nehemiah himself:

(a) Nehemiah 1-2 : Preparation and Return to Jerusalem

(b) Nehemiah 4-6 : Rebuilding of the walls

(c) Nehemiah 7:1-5 : Defense of the City and a move to re-populate Jerusalem

(d) Nehemiah 12:31-43 : Dedication of the wall

(e) Nehemiah 13:4-31 : Issues in Nehemiah's second term as Governor

Williamson identifIed these passages as characterized by lively narrative and forceful

style and in particular by some 'idiosyncratic turns of phrase' (i.e. prayers that God will

remember Nehemiah for good or his enemies for ill). 145

However, these passage cannot be seen as a single and coherent narrative, there are some

gaps in the account. In Nehemiah 3, there is a long list of those who participated in the

building of the wall. The question that arises is whether Nehemiah compiled this list? We

note that it displays a number of differences from his account. An example can be seen in

Chapter 3: 1,3,6, whereas in Chapter 6: 1 this stage had not yet been reached.

Far more controversial is the list of names in Chapter 7:6-73. In the previous verses

Nehemiah stated that in order to encourage more Judeans to live in Jerusalem, he found

'the genealogy of those who came up at the fIrst'. Following these verses is a list, which

is the same as the list in Ezra 2. Williamson noted that the majority of the scholars doubt

whether Nehemiah would have included it in his account. 146
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Nehemiah 8-10 are obviously not part of Nehemiah's own account. The question of

repopulating Jerusalem in 7:5ff is only picked up at the start of Chapter 11. Due to

Chapter 11 not being written in the first person, most commentators believe that this is a

portion of the memoir, which was rewritten by a later editor. 147 Apart from the different

style of writing, Chapter 11:1-2 differs with Chapter 7. In Chapter 7, Nehemiah is all set

to deal with the problem on the basis of family lists. However, in 11:2 it is decided on

the arbitrary basis of casting lots. It is not difficult to see why there is a general

agreement that the book of Nehemiah includes an authentic fIrst-person account by

Nehemiah ofhis activities relating to Jerusalem. 148 However, with this deduction we note

that there are also curious features of some other external source.

3.1.2 Dating EzralNehemiah

The issue concerning the dating of Ezra and Nehemiah has marked great diffIculty in the

minds of many prominent scholars. This is a vast field and extends outside the boundaries

of the present research. However, I have summarized below a few theories of dating

these books that would allow for intense discussion.

Williamson argued that there is 'no secure method for dating a work such as Ezra and

Nehemiah' .149 According to the theory of Rudolph, who accepted that the whole of Ezra

and Nehemiah were part of the work of the Chronicler, saw no reason t9 set a date later
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than 400 Bc. 150 However, many scholars tend to disagree with the above dating,

considering that Ezra only came to Jerusalem in 398 BC.

Another deduction concerns the reference to the High Priest Jaddua (Nehemiah 12: 11 and

12:22) frequently linked with the mention in Josephus (Jewish Antiquities)l5l, of a high

priest of that name who held office at the time when the Persian rule gave place to

Hellenistic rule. Therefore the books as a whole cannot be dated before the Hellenistic

Period (late fourth century BC onwards).

The mention of mixed marriages brings us to a point, which has been frequently

advanced by many scholars as a strong argument for dating Ezra after Nehemiah. In

Nehemiah 13:23-27, Nehemiah deals with some isolated instances of this abuse. His

approach was said to be unsuccessful and so Ezra was later obliged to deal with the

problem more systematically.

According to Williamson, it is not just that Nehemiah dealt with a few cases. We should

rather consider that they were extremely localized. Reference was made only to the

women of Ashdod, Ammon, and Moab. 152 However, considering the crisis of mixed

marriage in the post-exilic Judean society, one tends to agree with Williamson that it

makes more sense to suppose that Ezra had already dealt with the problem as a whole,

and that Nehemiah was merely dealing with the isolated cases of its resurgence.

3.1.3 Chronological Order of Ezra and Nehemiah
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Childs notes that the present structures of Ezra and Neherniah show a clear mark of

intentionality, which an author or editor established. 153 The book of Ezra starts with a

date formula of 538 BC and continues with a series of dates to the completion of the

temple in 516 BC. Ezra' s arrival is seen in Chapter 7 as the seventh year, first day of the

fifth month in the reign of Artaxerxes. The book of Neherniah also follows a clear

chronological sequence from the twentieth year of Artaxerxes to the thirty-second year of

his reign.

The major disruption in the chrono,logical sequence occurs in Ezra 4:6-23 with reference

to the reign of Darius. The introduction of Darius can be substantiated by trying to

illustrate the· nature of the continual resistance against the Jews. In sum the present

arrangements of the chapters are not simply accidental, but reflect a purposeful

chronological pattern.

3.2 A Sociological Background to the Texts

In the above sections, important features were highlighted in the historical and literary

background to the texts, which either directly or indirectly impinges on the exegesis of

Ezra and Nehemiah. However, an analysis of the historical and literary background to

the texts is not entirely sufficient to ensure a proper exegesis. There are other important

dynamics envisaged in the texts that need to be considered.
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The following view expressed is based on the works of Fee and Sluarl (in the field of

Biblical exegesis), which render support to my deduction that the writers of the Bible use

certain terminology and phrases, which they took for granted that their audience/readers

would understand. However, contemporary readers of the Bible are historically removed

from the original readers/workers. Therefore, in considering the issue of forced divorce

to the foreign women, embodied in mixed marriages, it is of vital importance to consider

the sociological background to the texts (i.e. the ideology towards foreign women and

mixed marriages in that particular society). In setting the parameters for this backgroqnd,

the dissertation will focus on, foreign women and the mixed marriage crisis in the Post-

Exilic Judean community.

3.2.1 A Study of the Sociology of the Mixed Marriage Crisis in the Post-Exilic

Judean Community

3.2.1.1 A Critical Analysis of iT"LlJIil'" iTWN in the Wisdom Literature (Proverbs)

and the Post-Exilic Judean Community

In defming ideology (see Chapter one) as a cultural formation or a cultural production

that expresses a point of view of a social class, it is evident that there existed an ideology

towards the iT,,, iTWN in Proverbs and the Post-Exilic Judean community.

Bostrom suggested that the iT,,, was not an ordinary prostitute, but a foreign devotee to

the goddess Ishtar who engaged in cultic prostitution as a fertility rite '54 . Van der Toom
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offered an alternate scenario that the il1l was far from being a professional prostitute.

She was instead engaged in an extraordinary act of prostitution for the sake of payinK a

vow. For Ancient Israelite women living in the margin of the official cult, the vow was a

popular form of devotion. Women were typically dependent upon the men to supply the

means of payment. However, if a husband or father refused, one of the few means of

access to resources, funds to pay the vow was incidental prostitution.155 Whatever its

merits, Van der Toorn's reading together with Bostrom's theory, cannot be applied to the

larger complex of the il~1JJ/il1l mZ7~ passages.

Taking into consideration that Proverbs can be dated in the Post-Exilic period,156 scholars

have concluded that the woman in Proverbs 1-9, portrayed as a prostitute, can be a

reference to the foreign women of the land. 157 Washington argued that the warning in

Proverbs 1-9 against unfamiliar women was already a theme for the Post-Exilic sages. 158

In a more recent study Camp developed the hypothesis that the il1l figure portrays a

'force defmed as a female that will ultimately split the religious cosmos of Judaism and

Christianity into a dualistic moral system,159.

With these broader interpretative issues in view, I propose to describe the particular

social and economic factors that originally motivated the polemic against the foreign

women in the Post-Exilic community (3.2.1.2 / 3.2.1.3). In agreement with the
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hypothesis of Washington, during the Post-Exilic period, n~1:>JIi11l nu;~ was a

representation ofthe women who did not belong to the n,u (community).

Relationships between the Judean men and the foreign women posed economic problems.

Due to land tenure and cultic membership being linked to genealogical lineage (see

Chapter 2: Institutions of family in the Ancient Israelite Society), the prospect of

exogamous marriages (i.e. mixed marriages) brought the danger of outside encroachment

upon the land holdings ofthe Judean congregation. 160

As a result Judean men were forbidden to marry foreign women not only for moral and

religious reasons, but also because they were a threat to the social and economic integrity

of the Judean community.

However, this conventional hypothesis needs relevant substantiation. In order to prove

this hypothesis, an analysis of the semantic linguistics in the Biblical texts for the

application ofn~1:>JIi11l nlZ7~ needs to be investigated.

Under the grouping of n1l, the Wisdom ~iterature (i.e. Proverbsl-9) gathers an

assortment of warnings against urifamiliar women. Due to the composite nature of her

portrayal, the prescribed figure has no consistent identity. The woman according to Yee

is depicted as 'alien, harlot, evil, adulterous and foolish ,.161 However, the essential

attribute unifying the accounts of the forbidden woman, is her designation as n~1:>J / n1l.
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To ascertain the motivation of the sage for denouncing her, the semantic value of these

terms need to be examined.

According to Biblical Hebrew the adjective 1l denotes 'otherness' referring to what is

outside the field of recognition or legitimacy. 162 In Exodus 30:9, we fmd a reference to

n1l n1oi' ,illicit incense' and in Leviticus 10: 1 n1l lV~ 'unlQliful fire '. In these texts,

the reference to 1l is in the cultic context. As a sociological designation 1l refers

explicitly to those outside the pertinent kinship group, whether family, tribe or nation.

Thus the law of the Levirate marriage stipulates that 'the wife ofthe deceased shall not be

married outside (i.e. the family, tribe or clan) to a stranger' (Deuteronomy 25:5 1l

According to the Priestly rules of Numbers 3:10, men of non-Aaronic descent, or those

outside the tribe of Levi (Numbers 1:51, 18:4) are referred to as 1l. In the prophetic

literature the term 1l denotes non-Israelites, often used to denote the enemies of Israel

(e.g. Ezekiel 31:12 C~ll ~~~117 C~1l foreigners from the most terrible nations).

A similar range of meanings to those of1l is found in the adjective ~1:lJ. In Psalms 69:9

~1::>J is used to denote 'strangeness' to the household. However, as a social designation,

~1::>J denotes foreignness by reason of nationality or ethnicity.163 The following texts

express this concept:
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Exodus 21:8

~r?3] C~WIJ ~rrr~ :lji?7,) iJ ~rr.r;~ i11i1~ '0:;1: 'W~ l?Q 1~?3] C~WIJ c1tv

:~rli1 1~rJl'5-N; 'W~ ~l:;>~ lli~~ ~r?3] nn? ,;>~n N; l?Q

Deuteronomy 17:15

Deuteronomy 29:21

Judges 19: 12

lKings 8:41
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In the exilic and post-exilic contexts the words 1::>J/11 are prominent, especially in the

prophetic literature where it designates the foreign opponents ofJudah: Jeremiah 5: 19 -

In the Wisdom Literature (i.e. Proverbs 1-9), the usage of iT11 with iT'l1::>J suggests that

the terminology is a reference to a foreign adversary of the Judean community. In

comparison with Proverbs 1-9, are Ezra 10:2, 10-11, 14, 17-18,44 and Nehemiah 13:26-

27, where n1'l1::>J C'l127J (i.e. foreign women) refers to women outside of the iT~il whom

men within the Israelite community had married.

I will now attempt to prove that the original context of Proverbs' disparagement of the

iT'l1::>J1iT11 was linked to the Ezra and Nehemiah's drive to free the post-exilic

community from everything foreign. Camp suggested that while deviant sexuality was

preeminent in the earlier tradition of warnings against it'I1::>JliT11, the secondary

interpretation of the iT'l1::>J1iT11 as ethnically foreign came to the fore in support of the

Post-Exilic marriage reforms ofEzra and Nehemiah. 164

3.2.1.2 The Social-Historical Context of the Post-Exilic Polemic against the Foreign

Women (Land Tenure Issue)
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Prominent scholars have conventionally portrayed that the motive for the prohibition of

mixed marriages in Post-Exilic Judah was to preserve authentic Yahwist observance

against syncreticist influences of the people of the land. 165 However, the Post-Exilic

community was not only a religious association.

According to the thesis of Weinberg, the Post-Exilic Judean community was organized as

a Burger-Tempel-Gemeinde (Civic-Temple Community), a religio-political unit fictively

constituted as an agnatic lineage of property-holding men and their families. 166

According to Ezra 1:5, 2:59, and Nehemiah 7:70-71, 11:13, membership in the temple

community was determined by descent within a paternal estate (n1:::lN n~:::l), i.e. property

was distributed according to the divisions of this lineage. This implied that in the

Burger-Tempel-Gemeinde participation in the temple cult, land tenure and citizenship

were linked under the leadership ofthe heads ofthe paternal estates (n1:JNil ~1Z7N,).'67

The deportees to Babylon comprised only a small proportion of the Judean population.

According to 2 Kings 25:12, and Jeremiah 39:10, 40:4-12, after the deportation, the

remaining Judean majority appears to have made claims to the land holdings left behind

by the exiles. As members of the il?U began to return and re-establish themselves,

conflict over the land was inevitable. Thus, the land tenure was a critical issue for the

early Post-Exilic Judean community.

In response to the local opposition, the returning exiles conceived themselves

(typologically) as the generation of a new conquest (Ezra 9: 1-2, 10-15). The true Israel, .
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now identified with the il") (Ezra 1:11,2:1,9:4, Nehemiah 7:6), had entered the land

from the outside, and those presently occupying the land· were excluded from tl:J.e

. 168covenant commuruty.

The returning il") effectively classified the local Judean community (the people of the

land), together with their neighboring non-Judean people (Ammonites, Moabites,

Edomites, Samaria etc.), as alien (foreigners) to Israel. Ezekiel 11:15-17 portrays both

the non-deported Judeans and the exiles acknowledging that legal right to the land

accrues to those with access to the cult (Leviticus 25:23).169 With an endorsement from

the Persian Empire, those who took membership in the re-established Biirger-Tempel-

Gemeinde secured their legal right to land. 17o Membership into the cult and rights of land

were established genealogically. Genealogical reckoning thus provided an 'ideology of

descent " which allowed the leaders of the post-exilic community to identify the true

Israel, grant membership into the temple, and who would possess land.

Exogamous marriages brought more difficulties in community membership and over land

allotments among divisions of the lineage. Marriage alliances had implications on

property holdings. This implied that the economic stability of the Biirger-Tempel-

Gemeinde was vulnerable to disruption by marriages outside the community. Hoglund

recognized marriages as a means of transferring property and social status from one

group to another and related the marriage reforms of Ezra and Nehemiah to concern over

property rights. 17I This can be rendered as a support to Merton's 'exchange theory "

where we need to consider what upward advantages did the foreign women gain by
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marrying outside the social boundaries of an ethnic group.m Undoubtedly, the claim to

land was one ofthe advantages.

Thus, we can understand the emphasis in Proverbs 1-9 and Ezra and Nehemiah on

avoiding women outside the community, as it posed a threat to the real property holdings

of the Judean collective. As within the patrilineal land tenure system women were

capable of inheriting and disposing property (Numbers 27:1-11 in the case of the

daughters ofZelophehad that inherited land).

The provision for women inheriting land aimed to secure the inheritance within the

bounds of its rightful patrilineal tribe. Thus, female heirs were required to marry within

the lineage of their late father. These laws, presumable Post-Exilic in their present form,

make clear that it was possible for women to inherit land. This introduced conflicts over

the land tenure issue within the Israelite tribe (See Chapter 2 - The Role of Women in the

Israelite Society for a discussion on the women from surrounding areas that possessed the

right to own and dispose land)..

According to Hoglund, in order for the Persians to facilitate ease of identification for

administration and taxation, they enforced a guarded ethnic identity among the iT"), to

whom they entrusted regions of the imperial domain. 173 According to this thesis, the iT,,)
risked losing their land entirely if they did not maintain themselves as a distinct

community. In sum we can understand why the mixed marriages were perceived as a

threat to the survival of the Biirger-Tempel-Gemeinde.



88

3.2.1.3 il"'1JJm11 ~ as a threat to the Judean Temple Economy

In my opmlOn, the thesis of Washington: The Strange Woman, made an important

contribution to the research of 'forced divorce?' with the understanding that the polemic

against the foreign/strange woman in Proverbs 1-9 coincided with the ideological

strategy of Ezra and Nehemiah. 174 The il~U was classified as a kinship group, anyone

outside this community was classified (in the language of ethnicity) as a foreigner i.e. A

Judean of illicit background is as alien to the community of EzralNehemiah as an

Egyptian or Moabite.

The analogy of the il"'1:::>JIil11 ilWN m the Wisdom literature associated with

EzralNehemiah, is not only a warning against the foreign women, but with close literary

analysis it denotes the consequences of failing to heed to the prohibition. Camp

associated the house of the il"'1:::>JIil11 iltz7~ with reference to its sinking (Proverbs 2: 18)

with the possession of land. 175 He builds upon the analogy (Proverbs 2:21), that the

upright, being those who avoid the il"'1:::>JIil11 ilW~ will inherit the land, whereas those

who seek the il"'1:::>JIil11 ilWN shall be cut offfrom the land. The reference to inhabiting

the land with the warning against foreign women in Proverbs (Wisdom Literature)

reflects the anxiety over land tenure, which was one of the motivating factors in the

campaign against mixed marriages in Ezra and Nehemiah.
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Proverbs 5:8-10 makes a reference that involvement with a iP':JJIi1''t i1tti~ leads to

the alienation of Judean wealth:

:i1IT;1 nD~r'~ :l1l7n-'~1 1;>11 iJ'?3J~ ptJliJ
Prov 5:8

:'l!:;>~7 1'DJW1 11.ii1 C'ln~? In.n-l~
9

:'l:;>~ n';l~ 1'~;~n 1U:J C'll 11'~W:-l~
10

According to Washington, this text related to the fear that Judean property will fall under

the control of foreign families, via relationships and eventual marriages to women outside

the community.176 In an analysis of Ezra's established commission to deal with the

problem of the mixed marriages (Ezra 10:16), the commission identified and prosecuted

those who had married outside the community. The penalties for failure to submit to

these proceedings included expulsion from the temple assembly and the confiscation of

property (tti1:J').

In 1 Chronicles 27:31 the term tti1:J' was used to indicate real estate. Thus we can

understand the reference of tti1:J' in Ezra 10:8 to relate to real property i.e. land. In

considering that membership into the community entailed the right to own land; the

expulsion from the community would mean that they had to forfeit their land to the

temple collective. This is why the sages warned in Proverbs 5:14, that if you seek after

the foreign women, you will end your life in weakness and poverty and say that 'you

were once at the point ofutter ruin in the assembly congregation '.
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Thus in sum Hoglund stated that the systems of allocating territories to dependent

populations will work as long as the imperial system is capable of maintaining some

clarity as to who is allowed access to a particular region and who is not. Intermarriage

among various groups would tend to smudge the demarcation between the groups.ln

3.3 Conclusion

According to Batten's explanation for the mixed-marriage situation m Ezra and

Nehemiah, he motivated that it was due to a scarcity of Jewish women who were

returning exiles within the acceptable boundaries of the community.178 This conception

stood in agreement with Rudolph's explication that the ratio was to a disadvantage of

young men seeking marriage. They could not fmd a 'full-blood Jewish woman' in

Palestine. 179

Ezra defined mixed marnages as a concept of being both ethnically and religiously

outside the boundaries of the local community. Merton commented on the attitude of

Ezra as it appeared in the Biblical text as being a public outcry against outbursts of moral

indignation. 180 On a secondary level, it is important to note that romantic/democratic

violations of group identity in mixed marriages result from deviance or alienation from

the strictures ofa specific ethnic or cultural group.
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Undoubtedly the actions leading to exogamous marriages posed a more complex

problem. The land tenure issue, identity crisis, fragmentation of family structures, threats

to Judean temple economy and other relevant issues can be substantiated as the reasons

for the forced divorce compelled by Ezra and Nehemiah. It is clear that normative social

sanctions against mixed marriages sometimes conflict with equally strong values of

romantic idealism and can occasionally overcome the group boundaries for some, if not

all the persons involved i.e. the couple and the immediate family.

Against my provISIon of the literary and historical background of the text and a

sociological background to the texts of Ezra and Nehemiah, with special focus on the

ideological conception to foreign women and mixed marriages, I will now use the

Rhetorical Criticism method explained in Chapter One to analyze the texts of Ezra and

Nehemiah in the next chapter.
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Chapter Four

A RHETORICAL CRITICISM
APPROACH TO EZRA AND

NEHEMIAH'S REMEDY FOR
EXOGAMOUS MARRIAGES

'Beware ofa woman who is strange,
One not known in her town,

Don't stare at her when she goes by,
Do not know her carnally.' .

Lichtheim (1976:137)
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4.0 Introduction

After analyzing the social, historical and literary background to the texts of Ezra and

Nehemiah, I will now attempt an exegesis of the relevant textual passages dealing

with the issue of forced divorce. The exegetical method used in my analyses IS

Rhetorical Criticism, which has been explained in Chapter One.

Watson and Hauser categorizes the texts of Ezra and Nehemiah (Ezra 9-10 and

Nehemiah 13) as narrative genre. 18l According to Culler, 'literary and cultural theory

have increasingly claimed cultural centrality for narrative. Narratives are the main

way we make sense of things, whether in thinking of our lives in progression leading

somewhere or in telling ourselves what is happening in the world.' 182 Scientific

explanation makes sense of things by placing them under laws Le. whenever a and b

obtains, c will occur. However, life does not generally follow this pattern, it follows

not a scientific logic of cause and effect but the logic of story (narratives), where to

understand is to conceive of how one thing leads to another, how something might

have come about: how Ezra and Nehemiah ended up compelling a divorce on the men

who took foreign women to be their wives.

The theory of narrative has been an active branch of literary theory, and literary study

relies on theory of narrative structure, on notions of plot, of different kinds of

f . hni 183 Th' . f .,narrators, 0 narrative tec ques. e poetics 0 narratIve attempts to understand

the components of narrative and analyzes how particular narratives achieve their

effects. Narratives also have the function, as theorists have emphasized, of teaching

us about the world, showing us how it works, enabling us - through the devices of
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focalization - to see things from other vantage points, and to understand other

motives (e.g. divorce as an ethical pragmatism) that in general are opaque to us. Even

when narratives are about people with wicked actions, they can solace us, they

suggest a more comprehensible and thus a more manageable human race. They give

us the illusion of perspicacity and of power and show how aspirations are tamed and

desires adjusted to social reality. 184

4.1 Application of Rhetorical Criticism to Ezra 9:1-10:44

4.1.1 Rhetorical Unit/s

The greater rhetorical unit is the problem of mixed marriages in Ezra 9:1 - 10:44.

COVENANT & OATH
TO DIVORCE FOREIGN WOMEN

(Ezra 10:1-5)

. A COMPLAINT LAID
(Ezra 9:1-5)

AN ASSEMBLY SUMMONED
(Ezra 10: 6-8)

ASSEMBLY HELD AND
ARRANGEMENTS

MADE TO HANDLE THE
PROBLEM

(Ezra 10: 9-15)

A THREE MONTH TASK
(Ezra 10: 16-17)

LIST OF OFFENDERS
(Ezra 10: 18-44)

Figure 4: Rhetorical Units & Structure ofEzra 9-10 leading to forced divorce
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In these two chapters we encounter the crisis of mixed marriages, which was

brought to the attention of Ezra. Within this rhetorical unit lies several major

rhetorical units:

Ezra 9:1-5 A complaint laid

Ezra 9:6-15 Ezra's prayer

Ezra 10:1-5 Covenant and oath to divorce foreign wives

Ezra 10:6-8 An assembly summoned

Ezra 10:9-15 Assembly held and arrangements made to handle the problem

Ezra 10:16-1 7 A three month task

Ezra 10: 18-44 List of offenders, Priests, Levites and Laymen

FIgure 5: Table ofRhetoncal Urnts ill Ezra 9:1 -10:44

fa) First Rhetorical Unit: Ezra 9: 1-5 A complaint laid

Ezra 9: I (BHS)

o :ilJ;~N' ;nil ,177J:l iln'il C'JJOin c',tzm
T . ".-- - - - ,.:... • T: - : . or _

2

3

::1~1" '~~J il?tlll ':t7~ ':t7 '~1tl7'-'iJ'~ '1::1'J ,," ,j l!)ON' "N'
• ..: .: ..... : T" - ••
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:~1l7il nnJ1J' 117 C7.Jitzir;l
"."T"'" - :.: - •• •

4

';l"~-'~ il:n:;>~n '7'17~1 "~~ 'lJ~:;11 'n'~~[i,) 'n~j!' ~l:l!iJ n[l~r;l:;l1. . ..

5

(i) The Plaintiff

The plaintiff or the party who brought the matter to the attention of Ezra were the

officials (9: 1 C~l~iJ). According to Brockington, these were leading Jews, heads of

father's houses. 185 They were probably those who had returned from exile, as it is

they in whom the Chronicler's interest is centered and it was returning exiles that

were accused of committing the offence (9:4, 10:6).

CH) The Complaint: Exogamous Marriages

The fIrst argumentative rhetorical unit begins with the narration of a complaint (9: 1-

2), which lays the exigence for the fIrst argument, whose proposition centers on the

people of Israel, the priests and the Levites not separating themselves from the people

of the land by taking some of the daughters of the land iP':JJIil'l i1lz.;~ to be wives

for themselves and their sons. A digression ensues, amplifying this theme in 9:12,

referring to the commandment of Yahweh through· the servants and the prophets, that

they should not give their daughters to the foreign sons, neither take foreign daughters

iP':JJIil'l iTlZ7~ for their sons, neither should they seek their peace or prosperity, that.
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they may be strong and eat the good of the land, and leave it for an inheritance to

their children.

These relationships between Judean men and the i1~1:JJIil1l i1lZ7~ were forbidden

according to the law. However, in the post-exilic community they posed economic

problems. Due to the land tenure and cultic membership being linked to genealogical

lineage (See Chapter 2), the prospect of exogamous marriages brought the danger of

outside encroachment upon the land holdings ofthe Judean congregation. 186 As within

the patrilineal land tenure system women i.e. i1'1:JJIil1l i1lZ7~ were capable of

inheriting and disposing property.

According to Brockington, since the mixed-marriage problem arose out of a

complaint, it cannot be claimed that the marriage problem was one of the chief things

for which Ezra returned. 187 It could have arose out of a situation that needed the

restructuring of that society, supporting Hoglund's theory that in order for the

Persians to facilitate ease of identification for administration and taxation, there had to

be an enforced guarded ethnic identity among the i1'U, to whom they entrusted

regions of the imperial domain (see p. 87 ofChapter Three).

According to Exodus 34:16 and Deuteronomy 7:1-3, the taking of foreign women to

be their wives was contrary to the law (see Chapter 2). It jeopardized the purity of the

'holy race' and the institution of family; the true i1'U had now been mixed with the

people of the -land. The gravity of the situation is expressed through the use of the
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adjective tD1.vil -'holy', which according to Brockington IS a reference to

7 6 188Deuteronomy : .

(Hi) The Accused

Those who had committed the offence were the laymen, officials and the chief men.

The officials and chief men seem to have been the foremost violators of this

injunction (9:2). In Ezekiel 23:6 and Jeremiah 51:23 the chief men C'l~~9iJ' are

mentioned along with governors or satraps. However, in the texts of Ezra it is

evidently used as a general word for leaders. They were the leaders of society. This

shows the seriousness of the matter.

(iv) Ezra's Reaction

Reaction 1: Ezra on hearing about the current state of the il~U rent his garments and

mantle. The renting of his clothing was a common act of distress (2 Samuel 13: 19)

and mourning (Genesis 37:34).

Reaction 2: 'pulled hair' - In this context the Chronicler associated the actions of

pulling of hair as an act of grief. However, in Nehemiah 13:25 and Isaiah 50:6 it is an

act of violence. There is evidence however, that baldness was a sign of grief and

mourning (Leviticus 21:5, Deuteronomy 14:1), thus justifying Ezra's reaction to the

complaint.
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Reaction 3: 'sat appalled' - It was a common thing to sit or squat for a length of

time when engaged in some such solemn act. 189 This act of Ezra is comparable in

some ways with the acted prophecies of the Prophets cf. Isaiah 20. Ezra's solitary act

became a corporate act of contrition. The act of Ezra can be compared to the way in

which the supporters railed around Moses after the golden calf incident in Exodus

32:26.

(b) Second Rhetorical Unit: Ezra 9:6-15 Ezra's Prayer

The second argumentative rhetorical unit is a ring composition, which begins and

ends with the proposition of Ezra's prayer, governing the rest of the discussion. The

major topic addressed is the element of repentance for disobedience of the

commandment from Yahweh. Ezra can be seen as the legal representative of the

people, presenting their case before the 'Judge' - Yahweh in the form ofa prayer.

(i) Ezra states the case and pleads guilty of disobedience to the commandment of

Yahweh (9:6-10)

Ezra 9:6 (BHS)

:inil C;'il:l C'E
'.-- - : • or

7
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8

9

10

The change of person from fIrst singular in 6a to fIrst plural in 6b can be envisaged as

Ezra's consciousness that he stands in a unique position, privileged to speak to God

and therefore beginning on an intensely personal note. 190 However, at the same time

he identifIes himself with the community and passing through a vicarious experience

on their behalf

Ezra (9:6-10) acknowledges in his prayer that they have been in great guilt and due to

the consequences of their iniquities they have suffered at the hands of the kings of the

land (i.e. Assyrian - Nehemiah 9:32, Babylonian and Persian - Nehemiah 9:37).

However, for a brief moment (8a), referring to the period of restoration following the

Decree of Cyrus, Yahweh has shown favor to His people.

He has left them as the ilO~75) 'remnant'. The Hebrew word ilO~'5) used in this text
TT··

does not refer to those left over, but rather those who have escaped (see also 9:14),
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where two words are used, the one meaning remnant, i.e. left over, and the other

the word used in 9:8 meaning those who escaped (see 9:15): it is the returned exiles

who are meant by both words, i.e. they have escaped out of their exile and they are

what remain ofthe Israelite people (Nehemiah 1:2).

According to the narration of the prayer of Ezra, we note an important phrase

contributing to Washington's theory to the sociology of the mixed marriage crisis in

the post-exilic Judean community. Ezra prays that Yahweh has blessed the remnant

with a 'secure hold' c1PQ:i1 'n~ - literally translated as a 'nail' or 'tent peg' (9:8). It

is probably the figure of the tent peg that the Chronicler has in mind, since the peg

would be used to pin down the nomad's tent and give security. According to

Brockington, one might also see in it a sense of tenure, of the right to be there, a right

to possess the land, a sense of belonging i.e. a right to place their peg in the land. 191

The implication is that restoration had proceeded so far that the people, the in') could

feel settled and secure. This could also be a reference to the endorsement from the

Persian Empire, to those who took membership in the re-established Biirger-Tempel

Gemeinde as an act of securing their legal right to land (see pp. 85-86)

According to Ezra (9:9), Yahweh has not forsaken them, but has extended His

steadfast love before the kings of Persia, to grant them some reviving to set up the

house of Yahweh. The term 'reviving' can be understood using Hoglund's theory of

land allotment to refer to land being given by the Persian kings to the i1'U (see

Chapter 3 pp. 87-90).
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(H) Acknowledges the Commandment (9:11-12)

11

'11illt:n~~1 C~r~7 '~~m-'~ CD'm:~l1 CD'~7 'JJ;1r:I-'~ ~'mJ~ iT!;Q71

CDV1iiT1 r'1l'$iJ :J'D-n~ CD7;l~1 'v'mD W1;)7 C?i17-'P clJ~iD1 C~~V1

:C?i17-'P C~n~7

12

Following the plea of guilt is the acknowledgement of the commandment given by the

prophets. Batten traces this commandment back to the book ofDeuteronomy:

'The land which you go in to possess (Deuteronomy 7: 1) is a polluted land, by the

pollution of the people of the land, by their abominations in that they have filled it

from end to end with their uncleanness. And now you shall not give your daughters

to their sons nor shall you take their daughters for your sons (Deuteronomy 7:3). And

you shall not seek their peace and their good forever (Deuteronomy 23:7) in order that

you may be strong and eat the good of the land and possess it for your sons

forever. ' 192

The word 'abominations' occurs in Deuteronomy 13 indicating practices of aliens/

foreigners, which are forbidden to Israel. 'The good of the land' in the sense of its

best products occurs in Genesis 45: 18-20. Nowhere in the Pentateuch is Palestine

called a polluted land, contrary it is a land that is flowing with milk and honey.

However, the idea ofa polluted land is found in Leviticus 18:24-30, where the land is
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called unclean by reason of the abomination practiced by the peoples who

preceded Israel in its occupation. The people of the land i.e. 'foreigners', IS

characteristic of the Chronicler.

The citation is made up ofDeuteronomic phrases patched together loosely and is cited

as a divine command by the prophets (a commandment from Yahweh). Ezra is

thought to have carried the law-book in his hand and could have been able to quote

literally.l93 This particular precept which was so flagrantly disobeyed is quoted

literally enough (against intermarriage), and the statement about the land is made to

reinforce the danger of marital alliance. By marrying foreign women i1~':JJm'l

i1lZ7N, the abominations, which have made the land unclean will adhere to Israel (the

remnant).194 The land will fall into the hands of foreign women i1~':JJm'l i1lZ7N and

offspring born ofsuch abominations.

(Hi) A plea for mercy (9:13-15)

:n~i':~ ilD'~ ,J'il ilnrm mi171.J ilOO' rown 'J'il;~
T ... • T .... T ; •• -:.. T -; T; - T •• ".":

13

,~-rp~D ~i'n ii;N.iJ ntJ))hLl '~~ lOOOi17' l'Di~ ~iJ7 :J'lli~n

14

15



112
The plea for mercy, though formally still addressed to God, is clearly intended as

an exhortation to the people, and apply much more precisely than what as preceded to

the immediate subject of anxiety: the joining in marriage with foreigners 195 i1~':>JIi1'l

i1lzj~, jeopardized the purity of the holy race and threatened the economic stability of

the Judean temple economy with the issue of the land allotment. The punishment,

which Israel had endured, was not due to the injustice of God, for the people had

richly deserved their woes. The same conditions, which destroyed earlier Israel, were

prevalent in the post-exilic period. If the guilt of Israel persisted, their life would be

short. The future depended upon strict obedience to the law. 196

According to Batten, this prayer was evidently intended to produce an effect upon the

audience rather than upon God. 197 Ezra waited until a considerable congregation had

assembled before he had began to pray. The whole tenor of the prayers shows the

desire to touch the heart ofthe guilty and to impel them to abandon the course of life,

which seemed so evil and thus raises the question ofthe forced divorce strategy.

The rhetorical unit concluded with a direct appeal to God, and the use once again of

the theme ofa remnant.

(c) Third Rhetorical Unit: Ezra 10:1-5 Covenant and oath to divorce foreign

wives

The material relating to the forced divorce i.e. 'putting away' of the i1~":>JIi1'l i1u7~

reverts to the third person (as in Ezra 7). We can regard this as the Chronicler
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incorporating into the narrative another source. The parallels with Nehemiah,

already noted several times, are carried a stage further, for Ezra's action here is closely

parallel to that carried out by Nehemiah in Nehemiah 13:23-30

(i) Sbecbaniab proposes forced divorce as a method to rectify the problem

In this rhetorical unit, Ezra's praying and loud weeping attracts a very large crowd (it

was time of the evening sacrifice and Ezra was praying in the temple). Shechaniah

'answered' Ezra. The word l~~l is used idiomatically in Hebrew to introduce a

statement made, not as a reply to a spoken word, but with reference to an act upon

which the answer is a comment. 198 Shechaniah admits that Israel has done wrong and

proposes that the offenders shall be put under oath to divorce their foreign wives

i1'1:JJIil1l i1lZ7~ and the children born from them.

Ezra 10: I (BHS)

lJ7:t1Q lJJ:I~~ ~1W7 ~'1 {0~'11} 07ilJ '~ ~wn~-p il:~tV W~}

2

'tr~ ~~;1 0i'.TP '~1JlIl O'WJ-~;:) ~':!tiil~ lJ'il"~~ n''1J-n-CJ ilMlJ1. . . ... . T... . : .. .. . : ... :. ... _ :

:ilWlJ' il1irol 'J'il"~ m~7.J:l 0""il1• ... ... • •• ","1 -:.: •••-: _ :

3

!) :i'rt11!?1 i'm 1~lJ lJJ:I~~1 1;1111 i''?~':;> O'i'
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i111J ';l1;l n;t.z7~~ '~1W'-'~1 0-'7iJ o'~n:iliJ '1W-n~ 17~W~1 i't1W 0j?:1

:l17;;1~-J

4-5

In this third rhetorical unit we note that the zeal for establishing the true community is

not confmed to Ezra and the priestly ranks only. Shechaniah, apparently a layman

acknowledges guilt on behalf of the community and its willingness to take appropriate

action. 199 According to Brockington, Shechaniah seems to be acting as a clear

minded spokesman of those who were zealous for the purity of race.200 The

appropriate action according to 10:3 is 'to put away all these wives and children' Cm;)

'7i3tJl c'vn-';> N'::,tiil7. The phrase N'::,tiil', literally translated as 'put away' or 'to

eject', occurs only here and in verse 19 as a verb for divorcing for which the· usual

verb is one meaning 'send away' (Deuteronomy 24: 1)201.

In 9:4 there gathered at the beginning 'all who trembled at the words of the God of

. Israel'. The rendering cited would make them according to Batten, a party to the

proposed plan, and would put the proposal for forced divorce into the mouth of

Ezra.
202

Ezra in his prayer had suggested no drastic remedy. In fact it seems as

. though he left it entirely to others to advise the heroic course to be followed.

CH) Ezra sanctions the proposal

While the law forbade mixed marriages, it did not, unless by inference provide for

their dissolution.
203

. Was divorce forced? The plan according t~ Brockington, was
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Shechaniah's plan for the rectification of the problem, as there was no law

ordering a divorce in such cases. However, Ezra sanctioned the plan of rectification

(lO:4-5)?04

(Hi) A covenant was made by the leaders to implement the proposal

The covenant was made and the leading priests and Levites and all Israel took the

oath that they would forcefully divorce their foreign wives and children. This could

be translated according to Brockington as 'the leaders' (officials in 9:2) of the priests,

of the Levites and of all Israel took the covenant.205 This seems preferable and would

then be a proper move by Ezra because (a) some of the leaders themselves were

involved in marriage with foreign women and (b) only through these could the rank

and file be reached.

Ezra accepted Shechaniah's plan, the leaders made a covenant to implement the plan

and a decree was issued ordering all Israel to convene within three days under penalty

ofconfiscation ofland and excommunication.

(d) Fourth Rhetorical Unit: Ezra 10:6-8 An assembly summoned

::J~W:'?~-P HIJ~i1~ n;lW7-"~ 1?"J c~n"~iJ n~;;l ~~?~ N"J~~ Cj?:J

C :i1?'tlD "~lr"~ "~D~ ~~ i11JW-~; c~tn ";l~-~; CO? cw 1?~1

Ezra 10:6 (BHS)

:Q"Wl'~ r~iJ7 i1?tlD ~;p "':;7 O?Wl'~1 i11li1~~ "~i' n':~~m

7
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'W~~T'~ clD: c'Wl,iJl C'~iJ ~~;l c'O:iJ nw"?V!? ~i::l:-~; ~ ,:Jl

o :i1?t1iJ 'iJPO '1.~' ~1~1

8

(i) Ezra and his temporary lodging

Ezra's prayer had been offered at the time of evening sacrifice (9:5). In this rhetorical

unit we now approach nightfall and are told of Ezra's temporary lodging place. His

abstinence from food and water signifies fasting, which enters largely into the

religious life of the people of this period.206

(ii) The consequences of the failure to attending the a9sembly

According to rhetorical unit three, an assembly was to be summoned within three

days. This was to be a general assembly to carry out the agreement prescribed by the

oath of the leaders. The three days signifies the narrow bounds of the new

community.

I •••••• ••••• according to the commands of the leaders and elders' (10:8). Ezra himself

was much in the background. He was impelling the rulers to act.207 A severe penalty

was to be imposed upon those who did not comply with the edict. The punishment

would be two-fold:

(a) All his property would be confiscated, and

(b) He should be separated from the assembly of the captivity (i.e. excommunicated).
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According to the hypothesis of Washington (see pp.89), an ulterior motive to the

propagation of the actions that were deemed necessary by the officials and elders was

the fear that Judean property will fall under the control of foreign families, via

relationships and eventual marriages to women outside the community. In an analysis

of the actions of this commission, they identified and prosecuted those who had

married outside the community (10:16). Thus we can understand that the failure to

submit to these proceedings (i.e. the assembly 10:9), included expulsion from the

temple assembly and the confiscation of the property. Thus, counteracting the

possibility of the land falling into the hands of foreign families and the i1~':>JIiT'l

mzj~ .

The authority for the edict, which undertook to punish heavily those who disobeyed it,

was not that of Ezra, but ofthe oligarchy, 'the elders and the leaders' (10:8).208 In the

whole passage, the emphasis is upon the single expression, 'the matter is upon you'.

There is no hint ofany authority vested in Ezra. However, he does administer the oath

that binds the leaders to ~xecute the plan of Shechaniah.

(e) Fifth Rhetorical Unit: Ezra 10:9-15 Assembly held and arrangements made

to handle the problem

~1n Wli1 c'~:V nw""w" O?W1'7 l~:~:;n il11il7-'Vn~r';> 1:q~'1

C"'lJ~ c'n~~iJ n';;1 ::linl::l CViJ-'~ l::lW'J w1n~ C"WP.:i1 'lJ'Wl;1iJ

~ :c'T,JW~iJ~l ';l1V-'~

Ezra 10:9 (BHS)
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n;'~~ C'W~ 1~'Wh1 CD7:PQ c~ c!J'~ ~~'1 1i1JD ~1'rJ7 cj?:J

:'~lW' mtP~-':p ~'O;il?

10

11

1J',¥ f,"':Ql} P} ,'1:;n:;l P ';1~ ,;? 1'~'J 'iJi?ll-'~ 1J~=1

:n;tu~'

12

:illil ~'J l1Vi~' 1J'J'il-':;) C'JID? ~7''.'- ... .-- - :. .: . . .-: . :

13

~J: n;'~~ C'W~ ~'Wi1iJ 1J'jlp ,~ ':;'1 'iJi?iJ-'~7 1J''W ~~-11~:

1;'0 ~'WiJ? 1:P iJ'~~'Ujl "111 "~'~i?1 C!J~jJl c'~~lQ C'!1jJ?

~ :iltiJ '~1' 1:P 13~ 1J'!J7~"~
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(i) The Attendance at the Assemblv

The proclamation was issued in Judah and Jerusalem, according to rhetorical unit

four. It appears that the threat in verse 8 was effective, as the response is declared to

be general, all the people gathered without any exception.209 The congregation

gathered in the plaza, an open space before the water gate (Nehemiah 3:26, 8:1), a
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favorite place for assemblies. Batten argued that the number of people was not as

great as verse 9a would have implied, for there was not a large place to accommodate

h . 210t e congregatIon.

cm The Reason for the Assembly

Ezra the priest, previously called the 'the scribe' (7:11, 7:21 and Nehemiah 12:26), is

now performing duties that are not scribal but priestly. And so that title is substituted

with the title 'priest'. Ezra states that the reason for the summoning of the assembly

is because they have transgressed against the law and married foreign women

iP1:>J/i11,. mz;~. They have 'added/increased the guilt of Israel '. The phrase

indicates that by the violation of the law, the present generation was increasing the

already large record ofnational sin.

Ciii) The Plan of Action

. The author of this narration seems to have drawn form the appeal made to Achan in

Joshua 7:18, where as a parallel we have 'give glory'. The idea in this text may be to

praise God (i.e. do His will). Praise/confession was due to God because the offenders

were brought to a state ofamendment.211

There is a double demand ofaction required:

(a) separate yourselves from the nations of the land, and

(b) separate yourselves from the foreign women i1'1:>J/i11,. illZ7~
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These actions are m agreement with the plan proposed by Shechaniah· and

sanctioned by Ezra. The Israelites were called upon to cut off all association with the

foreigners.

(iv) Agreement and disagreement to the plan of action

The congregation, which gathered in the assembly, were ready to meet the demands

(i.e. compelling a divorce of the i1~':JJIil'l i1V1~). However, the conditions made it

impossible (a) there were too many cases (b) the unpredictable conditions of the

weather. It was a period of winter rains, called 'the former rains' in Deuteronomy

11:14. Ezra's zeal was not dependent upon the weather, but that the number who had

married foreigners was relatively very large and because of the weather, he could not

fully accomplish his objective.

Verse 14 contains the counter-proposal of the people. We may render the text as: 'let

now our leaders stand for the whole assembly, and let all who are in our cities that

have marriedforeign women come at appointed times, and with the elders ofeach city

and itsjudges .... ' The counter-proposal follows three steps.

(a) The leaders should take charge of the business for the whole assembly

(b) To this tribunal all transgressors should come at appointed times (cf. Nehemiah

10:35)

(c) The guilty should appear with the local elders and judges.
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The function of the local officers is left to conjecture, it is natural to suppose, that

their office was to see that the decrees of the tribunal were carried out. In considering

the procedure of a divorce and the issuing of a 'get' certificate of divorce, we can

understand why it was necessary to meet before a judge (see chapter 2). It appears

that the divorce court sat in Jerus, and that all proceedings took place there?l2

In verse 16 we fmd a fragment and a discovery of opposition to the divorce. There

were four men namely:

(a) Jonathan the son ofAsahel,

(b) Josiah the son of Tikvah,

(c) Meshullam, and

(d) Shabbethai the Levite.

According to Batten, these four men ,stood in opposition to the plan of action.213 In

the light of Brockington's analysis, we are not told of why the four men were in

opposition. But it may be that the opposition was directed only at the method adopted

and not at the basic measure.214

(0 Sixth Rhetorical Unit: Ezra 10:16-17 A Three month task

n';:;l7 nt:ll'$iJ 'W~q C'tV~~ Ft:)V N1W 1~T~'1 i1?ilV 'P l;;nlzJ~~)

:'~1V tVi'117 ''''W~iJ tV·:t.h~ 'IJ~ Ci':;3 1:ltV'.1 nir.JW:;J C?;ll COJ~

Ezra 10:16 (BHS)

~ =litVN'iJ tV1.i17 'IJ~ ci' ,~ ni'"pJ C'tVJ 1:l'Wi"li1 C'tVJN ~:J:l 11;1::>'1
• T T _. T-; - - :-

17
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The sixth rhetorical unit begins with an agreement and endorsement of the

congregation present at the assembly to carry out the plan for forced divorce. Ezra

selects a divorce tribunal to deal with the issue at hand. Verse 16 'Ezra ... selected.

men' the adoption of the Greek text (LXX) according to Brockington, is clearly

desirable since the Hebrew is ungrammatical and could only be rendered 215 'And

Ezra the Priest, men who were heads ofhouses, were separated.... ' These men of the

divorce tribunal were designated by name. However, the Chronicler does not list their

names in this text. Brockington suggested that the list appeared in Ezra's memoirs,

but the Chronicler chose not to use it.216 The question in this rhetorical unit is how

many and whom did he choose? He may have followed tradition and chosen twelve,

the representative tribal number.

'The heads of the fathers' are the clan leaders called 'our leaders' by the people in

verse 14. The tribunal was charged with executive rather than judicial functions. The

tenth month corresponds with December-January. Some Ancient Texts have the

twelfth month, but that would make the session of the court one month instead of

three, and it would have convened two and one-third months after the assembly,

instead often days.217

This rhetorical unit ends with a list of names of the offenders being established by the

[lIst day of the fIrst month.

(g) Seventh Rhetorical Unit: Ezra 10: 18-44 Lists of offenders: Priests, Levites

and Laymen
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The [mal rhetorical unit is a list of the offenders that married foreign women. In the

list that follows, the four priestly families, Joshua the son of Jozadak and his brethren,

Immer, Harim, and Pashhur, correspond with those in 2:36-39, except that the first is

differently designated, namely Jedaiah of the house of Joshua. The Levites are not

divided into families. There are eleven lay families mentioned (whereas in 2:3-20

there are seventeen), but four of the eleven do not occur in Ezra 2, namely, Harim,

Binnui, Nebo and the second Bani. Twenty-one of the names occur twice or more in

the list. This reduces the number of different names in the list to seventy-nine,

nineteen ofwhich occur only in this list.

A guilt offering was required by the men that trespassed against the law. According

to Leviticus 5:14-19, the ram was compensation for a guilt offering where sin was

committed unwittingly. From a religious perspective defIlement is not merely a

symbol of something in contradiction i.e. the balance on which ideas of virtue and sin

are weighed, but the basic condition of all reality.218 There is probably no need to

press this point and think that ~he people did not know that they were contravening the

law. It should be assumed that although it is not mentioned in the rest of the list, all

the guilty men would be called upon to make the same sacrifice.219

The sons of the priests who had married foreign women

1. The sons of Jeshua the

son of Jozadak and his

brethren

Maaseiah

Eliezer

Jarib



2. The sons ofImmer

3. The sons of Harim

4. -The sons ofPashhur

IGeM~

Hanani

Zebadiah

Maaseiah

Elijah

Shemaiah

Jehiel

Uzziah

Elioenai, Jozabad

Maaseiah, Elasah

Ishmael, Nethaniel

124

The Levites who had married foreign women

Jozabad, Shimei, Kelaiah, Pethahiah, Eliezer

The singer who had married a foreign woman

Eliasshib
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The gatekeepers who had married foreign women

Shallum, Telem and Uri

Israelite laymen who had married foreign women

The sons ofParosh: Ramiah, Izziah, Malachijah, Eleazar, Hashabiah and Benaiah. The

sons of Elam: Mattaniah, Zechariah, Jehiel, Abdi, Jeremoth and Elijah. The sons of

Zattu: Elioenai, Eliashib, Mattaniah, Jeremoth, Zabad and Aziza. The sons of Bebai:

Jehohanan, Hananiah, Zabbai and Athlai. The sons of Bani: Meshulam, Malluch,

Adaiah, Jashub, Sheal and Jeremoth. The sons ofPahathmoab: Adna, Chelal, Benaiah,

Maaseiah, Mattaniah, Bezalel, Binnui and Manaseh. The sons of Harim: Eliezer,

Isshijah, Malchijah, Shemaiah, Shimeon, Benjamin, Malluch and Shemariah. The sons

of Hashum: Mattenai, Mattattah, Zabad, Eliphelet, Jeremai, Manaseh and Shimei. The

sons of Bani: Maadai, Amram, Uel, Benaiah, Bedeiah, Chelihi, Vaniah, Meremoth,

Eliashib, Mattaniah, Mattenai, Jaasu. The sons of Binnui: Shimei, Shelemiah, Nathan,

Adaiah, Machnadebai, Shashai, Sharai, Azarel, Shelemiah, Shemariah, Shallum,

Amariah and Joseph. The sons of Nebo: Jeiel, Matththiah, Zabad, Zebina, Jaddai, Joel

and Benaiah.

The rhetorical unit ends in verse 44. In a very few words the result of Ezra's marriage

reform is set out. The men guilty of marrying the foreign women forcefully divorced

their wives and children.

4.1.2 Relational Posture of the Rhetorical Vnit/s
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This is the most theoretically complex step in the analysis, as many different aspects

of the text can be discussed and evaluated. In this research, I will explore the

relationship of modality and deixis to the network of intentions (of texts, author and

reader), which become apart ofthe background/context ofthe reading.

(a) Modalities

Modalities220 control the presentation, that is, the relationship asserted within the

argument concerning forced divorce. Modalities modify the reality, the certainty, or

the importance of the argument.221 They operate not only within the text's

intentionality, but in the audience as well. For specific forms of modalities to

function in· this interaction, there must be a set of conditions provided by the

background/context, this being determined by natural possibilities (author's and

readers ability/skill in communication), norms, social values and desires, and the

communicants' beliefs and knowledge.222

In the greater rhetorical unit of the mixed marriage crisis in the texts of Ezra, I fmd

two major modals among the major argumentative units: Cognitional and volitional

modes.

(i) Cognitional Modal

In the cognitional223 modal, the author and audience share (a) a call status and (b) a

common commitment to known traditions. In the call status the author and the
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audience acknowledges that they are the remnant iltt?9 (9:8} of Israel, they are

the holy lZ71.ril (9:2) seed/race and they are the true community il,n (9: 1) that has

returned from exile to re-establish itself. The author shares a history with the

audience of the sufferings in exile and now given the opportunity to live as a blessed

remnant of God, there has to be a social transformation from their past guilt, and

sinful state to a new life in Yahweh as the holy remnant.

The common commitment to known tradition is fIrstly the law, which both the

audience and the author share (9: 11-12). The precept of the prophets is found in

Deuteronomy 7, i.e. the law forbidding the marriage to foreigners, a call for the

separation from the people of the land and their abominations.

There is also a common understanding between the author and the audience to the

polemic against the foreign women in the wisdom literature and the post-exilic Judean

community in accordance to the land tenure system and the threat that these foreign

relationships posed to the economic stability of the Judean temple economy (Proverbs

1-9).

cm Volitional Modal

Within the volitionaf24 modal we see a give and take in discussion of topics made

both within an atmosphere of independence of judgement, confession, exhortation,

authoritative command/sanction and shame. The location of certain codes, postures,

judgements, etc. against a background ofcontext.
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Judgement·····························..· Exhortation································ Sanction

Confession····················· Authoritative command·····················..· Shame

....
........

Counter-acti~~·

Agreement

Disagreement

Figure 6: Volitional Modal ofEzra 9-10

In the first rhetorical unit we see an indirect confession being made to Ezra in the

form ofa complaint about the prohibited relationships to foreign women (9: 1).

In the second rhetorical unit of Ezra'sprayer, we fmd elements of exhortation for the

mercy of God (9:7-10), an exhortation to the audience that they are the holy remnant

(9:8). Confession is made for disobeying the commandment and shame at the

consequences of their actions (9:10-14), a plea for God's mercy and a request for a

solution to the problem. At the ending of the prayer, Batten notes an intentional

posture, which is used by Ezra although he is still in conversation with God (9:13-14).

The intention at the ending of the prayer is a rectification needed from the audience to

stipulate some form of action, which will rectifY the shame.225

In this posture or coded form, Ezra addresses the audience of the mercy that God as

shown to them in exile and as returnees from exile. Now it is upon them, to rectifY the
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sin, which they have committed and make confession to the God that has been

merciful to them or fall into His hands ofjudgement (i.e. wrath and retribution).

The sanctioning of the proposed plan to divorce the foreign wives is an authoritative

command by Ezra (10:3-4). However, it was proposed by a spokesman of the people

and accepted by the people (10:2). The acceptance of the proposal by the .people at

the assembly to divorce their foreign wives is met by a counter-proposal to the

procedure of divorce (10: 13-14). The sanction to divorce their wives is taken as

authoritative from Ezra and the commission and implemented as authoritative on the

foreign wives by their husbands (10:44).

Using the volitional modal, we can clearly note a compromising element/factor in

these argumentative rhetorical units.

Cb) Deixis

Deixis orients the content of cl sentence in relationship to time, space and characters.

Indexical expressions are used to construct contexts of utterances and reference,

relating both what is said and the reader of what is written to a cultural, social and

historical context in which people interact through language reflecting social roles,

perceptions and positions. The basic function of deixis is 'to relate the actors and

concerns referred in the text to the spatiotemporal. .. here-and-now of the context of

the utterance that is not just a production, but also ofthe performance'.226
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(i) Personal Deixis

The personal deixis includes the use of person and demonstrative pronouns, as well as

the use of personal names and perhaps substantives. In the fIrst rhetorical unit (9: 1-5),

when the complaint is being launched, we have a reference to 'the people of Israel'

(9:1) that had committed the offence as 'they' (9:2). We know that there are certain

people in the community that had committed the offence and transgressed against the

law. The word 'they' is an exclusive term. The 'plantiff and ']' (Ezra) are set in

distinction from 'they'.

In the second rhetorical unit (9:6-15), in the prayer ofEzra, Ezra starts with a personal

reference ']' (9:6). He stands before God for the iniquities ofhis people. However, (in

9:6) we are introduced to Ezra praying as 'our' iniquities. Literally it would mean that

Ezra is part of the guilty (inclusive). To justify the change from fIrst singular in 6a to

fIrst plural in 6b, Brockington suggested that Ezra's prayer is the prayer of an

accused, he is not guilty but he shares the sin of the community227. The words ']' ,

'our' and 'we' are now used as inclusive terms.

In the third rhetorical unit we are introduced to the collective terms of 'we' and 'us'

referring to the offenders. In this rhetorical unit we note the return to the use of

exclusive terms such as 'they' (9:5) and 'your' (9:4).

In the fIrst rhetorical unit the readership is addressed as 'the people o/Israel and .... '

(9: I), but once the second rhetorical unit begins the readership is addressed as the·

'remnant' (9:8). The remnant refers to a greater social designation in the life of Israel
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to those that had escaped and now returned from exile. The remnant refers to the

true community_ i.e. the n"J. In the context of personal deixis, one should also note

the use of (a) proper names (b) social groups (c) types (d) places:

(a) Proper Names
Ezra : Priest and Scribe 10:6

Foreign wives: 9:1
Canaanites,Hittites, Perizzites, Jebusites, Ammonites, Moabites,
Egyptians, Amorites
Shechaniah son of Jehiel: 10:2
Laymen and spokesman of the offenders,
Proposer of action: forced divorce
Jehohanan son ofEliashin 10:6
With whom Ezra temporary lodged
Jonathan son ofAsahel 10:15
Jahzeiah son ofTikvah
Meshulam
Sh<ibbethai
Opposition to the method employed by Ezra and
the commission
A list of offenders (see pp. 123) 10: 18-44

(b) Social GrouDs
Laymen: The people ofIsrael 9:1
Priests 9:1
Levites 9:1
Officials 9:2
Chiefmen 9:2
Judges 10:14
Tribes: Judah and Beniamin 10:9
Kings of Persia 9:9

(c) Types
People of the land: foreign women 9:1
Holy race· 9:2
Returned exiles 9:4
Remnant 9:8
Bondmen 9:9
Heads of fathers houses: social leaders 10:16



Jerusalem
Plaza: The assembly place - an open square

9:9
10:9
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Through these groupings, the text directs the attention of the reader to some

intentional content, that is, through their representational aspects. When the

Chronicler/author refers to groups, individuals, types or places, certain implications

are being made. However, these implications are highly contextual (on the part of the

text, author and audience).

(ii) Intonational Heixis

Intonational deixis serves to express emotion to some greater or lesser degree, but

more importantly serve as an evaluative attitude on the part of the speaker/author

toward a given social understanding held with respect to the given attributes.228

(a) Author, mix marriages and the polemic against the foreign womeq

In 9: 1 and 9:2 we note the emotion of the author expressed towards the foreign wives

and the Judean men. The author refers to the foreign wives as 'the people ofthe land

with their abominations', which stands in contrast to the Judean men as 'the holy

race'. 'Abominations' stands in contrast to 'holy', thus expressing the author's attitude

to the acceptance of the polemic against the foreign women. He provokes the

marriage to the foreign women, motivating that the holy race will become impure.

This can be explained with reference to 9: 14, where intermarrying with the foreign

women, will result in Israel inheriting their abominations.
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In the following verse:' .... that you may be strong, and eat the good of the land

and leave iffor an inheritance to your children forever' (9: 12), illustrates Merton's

exchange theory of what advantages did the foreign women gain by marrying outside

the social boundaries. 229 We can argue that the foreign women married the Israelites

with the intention to gain access to the land. Failure to heed to the law will imply that

the land will go to the foreign families and not the true i1?,J.. This land according to

the author is divine land given to the remnant by God (9:8).

No matter what theory one would accept, there is clearly negativity (9:6), remorse

(9:7) and anger (9:3) expressed by the author towards the intermarriage with the

foreign women. 'faithlessness' (9:2) 'appalled' (9:4) and 'ashamed' (9:5) expresses

the disappointment of the author to the i1?U in transgressing against the prohibition.

In 10:3 'all these wives and their children', the author sets a distinction and exclusion

of the foreign women and their children by using the terms 'these' and 'their'. He

excludes them from the community but maintains the right of the Judean men to

whom these women were married. Terms such as 'holy seed' clearly illustrate a sense

of group xenophobia.230

.Cb) Author and divorce

In 10: 12, 'Then all the assembly answered in a loud voice ...... " the question that

arises is why does the author use the phrase 'in a loud voice'? Batten suggested that

the phrase should be explained using the Hebrew usage in 2 Chronicles 15:14 and

20:19, where the author uses the Hebrew phrase to express earnestness. 231



134

The actions of Ezra, sanctioning Shechaniah's proposal for forced divorce should

not be judged from the highest standards of our day, but from the ethical conceptions

of his own time and people. Divorce was a ve.ry simple process in Israel, and there.

was no stigma attached to it. A public hearing was not necessary, and no official

sanction was required. A man who wanted to divorce his wife, for any cause, had

only to give her a bill of divorce and send her away (see Chapter 2). The possible

hardships to the foreign women are easily exaggerated from sentimental

considerations, but such an idea would hardly enter the mind of author, Ezra or his

contemporaries.

Therefore, through an analysis of the phrase, 'loud voice', it clearly illustrates that the

author considered the process of divorce socially acceptable and socially viable,

therefore showed no remorse in the irnplementation of the method.

(iii) Spatial deixis

Spatial deixis is used with respect to geographical names and spaces.232 In rhetorical

unit 1, the narrative commences with Ezra's reformation in Jerusalem (9: 1). In 9:2

there is a reference to the Canaanites, Hittites, Perizzites, lebusites, Ammonites,

Moabites, Egyptians and the Amorites as being the people of the land i.e. the foreign

wives. In rhetorical unit 2, (9:6) Ezra is in the temple praying. In 9:9 there is a

reference to the kings of Persia that grant protection to Judea and Jerusalem. In

rhetorical unit 4, a proclamation is made throughout Judah and Jerusalem to all the

returned exiles that they should meet in Jerusalem (10:7). In rhetorical unit 5, men of
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Judah and Benjamin assembled at Jerusalem (10:9). The narrative ends with a list of

offenders from their respective cities (10: 18-44).

(iv) Temporal deixis

Temporal deixis is present in rhetorical unit 2. Where the tension between the current

social state and the future fulfillment as the remnant is highlighted by the distinction

from the 'days ofthe fathers' (9:7) to 'this day' (9:7). Set against cultural codes ofwhat

is believed, known and valued, the author devalues the past experience of being in

bondage with great guilt and their iniquities, evaluates the present state of the n;,,,

with the mixed marriage crisis, God's mercy and blessings of security, land and grace

ofbeing the remnant.

He then sets a background of the disobedience of the n;u, by transgressing against

the law and intermarrying with the foreign women, to God's consummation of them,

His wrath and leaving no remnant and escape (9:14). The author argues for the future

existence of the n;,,,, as distinct from the past experiences 'the days of our fathers'

(9:7), and attempts to make manifest a new cultural code 'in this day' (9:7). He

compares God's blessing of a 'secure hold' (i.e. land) to fulfillment of the law and

divorcing the foreign women thereby leaving the 'secure hold' as a future inheritance

for their children.
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4.1.3 Method of Argumentation

In general we can assume that the intention of the author's argument centered on the

purity ofIsrael and the consequences of failing to maintain its purity. In his argument

we have two major factors that seeks the attention of the audience, which fostered the

proposed actions to force divorce.

(a) Firstly, the Deuteronomic legal basis for the action taken by Ezra in Ezra 9-10,

and the fact that the Deuteronomic laws are being stretched to justify this

action.233

(b) Secondly, the social meanmg of this action m the context of the post-exilic

community and its attempt to preserve its purity and/or maintain its economic

holdings without threat of foreigners inheriting land.234

The failure to maintain this purity would heed the consequences of Israel as a remnant

ceasing to exist, and land falling into the hands of foreign families. The author's

argument intends on substantiating the economic and social disintegration of society.

As a result, the relationships with foreign women were not economically and socially

viable in the reconstruction ofthe society of the returning exiles

Perhaps, the most effective way of applying this next step would be to provide a

general perspective of the argumentative direction. Therefore, I will endeavor to

sketch a general scheme of the major arguments.
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IcomPlaint laid II------..~ IEzra's prayer If---~.

IList of offenders I~ A three month task I ......1---_

IAssembly summoned I

Agreement to forced divorce

Figure 7: Line of argumentation

A mutual basis, which develops further argumentation is formed in the introductory

section (i.e. rhetorical unit 1), in which the 'call' status of the Israelites as a remnant

and the need to separate from the people of the land is established, together with the

complaint of transgressing against the law to marry foreign women (rhetorical fact).

The author's stasis statement, a complaint being laid by the, officials of the mixed

marriage crisis resulting in a contamination of the holy race (9:2), helps to setup the

argumentative units. This leads him to the proposition of the greater rhetorical unit

(9:14), 'shall we break the commandments again and intermarry with the people who

,practice these abominations? Will you not be angry with us and consume us, so that

there should not be any remnant, nor any escape?'

In order, both to amplify the proposition and to setup the basis for the argument

proposing the actions of forced divorce, the author inserts a lengthy digression of a

prayer ofan accused (rhetorical unit 2).

(i) Dissociative
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In considering rhetorical unit 2: The prayer of Ezra to be a source from Ezra's

memoir, we note that the method of argumentation is dissociative. The author

separates himself from the guilty community and stands before God as the accused for

the community (9:7). Separation now allows him to defme in negative terms the

shame and guilt for the consequences of the community's transgressions against the

law with relationships to the foreign women.

He uses this dissociative method to defme the nature of the relationship that exists

between Yahweh and the remnant (present and past). This technique of argumentation

is used to pose an evaluation upon the actions of the audience (i.e. the community)

through a mirror perspective. The audience listening to the prayer of Ezra is

presented with an argumentation for social reform.

(H) Rhetorical Reality

Appealing to a historical structure of rhetorical reality, the author now sets up his

position within the framework of Israel's historical background. Due to their past guilt

and sins they were given into the hands of the kings of Persia, Babylon and Assyria,

to the sword, to captivity, to plundering and to utter shame (9:7). This was their

retribution for transgressing against the words of Yahweh. However, presently

Yahweh has shown grace and mercy to them. He has delivered them from exile,

restored them as a remnant and granted them prosperity and blessings of a land they

can possess (9:8). For this mercy and blessings, all Yahweh commanded was that

they should not take the daughters of the land, for their abominations exceed their

reputation and beauty.
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This serves to render the community equally responsible for their actions, as Ezra the

Priest is responsible before Yahweh. This strategy limits the role of the audience to

passive recipients, fot which no one can boast or think of them as being the remnant

unless they take some form ofaction to rectify their guilt.

He now picks up where he left off He and the audience are now in a position where

they are aware of the paradigm of the situation and have been introduced to the basis

upon which the argument is founded. He can now turn to the question of the attitude

of the audience (9:15 'Behold, we are before thee in our guilt, for none can stand

before thee because of our guilt'). The irony of Ezra's actions in 10:1 'confessing,

weeping and casting himself down before the house of God, is intended to shame the

guilty community that gathered around him. This seems to have worked since the

people that gathered around Ezra began to weep bitterly Cl 0: 1).

So admonished, they are now in position to see their faults, and Ezra can turn to them

and appeal for some form of social transformation to rectifY the situation. In the third

rhetorical unit, the author's direction is to allow the community, once they understand

the basic message the author is attempting to communicate, to judge and act for

themselves. At no point in this rhetorical unit or the previous units does he propose a

form of action, but through his prayer and actions, he allows them to judge what is

practical and helpful.

The major heading in the third rhetorical unit is the proposed action of compelling a

'forced divorce'. The audience is now an active recipient. A new logical reciprocity
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is formed: 'We have broken faith with our God and have married foreign

women.....but even now there is still hope for Israel in spite of this' (10:2). The

following issue is handled by means of esta~lishing a maxim by some universal.

acceptance of hope. Thus justifying the proposed actions based on the concept of the

structure of reality. In 10:3 the basic premise is outlined: 'let us make a covenant to

put away all these wives and their children'. Referring back to the call status of the

community, he appeals to the structure of reality in this argument supporting the

polemic against the foreign women i.e. an exclusive terminology 'they? emphasizing

that 'they' are not part of the remnant.

In the fmal argumentative structure to be discussed here, there is a change of strategy

(the implications of which we will explore in 4.1.4 Shifts in argumentative

situation), for in this argument there is a counter-proposal and an opposition. The

audience agrees on the compelling to divorce the foreign wives (10:12) but disagrees

on the method of impelling the compulsion due to the constraints of the weather and

the number of offenders. It was proposed and accepted that the officials stand as

representatives of the people to implement the compelling of divorce. However, four

others met this in opposition.

4.1.4 Shifts in Argumentative Situation

The shifts evidenced in the argumentative situation throughout the performance of the

narrative are now clarified by the previous discussion. In the first major

argumentative unit, a complaint is laid of the transgression against the law and the

current state of the community (9:1-5).
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In the second rhetorical unit, there is a shift from the plaintiff to Ezra (9:6-15). Ezra is

seeking to reestablish the community as being the remnant of God. He shows the

people an historical significance of the past sin and guilt and the retribution it has

yielded the community (9:7). He then shifts to the present state of the community and

the mercy that Yahweh has granted them (9:8). He then shifts to a future perspective

of the continuation of their sin, which will result in the extinction of the remnant

(9: 14) and the loosing of the land. He then shifts back to the present state leaving the

decision for social transformation in the hands ofhis audience (9: 15) and the ability to

leave an inheritance for their children (9: 12).

Then comes a major shift between the first and second argumentative units. It is only

when Ezra feels that he has successfully made the audience aware of their

consequences that we then have an active response from the audience proposing a

method to counteract the problem (10: 1-5).

Another major shift is made in rhetorical unit 5. Here Ezra fmds himself and the

audience fmally in the position to address the issue at hand: i.e. the social

transformation of the community to reestablish itself as the true il") and secure the

land within the holdings of the remnant (10:9-15). This is the culmination of the

previous matters discussed. Ezra achieves this climax, a method socially acceptable

to implement social transformation to rectify society's disparagement.
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We are then introduced to a shift in the argumentation from Ezra proposing a

method of divorce, to the audience's counter-proposal (10:13). The audience

appealing to the argument based on the proposition of reality finds the proposed

implementation impossible to be done in one day, however the method of forced

divorce is accepted (10:12). The counter-proposal is met with a suggestion, which is

accepted by Ezra. However, four men stood in opposition to the procedure (10: 15).

This opposition was probably directed at the method adopted and not at the basic

measure.235 The author then shifts to the argumentation of the counter-proposal being

accepted and implemented to the formation of a divorce tribunal (10: 16). The

argument for social change ends with a success of implementation (10:44).

4.1.5 Classification of Argument

We are now in a position to assess the greater rhetorical intention of the mixed

marriage crisis. All the methodological approaches so tar, have led us to the point,

where now we can most effectively classify the genre/function of the various parts of

the larger rhetorical unit.

4.1.5.1 Narrative Analysis

Alter identifies the texts of Ezra as narrative. 236 In order for us to account adequately

for the nature of the discourse ofthe mixed marriage crisis in the Post-Exilic Judean

community (Ezra 9-10), it is situated and interpreted in terms of its function in the

narrative as a whole. An analysis of the narrative will be performed using Rimmon

Kenan's distinction between (a) Story (b) Text and (c) Narration.237
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(a) Narrative as Story (i) Events 1(ii) Characters

(b) Narrative as Text (i) Time I (ii) Characterization I
(iii) Focalization

(c) Narrative as Narration (i) Mimetic 1(ii) Diegetic

Figure 8: Runmon-Kenan's Modal ofNarrattve AnalysIs

(a) Narrative Theory as Story

In considering narrative theory as story Rimmon-Kenan makes a distinction between

238events and characters.

(i) Events in the Story

In the story of the mixed marriage crisis in the post-exilic Judean community we have

several events within the larger rhetorical unit. The fIrst event is the complaint being

laid by the officials (9: 1-5). The second event is the public prayer of Ezra (9:6-15).

The third event is the proposed plan of action (10:2-3). The fourth event is the

covenant and oath to divorce the foreign wives (10:4-5). The fifth event is the

summoning of an assembly (10:6-8). The sixth event is the holding of the assembly

and the arrangements made to implement the proposal (10:9-15). The seventh event is

the selection of the tribunal council and the three-month task (10:16-17). And finally,

the eighth event is the compilation of the list ofoffenders (10: 18-44).

(m Characters in the Story
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With consideration of the defmition of characters on story level, Rimmon-Kenan

makes a distinction betweenjlat and round characters. 239 Flat Characters have only

one trait, quality, or idea attached to them. Round Characters are more complex and

involves having more than one quality and developing in the course ofaction.

Characters: FlatlRound
Ezra : Priest and Scribe Round
Foreign wives: Round
Canaanites, Hittites, Perizzites, lebusites, Ammonites,
Moabites, Egyptians, Amorites
Shechaniah son of lehiel: Round
Laymen and spokesman ofthe offenders,
Proposer ofaction: forced divorce
lehohanan son ofEliashin Flat
With whom Ezra temporary lodged
10nathan son ofAsahel Flat
lahzeiah son ofTikvah
Meshulam
Shabbethai
Opposition to the method employed by Ezra and
the commission
A list of offenders (see pp. 123) Flat
The Accused: Round
Laymen: The people ofIsrael
Priests
Levites
Chiefmen
The Plaintiff: Round
Officials
Judges Flat
Tribes: ludah and Beniamin Round
Kings ofPersia Flat

Cb) Narrative Theory as Text

In accounting for narrative theory as text, Rimrnon-Kenan makes a distinction

between (i) time (ii) characterization and (iii) focalization. 24o
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(i) Time

As discussed in Chapter one under 'Methodology' (5.1.5.1.b), time concerns the

textual arrangement of the event component of the story in the text. Although time is

inescapably linear as we read the narrative text, a comparison between text time and

conventional story time reveals that a hypothetical norm of complete correspondence

between the two is only rarely realized. Genette explains these discordances through

comparing order, duration andfrequency ofevents in the text. 241

lia) Order of events

Order specifies the analeptic (or 'flashback') and proleptic (or 'foreshadowing')

relations between the story and text-time. Examples in Ezra 9-10 can be found in the

analeptic references by Ezra to their past retribution of Israel (9:7) and in the

foreshadowing of Yahweh's consummation and anger leaving no remnant and escape

(9: 14) due to their iniquities in transgressing against the law.

lib) Duration of events

Duration specifies the difference between the length of time an event takes in the

story and textual levels. Example the reading of the narrative discourse of the mixed

marriage crisis on the textual level is different from the actual story level. A brief

summary of the response by the Jews with their counter-proposal (10:13) could have

taken much longer than the time it takes the reader to read about it.
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Day 1: 16th of the 9th month

According to Batten, the narrative begins proceeding, the references to the depositing,

of the treasure in the temple, the sacrifices and the delivery of the edict (9:1).242 The

complaint is brought to the attention of Ezra. An entire day passes with Ezra

mourning the disparagement of the it''''. At evening oblation, Ezra makes a public

prayer. A crowd gathers around Ezra; and Shechaniah suggests the proposal of

compelling a divorce. Ezra sanctions the proposal and a covenant is made to

implement the proposal. At nightfall Ezra retreats to a temporary lodging place, one

of the quarters in the temple cloisters, in which the temple officers lived.243

Days: 2 - 4 : 17th
- 18th

- 19th of the 9th month

A proclamation was announced throughout Judah and Jerusalem to all the returned

exiles, that they should assemble at Jerusalem within three days (10:7-8)

Day 4: 20th of the 9th month

It was the twentieth day of the ninth month when men of all Judah and Benjamin

assembled at Jerusalem. The heavy rain (10:9) fell in the three winter months,

Chislev, Tebet, Shebet, roughly December,' January, February.244 Batten suggested

that it was Chislev, the early part ofDecember.245

Day 14th: 1st day of the 10th month
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According to Batten, ten days lapsed before Ezra fmalized his tribunal council i.e. 'the

heads ofthe father's house '. Thus, on the fIrst day ofthe tenth month they sat down to

investigate the matter.

Day? : 1st day of the 1st month

By the fIrst day of the fIrst month they had come to an end of all those that had

married foreign women (10: 17). The method of forced divorce had been successfully

implemented (10:44).

Roughly estimated the story of the mixed marriage crisis and the implementation of

forced divorce cover a period of three months and fourteen days.

fic) Frequency of events

Frequency specifIes the number of times that an event in the story is recounted in the

text. In considering the text of Ezra as being the work of an editor i.e. the Chronicler,

we fmd an elimination of repetitions. Many of the events are singulative i.e. only

repeated once. Even though there are similarities in the different rhetorical units, the

response of the audience and the opposition, all have a singulative character.

(ii) Characterization
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According to Rimmon-Kenan, characterization concerns the representation in the

text of the character component of the story.246 According to her theory,

characterization can be described by assembling various character indicators

distributed along the text-continuum, and when necessary inferring the traits from

them. We have two basic character types presented through the text continuum of

Ezra. Firstly, one which is presented through direct defInition (i.e. by an adjective,

abstract noun, part of speech etc.) and secondly by an indirect presentation, through

the character's action, speech, external appearance and habitual environment in which

the character fmds himself

In the following character analysis, I focus on the three major character groups i.e.

Ezra, the offenders and the foreign women.

(Ha) Characterization of Ezra

In this narrative analysis, we see Ezra as a zealous sustainer for the purity of Israel.

We can understand the perceptions ofEzra since he is a Priest ofYahweh. From the

text continuum, we note the two types of characterization analysis concerning Ezra.

From a direct characterization (9:6) Ezra is ashamed to lift his face to God. Following

the logic of the argument he is ashamed because of the state of the community. His

shame overwhelms his ability to stand before God as a priest, the sustainer of the

spiritual formation ofIsrael.

Through indirect characterization (i.e. an evaluation of his actions), we perceive that

Ezra is a 'radical puritist'. To support this characterization we note in 9: 3-4 '1 rent my
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garments and mantle, pulled hair from my head and beard, and sat appalled', the

radical perception of Ezra's character created by the author can be substantiated

through his actions. The actions in 10:1 'confessing, weeping and casting himself,

can justify his sympathetic characteristic towards the community. According to

Batten, fasting in 10:6 'neither eating bread, nor drinking water, for he was mourning'

was a common religious act by the priests. 247 Ezra's orientation reflects the priestly

writer's obsession with 'separations' between the pure and the impure. 248

In considering Ezra as a leader, the complexity of his skill as a prominent leader can

be questioned. Throughout the major arguments in the narrative (especially in 10:8)

Ezra is in the background, he was impelling the rulers to act. However, it is important

to note that he sanctions the actions to divorce.

CUb) Characterization of the offenders: The people of Israel

In analyzing the characteristics of the community of offenders we have a major shift

·in characteristics. In analyzing the direct presentation we note that in 9:2 'the holy

race' and 9:8 'remnant', the offenders are seen in a positive characteristic evaluation.

They are regarded as holy and remnant signifying the chosen people.

However, the characteristic above of holiness stands in contrast to 9:14 'our evil deeds

and for our great guilt'. The holy remnant is now regarded as evil doers and

transgressors against the law. Their actions in 10:1 'people wept bitterly', 10:9

'trembling' and 10:13 ' greatly transgressed' signify the acknowledgement of their

current attributions.



150

Through an indirect analysis of the texts, we note in 9:4 'trembled at the words of the

God ofIsrael' the trembling illuminates their guilt and fear.

(He) The Foreign Wives

In analyzing the foreign wives we know that they are Canaanites, Hittites, Perizzites,

Jebusites, Ammonites, Moabites, Egyptians and Amorites. From what we have

gathered in the post-exilic times, it seems as though the surrounding people had taken

advantage ofthe situation to encroach on Judean territory.

The author considers them as foreigners, thus giving them the characteristic of a

stranger not known to Israel. Through direct characterization analysis, the author

refers to them as (9:11) 'the people of the land, with their abominations'. Clearly, we

can see the characteristics of the foreign women i.e. 'people of abominations' stands in

contrast to the characteristics of the Judean men as being the 'holy race'.

In analyzing the indirect characterization, we note that in 9: 12 the 'peace and

prosperity' of these foreign women are mentioned. In considering these elements we

can assume that the foreign women were highly influential on the Judean men due to

their economic status. Thus, we can understand the need for the Judean men to be

'strong' (9: 12) to overcome the attractive presentation of the foreign women.

According to Williamson, the difficult economic circumstances that the returned

exiles faced could soon have placed them at the mercy of-these powerful foreigners. 249
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(iii) Focalization

Focalization is the angle of vision through which the story is filtered in the text, and is

verbally formulated by the narrator.250 Focalization in the text of Ezra 9-10 is

distinguished from the narrator and narration. The reason being that even though a

first (Ezra) or a third (Chronicler) person narrates the story both use different

characters in the represented world of the story as a focalizer character i.e. center of

consciousness.

Rimmon-Kenan noted in her analysis of focalization that narratives are not only

. focalized by someone but also on someone or something.251 Example: In rhetorical

unit 2, where Ezra is making a public prayer, the subject (focalizer) is Ezra, the agent

whose perceptions orients the presentation, whereas the object (the focalized) is the

transgression of the law (i.e. the marriage to foreign women), that which the focalizer

perceIves.

Rhetorical Unit 1: Focalizer : Ezra - Object: The state of the community

Rhetorical Unit 2: Focalizer: Ezra - Object: Transgression of the Law

Rhetorical Unit 3: Focalizer: Shechanniah - Object: Forced Divorce

Rhetorical Unit 4: Focalizer : Ezra - Object: Consequences of failing to attend the

Assembly

Rhetorical Unit 5: Focalizer: Offenders/Accused - Object: Implementation of

divorce

Rhetorical Unit 6: Focalizer : Ezra - Object Selection of divorce tribunal

Rhetorical Unit 7: Focalizer: Ezra - Object: List ofoffenders
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(iiial Perceptual Facet

The perceptual facet is determined by time and space. In terms of time and space, the.

focalizers in Ezra 9-10 (namely: Ezra, Shechaniah and the offenders) are all internal

and not external to the action and interaction. The focalizers do not provide a birds

eye view of the action but participate in the action. From the list of focalizers above,

in the relevant rhetorical units we note that these focalizers were active participants in

the various arguments/discourses; therefore, they grant us a hands on reflection of the

actual situation.

(iiibl The Psychological Facet

The psychological facet of perception has a cognitive and emotive component. The

cognitive component (knowledge, conjecture, belief, memory) of the external narrator

is that he knows everything about the represented world and about the mixed marriage

crisis. However, the characters in the narrative are limited to this knowledge. They

all function as internal focalizers with limited knowledge. This discrepancy creates a

powerful effect on the reader, who shares the knowledge ofthe narrator in the Biblical

narrative.

The emotive component comprises the emotions of the internal focalizers. In

Rhetorical unit 1, we note the emotions ofEzra i.e. mourning, anger, remorse, shame,

which is carried over to rhetorical unit 2. At the beginning of rhetorical unit 3, we

note a transference of emotions i.e. weeping bitterly form Ezra to the audience that
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gathered around him. This emotion of guilt is carried over to the assembly in

rhetorical unit 6, where the congregation was trembling partly due to their guilt.

(Hie) The Ideological Facet

The ideological facet offocalization comprises the norms of the text, which consist of

a general system of viewing the world conceptually. Ideology as defmed in chapter 1

(pp.23), is a cultural formation or cultural production that expresses the point of view

of a social class or caste.252 In this narrative text of the mixed marriage crisis in the

post-exilic Judean community, the narrator-focalizer's norms or ideology (i.e. the

polemic against the foreign women Chapter 3) provide the single dominant

perspective, which is taken as authoritative and all other ideologies within the text are

evaluated from this higher position. In Ezra, the norms and ideology are all implicit

in the orientation, which the narrator provides throughout the narrative, through

implicit and explicit commentary as well as speech and actions of Ezra and the

accused community.

The ideology of Ezra (foreign marrIages as a transgression against the law) is

positively evaluated by the narrator-focalizer and is the same as his own. The

ideology is communicated to the narratee as the ideology, which the narratee must

hold too. The focalization through the focalizers: Shechanniah and the accused

community provide a similar ideological perspective, thus the ideology for social

transformation begins on the level of the 'grassroots' community

(c) Narrative Theory as Narration
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Narration is the analytic category in narrative theory, which accounts for the act of

narrating i.e .. telling the story. Following Rimmon-Kenan's development of the

notions of the implied author and reader on the one hand, and the narrator and

narratee on the other,253 I accept her formulation of the notions of the narrator and the

narratlee as relevant for my purpose. The narrator is the implicit addresser of the texts

of Ezra, and the narratee is the implicit addressee. Minimally, the narrator can be

defmed as 'the agent, which at the very least narrates or engages in some activity

serving the needs of the narration'.254 The needs of the narration as they pertain to

Ezra 9-10, are primarily determined by the narrator's perceptions of time and space,

the level of narration, the narrator's commentary, the narrator's cognition of objects

and characters and the narrator's ideological norms and values. In addition to these

elements, the narration can be studied in terms of the nature of the speech

representation in the narrative text.

(ca) In Ezra 9-10, narrative time is determined by 'ulterior narration', i.e. the narrative

. events are narrated after they happened. The complaint laid, Ezra's prayer, the

proposal, the summoning of the assembly, the assembly, the three month task and the

list ofoffenders are narrated after they have occurred.

(cb) The level of narration in Ezra 9-10 is both extra - diegetic and diegetic. Using

the source theory we can say that the whole narration of the mixed marriage crisis is

extra-diegetic, due to the work of the Chronicler. However, in considering that Ezra's

memoir was used, then it is also diegetic, since Ezra is an intra-diegetic character,

who relates certain events (Ezra 9).
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(cc) The narrator's commentary provides narrational explanations and commentary on

the speech and action in the narrative. In 10:9 the trembling of the people is

. explamed by the narrator's commentary. As such, it provides lines of direction and

indirection to the reader or listener.

(cd) The narrator's cognition of objects and characters compnse the cognitive

elements, which the narrator holds. The narrator's knowledge about the history of the

remnant, the law, mix marriages and divorce are conveyed through the narrative to the

Iiarratee. The narrative structure and impact on the narratee is such that it wants to

persuade the narratee to accept this knowledge too.

(ce) The narrator's ideological norms and values are also shared by the narratee. This

is closely related to the previous point. These elements objectified and analyzed as

part of the discourse of the narrator also forms part of the interpretive community that

the narrator represents. Such an objectification provides the interpreter with the

contents of the post-exilic Judean community and their practices i.e. divorce, used by

the narrator and members of the Judean community.

(et) In order to explain the speech representation in Ezra 9-10 we will use the theory

of Rudolph that the book of Ezra was originally written by Ezra as a report to the

Persian King (pp.72). Therefore, the speech in Ezra is both diegetic and mimetic. In

mimesis, the narrator creates the illusion that it is not he who speaks, he is only

showing the actions (Ezra 10). However, in Chapter 9, the narrator does not create the

illusion that it is not he who is speaking in his direct 'telling' of the story, his narration
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here is thus diegetic. In diegetic representation, the narrator does not hide the fact

that he is the one who tells the story and that the views presented are his views.

4.2 Application of Rhetorical Criticism to Nehemiah 13: 23-31

In the Nehemiah texts we come across a different situation. An internal struggle is

not the issue with the Nehemiah material, the chief danger was perceived to come

from the outside of Judah. Political considerations seem predominant in Nehemiah,

giving the impression of treacherous power-struggle in both temple and government

through strategic marriages. In Nehemiah, we are dealing with a specific case.

Tobiah (the Ammonite) and Sanballat (the Horonite) were leaders of the opposition to

Nehemiah's work of rebuilding Jerusalem. According to Williamson, the context

clearly presupposes that they were the leaders of those already in the land and not part

of the group who returned with Ezra. Therefore, he suggests that they were district

governors.255

The question arises concerning the descent of Tobiah and Sanballat, which is crucial

to the discussion of the research. On onomastic grounds, it is supposed that Tobiah

must be a Yahweh Worshiper.256 However, according to Williamson's objection,

Ammonite should be taken as an ethnic categorization.257 In his analysis, he

concludes that Sanballat was governor of Samaria, and is of Moabite origin, thus

making both of them foreigners.

The example that Nehemiah chooses to illustrate the problems of foreign marriages is

an example of political leadership i.e. Solomon. From Nehemiah, we gain a strong
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impression that the problem of foreign marriages is centrally a political problem,

involving Jewish aristocracy and local governmental leadership. According to

Blenkinsopp, 'as sparse as our information is,. it reveals a' network of relationships

cemented by 'marriages de convenance' between the Sanballats, Tobiads, and

important elements of the lay and clerical aristocracy in Jerusalem. 258

What we are clearly dealing with in Nehemiah, is the attempt to intermarry the

leadership ofthe temple with the local political leadership, while in Ezra, we have no

such suggestion. The example of Solomon is only cited in Nehemiah, which suggests

an explicitly political concern in the Nehemiah texts. The politics of associating with

the descendants of Ammon and Moab is also much more a reference to local

leadership than is the case with Ezra, where the ethnic categories are more pejorative

than informative.

Rudolph, made a speculation on the socio-political goals that may have been sought

through these alliances: 'community leaders, while aware of the negative implications

of foreign wives, had no desire to sacrifice good relations with neighbors, or fmancial

ties, for the sake of a principle,.259 An examination of the Ezra-Nehemiah cases in

relation to modern sociological studies of mixed marriages, has strongly suggested

that the post-exilic community showed signs of disintegration and trauma, which was

responded to by the attempts to 'shore up' boundaries and remove economic and

political temptations by pointing to their dire consequences in Israel's past?60 The

Nehemiah texts, however, raise a further possibility because of their specific attention

to political and foreign leadership.
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4.2.1 Rhetorical Unitls

The larger rhetorical unit is Nehemiah 13, which deals wholly with reforms; effected

by Nehemiah during his second administration. In this larger rhetorical unit, we have

five smaller units: (a) the residence of Tobiah in the temple chamber, (b) the securing

of tithes to the Levites so that they could give their services to the temple, (c) the

prevention of traffic on the Sabbath, (d) the abolition of marriages to foreign

women, (e) the banishment of Sanballat's son-in-law.26
!

Within the larger rhetorical unit of Nehemiah 13, and his acts of administration, we

have the mixed marriage crisis, which he encountered (13:23-31). This rhetorical unit

is further divided into rhetorical unit (la), the oath and covenant to stop the practices

and rhetorical unit (lb), the banishment of Sanballat's son-in law.

4.2.1.1 Rhetorical Unit l:Mixed Marriage Crisis (Nehemiah 13:23-31)

In a composition ofthe larger rhetorical unit (13:23-31), Nehemiah discovers Judeans

married to Philistine women (exogamous marriages) and their children were unable to

speak the language of the people of Yahweh.

He punished the offenders severely and exacted an oath against the repetition of the

offence. In this rhetorical unit, Nehemiah cites the case of Solomon's downfall

linking to relationships with foreign women. The son-in law ofSanballat, a grandson

of Eliashib, was banished from Jerus. The rhetorical unit closes with general

statements about temple ritual.
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(la)
Oath & Covenant to stop the practices..

Nehemiah 13:23-27...

, 1/

(1) (laa) Language Disparagement
Mixed Marriage Crisis (Nehemiah 13:23-24)

Nehemiah 13:23-31
(lab) Nehemiah's Reaction & Covenant

(Nehemiah 13:25)

(lac) An Allusion to Solomon
(Nehemiah 13:26-27)

.. (lb)...
Banishment of Sanballat's Son-in-law

Nehemiah 13 :28-31

Figure 9:Rhetorical Unit/s & Structure ofNehemiah 13:23-31

4.2.1.2 Rhetorical Unit la: Covenant and Oath not to continue the practices

(Nehemiah 13:23 -27)

(laa) Language Disparagement (Nehemiah 13: 23-24)

Nehe 13 :23 (BHS)

C31 liW7~1 n"'i1~ '~17 C"':1)7.1 Ctl.'tl n'1i'~~ ~1~ '~n CD'~'

:C3Jl

24

The rhetorical unit opens with a social discourse to one of the terms recorded in the .

covenant, which was the decision not to take foreign women as their wives (10:30). It
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transcends with an encounter of Nehemiah discovering foreign marriages i.e.

Judean men married to women that were Ashodites, Ammonites and Moabites.

Ammonites and Moabites seem to be a later edition ofthe Chronicler.
262

Figure 10: Madonna-like, a young mother of Jerusalem poses with her child263

These were people toward whom there was great political and social animosity (13:1).

Therefore, these names were added by the Chronicler to climax the argument of this

rhetorical unit. There may have been marriages with these ethnic groups, however,

Ashodite in 13 :24, shows that Nehemiah is dealing with a single class. Ashdod was

one of the five Philistine cities that became incorporated into the Persian Empire. 264

In consideration of Batten's analysis, these foreign relationships produced a

corruption of speech i.e. a patois - half-foreign and half Jewish.265 According to
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Batten's analysis, the children spoke the language of their mothers.

266
The clause

in Nehemiah 13:24 'and they were not able to speak Jewish' supports this view.

Brockington argued that the importance of this situation being recorded as a social

disparagement· was due to the implication i.e. foreign speech would alienate them

267from the Law and the synagogue.

A different aspect of the problem of mixed marriages is raised in this rhetorical unit:

The importance of a language as an indication of the survival of the distinctive

identity of a people. (A modem conception to this theory of identity through

language is Wales, whose defenders have felt it imperative to insist on the

preservation of the language as a means ofnational identity.)268

(lab) Nehemiah's Reaction & Covenant <Nehemiah 13:25)

The violence of the punishment shows how greatly Nehemiah was incensed: '1 cursed

them and 1 smote certain of them .... and 1 pulled out their hair'. According to Isaiah

. 50:6, hair was pulled out usually from the beard, but in Ezra 9:3, both the hair from

the head and the beard was pulled out as a sign of distress.

C'i1~~;;1 C:P';;1~l cPlQ~l c'W~~ cm;! i1~1 c~7j?~1 C~lJ :J'''~1

:~?, c;:n~? ci)'n.J:;1O 1~V7r:nJ~' Ci)';Q? ~'m:J 1Jt-m-C~

25

The pulling out of hair according to Isaiah 50:6 would indicate that this was a regular

form ofpunishment.269 Coggins argued that the violent behavior recorded in verse 25

should be regarded as largely ritual gestures of revulsion rather than an outbreak of
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emotion.270 Apart from showing his anger in typical oriental fashion, all that

Nehemiah felt able to do was to prevent recurrences of the practice in the future. This

stands in contrast to Ezra's policy of divorce (Ezra 9-10). In contradiction to Ezra's

actions, Nehemiah did not force the Judean men to divorce their wives to rectify the

problem. He exacted an oath that they would stop these practices. As confusing as

these actions may seem, one can justify the responses of Ezra and Nehemiah. Ezra

was a priest and was concerned with the purity of Israel, which responded to other

implications such as the land tenure system, which resulted in implications to the

Judean Temple economy. Whereas, Nehemiah was a governor and concerned more

with the identity crisis and the political implications ofthese mixed marriages.

In this rhetorical unit, we note that Nehemiah made the accused (i.e. those married to

foreigners) take an oath to stop these practices. However, the Chronicler leaves us

with no conclusion as to the result of this oath. What were the implications of this

oath? Did it later result in a proposition of divorce to maintain the identity of the

(lac) An Allusion to Solomon (Nehemiah 13:26-27)

'il~ l7.~ il:~n~, C':ljjJ C'tl~' '~nw' l~ ilb'vr~QIJ il'~-':t' ~i'D. . .

:ni"-:Qm C'tti~u

:l'tt7tT7 'J'il'~~ 'i1~~ n~l!J il'i'~u illi1i1-':il n~ nW17' 171JviJil c:J"
T • ... TT. 1" .. -: - -:.-: "." T :

26-27
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The example of Solomon is an allusion to 1 Kings 11, where his shortcomings are set

out as a preliminary to an account of the division of the kingdoms oflsrael and Judah.

In the rhetorical unit, Solomon is quoted with political implications leading to the

presentation of the argument in the following rhetorical unit. His relationships with

foreign wives resulted in him going astray.271 The placement of this allusion to

Solomon seems to be added into the rhetorical argument to substantiate the political

alliances ofmixed marriages in Nehemiah's banishment of Sanballat's son-in law.272

In considering that this allusion falls into rhetorical unit 1a, it is an addition of the

Chronicler. Nehemiah is disturbed purely by the corruption of the language, and

feared the Jewish people were in danger of loosing their identity.273

In verse 27, we have the conclusion of Nehemiah's assumed address. Batten stated

that as it stands the verse is barely translatable. He uses the vulgate translation, 'and

shall we by disobedience (referring to the record in the covenant 10:30) do all this

great evil that we should act insolently toward our God and marryforeign wives,274.

4.2.1.3 Rhetorical Unit Ib: Banishment of Sanballat's son-in-law

(Nehemiah 13:28 -31)

:'?~~

:O"17Dl mD:;>D n'"p' mn:;>D ,,~) '17 'n;~ on, n1::rr
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28-29
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30

31

We fmd in this rhetorical unit, a specific instance of a foreign alliance, which

naturally aroused the governor. One ofthe sons of Joiada, the son ofEliashib the high

priest, was a son-in-law of Sanballat the Horonite (13:28). The tension between

Nehemiah and Eliashib is further illustrated. He had shown in verses 4-9, to be in

league with one of Nehemiah's enemies, Tobiah, in this rhetorical unit he is shown

related by marriage to Nehemiah's other contemporary namely, Sanballat.275

The point illustrates the double problem faced by Nehemiah:

(a) The urgency of maintaining purity, (b) the need for watchfulness against human

enemies, who might find allies even within the holy community, il").

In the texts of Nehemiah (2:10, 3:33, 4:1, 6:1), Sanballat was one of the most

troublesome ofNehemiah's enemies. It was by these alliances that developed with the

foreign marriages that the enemy (Nehemiah's contemporaries: Sanballat and Tobiah)

was kept posted with the activities ofNehemiah.276

The phrase 'f chased himfram me' implied that Nehemiah would not have him in his

company, due to his refusal to co-operate. The name of the expelled priest is not

given, but he may have been a brother of Jehohanan and named Jonathan (12:11,23).
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Priests (and this one was in direct line of the high priesthood) had to be extra

careful in marriage (see chapter 2, a high priest could only marry a virgin of Israel).

In this situation the grandson of Eliashib the high priest had performed an inofficious

act by marrying a foreign woman (i.e. an act - mix marriage - not in accordance with

moral duty). The crime of refusal to co-operate was worsened by the fact that

Sanballat had shown himself an uncompromising political enemy of Nehemiah.

Brockington argued that Nehemiah obviously felt confident of his standing with the

king and of his duty both to God and to his fellow Jews, so to act against a fellow

governor's son-in-Iaw.277 In verse 30: 'and I purified them from everything

foreign .... ', a reference to the priesthood regaining its integrity in the separation of

men married to foreign women.278

The ending of this rhetorical unit is abrupt, in the manner of many Old Testament

books, but nevertheless positive, in the sense that the claim is made that despite all the

obstacles put in the way, the work of restoration had been completed and its essentials

maintained against all opposition.

4.2.2 Relational Posture of the Rhetorical Dnitts

In an analysis of the Nehemiah texts (13:23-31), we explore the relationships of

modality and deixis to the network of intentions, which become apart of the

background to the reading ofNehemiah's address of the mixed marriage crisis.

(a) Modalities
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In analyzing the conditions provided by the background, the norms, social values

and desires and the communicant's believe and knowledge need to be taken into

consideration. In Nehemiah 13:23-31 we fmd that the Chronicler uses the similar

moda1s found in Ezra i.e. cognitional and volitional modes.

(i) Cognitional Modal

With respect to the cognitional modal the author and audience share:

(a) An identity stasis: 'and they could not speak the language ofJudah' 13:23

(b) Known traditions ofthe covenant: The oath taken to stop the practices ofthese

foreign relationships (13:25), are a reinstatement of 10:30 that was listed in the

covenant, where marriages to foreigners were prohibited.

(c) A history of Israel: 'Did not Solomon king ofIsrael sin on such account' (13 :26).

Here we find a reference to the history of the political leadership ofIsrael. The author

takes for granted that his audience understands the era he is relating too.

(d) The polemic against foreign women: (... nevertheless foreign women made even

him to sin' (13 :26). From this clause we see that there is a polemic against the foreign

women as being influential in deceiving the Judean men to conceive sin against

Yahweh.

(e) The integrity of the priesthood: In 13 :29 the author states (.... because they have

defiled the priesthood and the covenant of the priesthood .. ' thus implying that the

integrity of the priesthood was compromised. The reinstating of this integrity is

acknowledged after the expelling of the priest. We find the clause in 13:30: 'thus I

cleansed them from everythingforeign, and I established the duties ofthe priest ... '
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(f) Political alliances: The author assumes in 13:28 that his audience knows the

status of the political alliance created by the grandson of the Eliashib, the high priest

and Sanballat through the mix marriage (cf2:10).

(ii) Volitional Modal

Within the volitional modal we see a directed discussion from Nehemiah within an

atmosphere of condemnation. We fmd the following: authoritative command and

shame (13:23-25), education and judgement (13:26), judgement and condemnation

(13:28-30) and reward and retribution (13:29-31)

In this rhetorical unit of Nehemiah we also fmd that the text is assertive upon its

audience and the recipients (i.e. the audience) are passive, which stands in contrast to

Ezra 10, where the audience is active in the discussion. Thus, in considering the

relational posture (i.e. how does the text choose to relate itself to the audience?) we

find the text affIrmative, assertive and subordination oriented.

(b) Deixis

In analyzing the orientation of the content of a sentence in relationship to time, place

and personal participants the following deixis will be examined:

(i) personal deixis (ii) intonational deixis (iii) spatial deixis and (iv) temporal deixis

(i) Personal Deixis
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The personal deixis is an examination of the author's use of person, demonstrative

pronouns and personal names within the text.

la) Rhetorical Unit la: In 13:23, Nehemiah begins the rhetorical unit with 'J'

signifying a first hand account of his encounter with the mixed marriage crisis. He

uses inclusive terminology to group those that have transgressed against the law and

the covenant in 13:24 'their' and 'they', 13:25 'them' 'their' 'yourselves'. Later on,

the righteous (i.e. those that kept the covenant), are set in distinction from the

offenders: 'Shall we then listen to you .... ' (13:27).

lb) Rhetorical Unit lb: Although rhetorical unit Ib is a reference to an incident of

one priest (singular) who was banished due to his foreign marriage, the author uses

plural terminology.

13:29 - 'Remember them .' because they '

13 :30 - 'Thus I cleansed them '

According to Batten there was only one priestly offender mentioned, however,

Nehemiah was not entirely concerned about the purity of the priesthood.279 lehoiada's

son was not a grave offender because he was a priest, but because he had married

Sanballat's daughter, the implications were political. "~~l has another sense, which

appears in the LXX Septuagint version, Nehemiah may have said: 'because they have

sought kinship with the priesthood ,280 The imprecation would then be against the

house of Sanballat and with possible recollection ofTobiah (13:4fl).
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In this respect, one should also note the use of proper names and by referring to

specific persons, types and places.

Proper Names: Solomon (13:26)
Jehoiada (13:28)
Eliashib (13:28)
Sanballat (13 :28)

Social Groups: Jews (13:23)
Horonite (13:28)
Priesthood (13 :29)
Levites (13:29)

Types: King of Israel (13:25)
Foreign Women (13:27)
High Priest (13:28)

Places: Ashdod, Ammon, Moab (13:23)
Judah (13:24)
Israel (13 :26)

(ii) Intonational Deixis

(a) The author, mixed marriages and the polemic against foreign women

In considering the evaluative attitude on the part of the author towards the given

social polemic against the foreign women we find that the author clearly expresses his

emotion and understanding of the mixed marriages as being evil. This we note in

13:27 - 'Great evil', 'act treacherously', which is set against defilement of the

priesthood 'defiled the priesthood' (13:29). The alliances created through these mixed

marriages threatened the stability of the community as well as the purity and tradition

of the priesthood. The marrying of a priest to a foreign woman placed the integrity of

the priesthood in great danger. As the son of the high priest, would have been in

direct genealogical lineage (through his father) of the priesthood (see Chapter 2).
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om Spatial Deixis

In spatial deixis we consider the geographical l?cations mentioned by Nehemiah. In.

13:23 we have reference to the foreign women who were married to the Judean men

being inhabitants from Ashdod, Ammon and Moab. These countries were also

enemies .of Israel. In Ezra 9-10, these women were part of the plot for the

encroachment of Judean territory. The Jews were from Judah. A reference is also

made to King Solomon ofIsrael (13:26).

(iv) Temporal Deixis

Nehemiah in 13: 26 highlights the future political status of Israel by referring to the

past political history of Solomon and his marriages to foreign women. He questions

the future in verse 27: 'shall we then listen to you and do all this great evil and act

treacherously against our God by marrying foreign women?' Nehemiah argues for

the future manifestation of fulfillment in the life of the n"J as distinct from the

consequences that emerged from Solomon's foreign marriages i.e. foreign women

causing Judean men to sin and act treacherously against the covenant. According to

Nehemiah, due to the political alliance created by the marriage of Eliashib's grandson,

it placed the integrity of the priesthood and the political status of the remnant in

jeopardy. Mixed marriages should be set as a social boundary not to be crossed in

order to sustain the establishment of the n'u.281

4.2.3 Method of Argumentation
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In general we can assume that the intention of the author's argument centered on three

aspects namely, (a) rhetorically assumed reality (b) Quasi-logical argument (c) Real

Politiek.

Rhetorically Assumed Reality

Quasi-logical Argument

(a) Rhetorical Assumed Reality

Real Politiek

Appealing to a historical structure of rhetorical reality, the author sets up his fIrst

argumentative position within the framework of Israel's dialect. In 13:23 the author

uses the mixed marriage crisis to emphasize the language disparagement of that

particular society. He sets the foundation for his argument based on the Judean

dialect. The children of the ffiixed marriages could not speak the language of their

fathers (13 :24), as a result the reality· assumed by the rhetoric is that the children

would not be able to learn the laws or attend the synagogue. The author then uses this

argument to establish a rhetorical reality, which is also based on the fact that the

prohibition of mixed marriages was recorded in the covenant (l0:30). The author

then uses this assumed reality to substantiate his actions in 13:25 (i.e. the compelling

ofan oath to stop the practices of mixed marriages). .

(b) Quasi-logical Argument
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Supported by the established rhetorical reality, the author introduces a digression

based on Nehemiah's assessment of Solomon and his relationship with foreign

women. The author uses a change of strategy. By introducing a quasi-logical

argument to the past political state ofIsrael, which was influenced by King Solomon

and his foreign marriages. He makes a contemporary application that foreign women

cause Judean men to fall into sin. This argumentation with reference to a past incident

builds upon his ftrst argument and introduces the political implications to follow in

his next argument.

(c) Realpolitik

In the latter rhetorical unit· concernmg the banishment of a priest, we fmd that

Nehemiah's argument consists of politics based on reality and material needs, rather

than on morals or ideals. The author establishes this argument by synchronizing the

priest's marriage to a foreigner, and that he became a son-in-law to one ofNehemiah's

political adversaries. In retrospect according to Batten, Nehemiah was not interested

in the purity of the priesthood.282 However, he uses the integrity of the priesthood,

which was jeopardized by the priest's marriage to a foreigner to justify his actions of

banishing the son-in-law of his political adversary. He combines a method of

assumed rhetorical reality based on the fact that a high priest could only marry a

virgin ofIsrael (See Chapter 2). In order to re-establish the purity of the priesthood he

had to cleanse them from everything foreign (13:20). The basic premise of his

argument is highlighted in 13 :29 'remember them ..... ' with reference to his political .

contemporaries.
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4.2.4 Shifts in Argumentative Situation

In the first rhetorical unit (la), Nehemiah encounters a mixed marriage crisis based on

the social disparagement concerning language (13:13:23-24). He then shifts the

argument to his analysis of Solomon's downfall linked to his marriages with foreign

women (13: 26). In 13:27 he shifts the argumentation to a response from the

audience, which leads to the covenant and oath to stop the practices (13:25). Using the

political discourse of Solomon he builds upon the banishment of a priest who had

married the daughter of his political adversary namely, Sanballat (13:28). He uses this

marriage alliance to argue the state of the priesthood, which has been deftled (13:29).

He justifies his banishment with a shift to the re-establishment of the duties of the

priests and Levites, thus re-establishing the priesthood. He then ends his argument

based upon the principle of reward and retribution 'Remember me .. .for good' (l3 :31).

4.2.5 Classification of Argument

4.2.5.1 Narrative Analysis

Using the principle of narrative analysis established by Rimmon-Kenan (pp. 140), an

analysis will be performed using the distinction between (a) story (b) text and (c)

narration.

(a) Narrative Theory as Story
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In considering narrative theory as story, we will make a distinction between

events in the story and characters in the story.

(i) Events in the StOry

In the story of the mixed marriage crisis encountered by Nehemiah in the course of

his administration as governor, we have three events. The fIrst event is Nehemiah's

personal encounter with the children of the foreign relationships (13:23-24). The

second event concerns Nehemiah's reaction and the compelling of people to take an

oath to stop the practices of mixed marriages (13 :25). The fmal event culminates with

the banishment of a priest, the grandson of the high priest Eliashib, who married a

Horonite woman i.e. the daughter of Sanballat (13:28-31).

CH) Characters in the Story

In this analysis we make a distinction betweenflat and round characters (see pp. 141).

.Characters FlatlRound
Nehemiah Round
Jews (Judean Men) Flat
Foreign Women (Ashdod, Ammon & Moab) Flat
King Solomon Flat
Jehoiada Flat
Eliashib Flat
Banished Priest Flat
Sanballat (the Horonite) Flat

Cb) Narrative Theory as Text
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In analyzing narrative theory as text, we make a distinction between (i) time (ii)

characterization and (iii) focalization.

(i) Time

In analyzing the time component of Nehemiah 13:23-31, we will focus on the

following aspects namely: order, duration andfrequency of events.

(is) Order of events: In order we find special reference to the analeptic (flashback)

and proleptic (foreshadowing) relations between the story and text time. In Nehemiah

13: 26, we fmd a flashback (analeptic reflection) to the Monarchy of Solomon, this is

with reference to 1 Kings 11. In the following verse 13:27, we fmd a foreshadowing

of the future of the remnant. If they persist with the relationships to foreign women,

then they will be acting treacherously against God and committing great evil.

(ib) Duration of events: In an analysis of duration, we consider the length of time an

event takes in the story and textual levels. In reading the narrative of Nehemiah's

mixed marriage crisis we fmd that the textual level is longer than the story level. On

the story level it seems as though time is inescapably linear. However, these actions

listed in Nehemiah 13 are reforms that took place under his administration. The

banishment of the grandson Eliashib would have taken much longer than the time it

takes the reader to read about it. In considering the political tension that has built up

between Sanballat and Nehemiah, the expulsion of Sanballat's son-in-law would be a

result of the culmination over a period of animosity created between the two

governors that surfaced in various circumstances and situations of their
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administration. Also. the re-establishment of the priesthood was probably a long

process. However, to the reader it would seem as though it was a short-tenn

assessment.

(ic) Frequency of events: In Nehemiah 13:23-31, we fmd that the events are

singulative. There are no similarities between the rhetorical units. The repetition of

events may have been eliminated by the work of the ChroniclerlEditor.

(ii) Characterization

In Nehemiah 13:23-31, the characterization of the round and flat characters takes

place primarily through their actions, speech and analogy in the names or labels

applied to them.

Firstly, in analyzing the character of Nehemiah, we note that through his actions i.e.

'And I contended with them and cursed them and beat some of them and pulled out

their hair, and made the ... ... ' (13 :25), that Nehemiah was an aggressive governor. He

made them take an oath. It was not a voluntary action, he compelled the oath upon

them similar to Ezra mandating a divorce / forced divorce. However, his actions of

compelling an oath and banishing a priest are regarded as good actions in 13:31

'Remember me .. .for good' which would justify that Nehemiah according to his

reformations was a good governor. Nehemiah stands in contrast to the characteristics

of Ezra. Ezra stood behind his leaders compelling them to take action. However,

Nehemiah displays greater leadership characteristics. He stood at the forefront of his
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actions. He disciplined and reprimanded the guilty and 'chased' the priest. We

fmd a contrast to the leaderships skills ofEzra. Nehemiah is assertive.

However, Ezra is more of a pragmatist than Nehemiah. Nehemiah was confronted

with a situation of mixed marriages. He sought the rectification of the problem

through the compelling of an oath. The question arises whether this was a successful

pragmatic application. Ezra on the other hand was a pragmatist. He saw a problem

and sought a solution that was implemented to counteract the problem.

In 13:26 Solomon king ofIsrael is used as an example of a righteous person i.e. '.....

no king like him .....beloved by his God. .. .', stands in contrast to his sinful nature after

he had married foreign women. Although there is no direct characterization of the

foreign women, the acts of marrying them are characterized as 'great evil' and

'treacherous' (13:27). Through this indirect characterization and with reference to

13:26 'foreign women made even him to sin: the foreign women are seen as deceivers

of the Judean men. The priest who had married the daughter of Sanballat (foreign

woman) was seen as a defiler ofthe priesthood i.e. 13: 29- 'Remember them ". because

they have defiled the priesthood... '

(iii) Focalization

In considering that focalization is the angle of vision through which the story is

filtered in the text, and is verbally formulated by the narrator, focalization in the text

of Nehemiah 13: 23-31 is distinguished from the narrator and narration. The reason

being that even though a first or a third narrates the story both use different characters
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m the represented world of the story as a focalizer character I.e. center of

. consciousness.

Narratives are not only focalized by someone but also on someone or something.283 In

rhetorical unit 1(a), the focalizer is Nehemiah and the object is the language

disparagement with specific reference to the children of the foreign marriages. In

rhetorical unit l(b) the focalizer is Nehemiah, however, the object is the defilement of

the priesthood and the intermarriage of the temple with a political adversary.

(iiia) Perceptual Facet

The perceptual facet is determined by time and space. The focalizer in Nehemiah is

internal and not external to the action and interaction. The focalizer does not provide

a birds-eye view of the action but participates in the action.

(iiib) The Psychological Facet

In considering that the Nehemiah texts are the work of the Chronicler/editor we fmd

that the psychological facet of perception has a cognitive and emotive component.

The cognitive component of the external narrator is that he knows everything about

the represented world and about the mixed marriage crisis in both Ezra and

Nehemiah. However, the characters in the narrative are limited to this knowledge.

They all function as internal focalizers with limited knowledge.
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The emotive component comprises the emotions of the internal focalizer. In

Rhetorical unit l(a), we note the emotions of Nehemiah i.e. anger, remorse, shame

and frustration (13:23-24).

(me) The Ideological Facet

In this narrative text of the mixed marriage crisis in the post-exilic Judean community,

the narrator-focalizer's norms or ideology provide a dominant perspective, which is

taken as authoritative. In Nehemiah, the norms and ideology are all implicit in the

orientation.

The ideology of Nehemiah (foreign marriages as a transgression against the law and

the covenant) is positively evaluated by the narrator-focalizer and is the same as his

own. The ideology is communicated to the narratee as the ideology, which the

narratee must hold too. Evident in Nehemiah is the threat that mixed marriages posed

to the stability of the Judean community as a whole. Thus, this culminated in an

.ideology of the polemic against foreign women and foreign marriages that threatened

the stability of the community and the priesthood.

(c) Narrative Theory as Narration

The needs of the narration as they pertain to Nehemiah 13:23-31, are primarily

determined by the narrators perceptions of time and space, the level ofnarration, the

narrator's cognition of objects and characters and the narrator's ideological norms

and values and the nature ofspeech representation.
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(ca) In Nehemiah 13: 23-31, narrative time is determined by 'ulterior narration', i.e.

the narrative events are narrated after they happened. Nehemiah's encounter with the

language disparagement, the covenant and oath to stop the practices and the banishing

of the priest are narrated after they have occurred.

(cb) The level of narration in Nehemiah 13 is both extra - diegetic and diegetic.

Using the source theory we can say that the whole narration of the mixed marriage

crisis is extra-diegetic, due to the work of the Chronicler. However, in considering

that Nehemiah's memoir was used as a source, then it is also diegetic, since Nehemiah

is an intra-diegetic character; who. relates all the events.

(cc) The narrator's cognition of objects and characters compnse the cognitive

elements, which the narrator holds. The narrator's knowledge about the history of the

law, the covenant and history of Solomon's reign as king ofIsrael is conveyed through

the narrative. to the narratee. The narrative structure and impact on the narratee is

such that it wants to persuade the narratee to accept this knowledge.

(cd) The narrator's ideological norms and values are also shared by the narratee. This

is closely related to the previous point. These elements objectified and analyzed as

part of the discourse of the narrator also forms part of the interpretive community that

the narrator represents. Such an objectification provides the interpreter with the

contents of the post-exilic Judean community, the integrity of the priesthood and the

political status the community with regards to its political adversaries.
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(ce) In order to explain the speech representation in Nehemiah we will use the

theory that the book of Nehemiah was originally written by Nehemiah as a report to

the Persian King of his activities during his administration as governor (see Chapter

3). Therefore, the speech in Nehemiah is diegetic. In diegetic representation, the

narrator does not hide the fact that he is the one who tells the story and that the views

presented are his views.

4.3 Contextual Meaning: Historical Reconstruction ofEzra 9-10 & Nehemiah 13

Perspectives on Ezra 9-10 & Nehemiah 13 from Modem Israel

By 'historical reconstruction' I refer to one of the many possible contextual situations

in which the texts might be read and an analysis compared. To examine the subject

further we turn to contemporary analogues for the situation in Judah during the fifth

century BCE. According to Eisenstadt, social patterns and meanings in a particular

culture will often persist under differing guises and continue to demarcate that society

from other groupS.284 With this in mind, we can examine the developments in another

Jewish society, which, like the post-exilic community had undertaken to return to the

land. Developments in the twentieth century Israel provide a singularly vital data

base as well as a useful sociological model for an analysis and undertaking of Ezra

and Nehemiah.

According to Eisenstadt, patterns characteristic of the Jewish society took shape

during the Second Temple period.285 Therefore examining modem Israel is uniquely

useful for understanding post-exilic phenomena. Also, twentieth century Israel re-
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lives some of the conditions, developments and events that had led to the

formation ofpost-exilic Judah.

Both communities are the products of resurgerice, of immigration in response to new

possibilities for self-determination. In the earlier part of the twentieth century, the

British Empire replaced the Ottomans as rulers of the Middle East, mirroring the take

over of the Persians in the sixth century BCE. As Judah was a strategic doorway for

Persia in its dealings with Egypt and Greece, so this land became' an important

gateway for the British.286

The Balfour Declaration in 1917, in which the British Government promised the Jews

a Jewish homeland, compares with Cyrus' edict, authorizing the Jews to return to

Judah (Ezra 1). In both instances, im.rnigration to Israel followed. New opportunities

stimulated Jews from Christian Europe to return to Israel in large numbers. As a

result ofnew arrivals, tension developed in the land between Jews and non-Jews.

In this new mixture of population, three different intermarriage patterns were

discovered.287 Each provides a possible analogue to the controversy over the 'foreign

wives' in Ezra 9-10 and Nehemiah 13:23-31.

1. Tension between Jews from different ethnic backgrounds. These dynamics

suggest parallels to ethnic/cultural tension in the Persian period between Jews who

had been exiled and those who stayed in the land, irrespective of specific religious

practices.
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2. Tensions between Jews and non-Jews. Some opponents of the Jewish

immigrants have been long-time settlers in the land and consider themselves

native. These groups have their counterpart in the Persian period Judah. All of

them have been involved in intermarriages that have incurred formal and informal

opposition.

3. Tension between orthodox and non-orthodox Jews on account of different

religious perspectives. The basic conflict among these groups pertains to issues of

authority and interpretation of the Torah, paralleling different religious practices

and interpretations in the Persian period.

Although all three sets of the tension need to be investigated in order to discern the

fuller complexity of the post-exilic situation, this historical reconstruction will focus

only on the third. It will examine modern inner Jewish tension and in particular the

modern phenomena of the Haredim as an analogue to Ezra 9-10. The term 'haredim '

literally means 'those who tremble '. The word occurs in Ezra 10:3, where it refers to

the pious supporters of Ezra.. In modern Israel the term designates an ultra-orthodox

Jewish movement. The movement is noted for their separate lifestyle coupled with an

aggressive program to impose their interpretation of Judaism upon other segments of

the society, a situation that has led to intense inner Jewish conflict in Israe1.288

According to Liebman, in March 1988, 58 percent of a random sample of Jews in

Jerusalem identified religious-secular relations as the most serious problem in the city.

The rise of the Haredim in Israel presents suggestive parallels to Ezra and Nehemiah.

The emergence of this movement in modern Israel goes back to the time when Israel,
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as Palestine, fIrst became part of the British Empire. Although the British

Mandate, from a Jewish perspective, cannot be equated with the purportedly benign

. 1 1. . 11 1 . t 289PersIan ru e, severa mterestmg para e s eXls .

Gottwald suggests the parallel, when he refers to Israel as in the Persian era as

'Colonial Israel ,.290 Like post-exilic Judah, the modem land of Israel that the British

acquired contained diverse ethnic, religious and political groups. For both Empires,

the strip of land served as a gateway to an important part of the Empire (i.e. to India

for the British and to Egypt and Greece for Persia). In both instances, tensions

between earlier settlers established on the land and Jewish newcomers flared up and

. d I . 1. . 291requITe mpena mterventIon.

In this historical reconstruction, we limit the research to tracing the relation between

what sociological studies call 'secularist' and 'orthodox Jews'. 292 Orthodoxy in Israel

fITst gained offIcial power when the British pressure led to the formation of the Chief

Rabbinate as the highest religious authority for the Jewish sector. The British

government saw the Jewish settlement, above all, as a religious community. 293 With

the British patronage, the Chief Rabbinate fought against other Jewish groups for

complete control over marriage and divorce laws.

In the mid 1930s, immigration from Poland and Lithuania brought to Israel great

orthodox rabbis whose religious authority was not official or governmental but rather

based upon spontaneous recognition by certain religious communities,.z94The greatest

among them refused offIcial position within the Chief Rabbinate. However, within a .

short time, they and not the offIcial structures came to exert great religious power and
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authority in Israel. Practices within many religious communities depended on the

decisions of the Eastern European orthodox rabbis rather than those of the official

Chief Rabbinate. Over a period of time, the name Haredim (Ezra 9:4 and 10:3) came

d · h ~5to eSlgnate t ese groups.

In the meantime, the sphere of control by the Chief Rabbinate grew beyond its initial

limits. By 1948, every Jewish citizen of the newly founded Israel had to marry in

accordance with the laws determined by the Chief Rabbinate. 296 This represented a

shift from the earlier vagueness in the legal structure under which one could bypass

rabbinical authority. Prior to the establishment of the state, the defmition of who was

under the jurisdiction of the Chief Rabbinate was still flexible.

For the purpose of regulating family laws and for the sake of the 'Law of the Return',

it eventually was deemed necessary to determine more definitely who is a Jew. A

struggle led to a specific legal defmition in 1970, and ironically to intensification of

the problems. According to Segre, the government was confronted with two

.problems. 297

(a) Firstly, they were confronted with the problem of the definition of a Jew with

reference to the Law of Return, which grants immediate citizenship, to any Jew

returning to his ancestral land.

(b) Secondly, concerns the defmition of the Jew with reference to the competence of

the religious courts in matters ofmarriage and divorce.
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On March 10, 1970, the state of Israel, ruled that it would recognize as a Jew, only

a person who has been born to a Jewish mother or who has been converted to Judaism

and is not a member of another religion.298 Prior to 1970, self-defInition allowed

persons to declare themselves Jews and be registered as such. However, the Chief

Rabbinate could reject the legitimacy of such identity, when it came to the question of

marriages, as only a Jew could marry a Jew.

After 1970, people who had considered themselves as Jews and had been legally

considered as Jews by the state, found themselves legally outside the community of

Israel, and unable to marry other Jews. The Chief Rabbinate could accept or reject

candidates for marriage on the basis of its interpretation of the law as to who is a Jew.

Since the authority of the Chief Rabbinate on questions of marriage is higher than that

of the Supreme Court, it has voided marriages even after the Supreme Court had

sanctioned them

Nevertheless, the Chief Rabbinate, which is orthodox, on occasion appeared too

moderate for the Haredim. Its authority declined and its rulings were superceded by

the Haredim; by 'the teachings of the European rabbis and their disciples. The

Haredim have called non-orthodox Jews 'gentiles' and denied their Jewish identity.

From a Haredi perspective, a marriage between a haredi and a non-haredi constitutes

a mixed marriage.299

Although for the purpose of comparison, we have greatly simplifIed the complexities

of the modem situation, three aspects of that situation are signifIcant for our present

situation.
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(a) Firstly, the evolving defmition of who is a Jew, moving from a broad category

to a narrow one;

(b) Secondly, the inter-religious gap that leads one group of Jews to characterize the

other formally and publicly as gentiles and strangers;

(c) Thirdly, the dynamics and particular pace of such developments.

In the 1990s, almost 45 years after the establishment of the state of Israel, 55 years

since the arrival of the ultra-orthodox Eastern European rabbis, and 74 years after the

Balfour Declaration, the Jewish community in Israel is divided into at least four

important groups i.e. Haredim, Orthodox, Religious Liberals and Non-Religious. 300

The phenomenon of the modern Haredim illustrates striking parallels to Ezra. As the

British established the Chief Rabbinate for Jewish affairs, so we can suppose, the

Persians created a structure for the Jewish affairs i.e. the priesthood. . Like the

illustrious haredi European rabbis in the 1930s, Ezra arrived from the Diaspora late,

after certain patterns had been established. He offered a more stringent defmition of

who is a Jew, which gained popular support among some segments of the population,

leading to further legal. reformation of the issues and to communal tension. In this

process, previously sanctioned relationships had to be re-evaluated.

Using this example of the Haredim as an historical reconstruction, we also delineate a

process - gradual and often tragic - by which some women, .caught in the drama of

shifting concepts of identity, can be transformed from spouses to strangers.
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4.4 Conclusion

In considering the ethics of the forced divor~e, Batten has pointed out the evil.

consequences of mixed marriages, in that they tended to threaten the imperfectly

established solidarity of the community and the development of the religious life.
30t

\

As a result Ezra compelling a divorce and Nehemiah exacting an oath should be

analyzed as a eudemonistic approach (i.e. a system of ethics basing moral obligation

on likelihood that actions will produce happiness). But actions cannot be judged from

a consideration of their consequences (i.e. foreign women as a threat to the stability of

the Judean temple economy or the political alliances created through these marriages).

In the analysis of Ezra and Nehemiah we discover that emerging in the concepts of

forced divorce and the polemic against the foreign women is an ideology. A false

consciousness or an obfuscated mental process in which men (Ezra, Nehemiah and

the Chronicler), do not understand the forces that actually guide their thinking, but

imagine it to be wholly governed by logical and intellectual influences. When thus

deluded, the thinker is unaware that all thought, and particularly his own, is subject in

its course and outcome to extra-intellectual social conditions, which it expresses in a

form distorted by the interests and preferences of some collectivity or other. 302

A large number of unmarried men may have come back from the exile, and the

provision of wives for them may have been a serious problem. In spite of the classic

story of Solomon's downfall (Nehemiah 13:26), the position ofa Jewish wife was not

such as to make her an influential factor in the religious life of the nation. Initially in

the narrative, it seems as though there was a large number of offenders. However,
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there are only 111 names in the list (Ezra 10: 18-44), an inconsiderable number for

the whole Judean province.303

One may well doubt, though, whether any good resulted from such a drastic course

i.e. forced divorce, and rejoice in the development of more humane methods of

dealing with social problems, even if these reforms came slowly. In these texts we

fmd that divorce was a socially acceptable institution. However, we fmd a contrary

system of ethics towards divorce in the New Testament, especially in the

confrontation between Jesus and the Pharisees. According to Childs, 'there are times

in which the historical and literary questions can be left unresolved without

jeopardizing the hearing ofthe Biblical message'. 304
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Chapter Five

KINGDOM ETHICS VS SECULAR ETHICS
RHETORICAL CRITICISM OF

NEW TESTAMENT TEXTS
(Matthew 19:1-12/Mark 10: 1-12/Luke 16:18)

There are three things which are too wonderful for me, Yea, four which I know not:
The way of an eagle in the air; The way ofa serpent upon a rock; The way of a ship in

the midst of the sea; And the way ofa man with a maiden.
Proverbs 30:18-19 (ASV)
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5.0 Introduction:

The objective of this introduction is to sketch out the dimensions involved in studying

the Gospels (Matthew/Mark/Luke) for the purpose of gaining some understanding of

the institutions of marriage and divorce that prevailed in the time of the New

Testament. The meaning of the words used in the Gospels, are derived from the

general social system of the speakers of the language.305 These results in what one

says and what one means to say can often be quite different, especially for persons not

sharing the same social system.

Trying to understand the writings of the Gospels, in a mature scholarly way is much

like trying to understand a group of foreigners somewhere dropped in our midst.

Nearly all scholarly aids to understanding the Bible offer information about who,

what, when, where and how regarding these foreign writings. Such information is.

valuable and highly necessary.

In the context of this research, we find in Luke 16:18: n~ 6 CLlTOAUWV T~V yuvalKa

OlhoO Kat Y<XJ.lWv €Ttpav J.l0IXEUEl, Kal 6 cmOAEAUJ.l£VT)V ana av&poc; Y<XJ.lwv

J.l0IXEUEl, a reference to the institutions of divorce and marriage that prevailed in that

particular society. An analysis· of these institutions forms the background to the

discourse between Jesus and the Pharisees in Matthew 19:1-12 and Mark 10:1-12.

According to Malina, New Testament writings can generate understanding only if we

pay careful attention to the cultural systems that created them and which they

embody.306 In recent years, we have come to understand more clearly that the

situation in which an utterance is produced is of great significance, and the words
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used are to some extent to be 'explained' by the 'context' in which they are

designed to be or have actually been spoken in a linguistic interchange.307

In order to understand the dialogue between Jesus and the Pharisees it is imperative

that we examine the understanding of divorce amongst the Jewish people present in

that particular society. Hence, before I attempt an application of the rhetorical critical

exegesis, I will provide an anthropological insight into the understanding of divorce

and marriage in the world ofthe Gospels and an analysis of the literary context of the

Gospels.

DISCOURSE BETWEEN JESUS AND THE PHARISEES

LITERARY CONTEXT

SOCIAL CONTEXT OF THE DISCOURSE

Figure 11: A 3 Dimensional model ofthe divorce discourse in the Synoptic Gospels

5.1 Insigbts of tbe New Testament World from a Cultural Antbropological

Perspective (MattbewlMarklLuke)

The beginnings ofJudaism are rooted in the Judean exiles and their return to their pre

exilic homeland. The experience of the exile and their return mark a change in the

central symbols of Israel, hence in marriage strategy as well. The accounts of the

return in the books of Ezra and Nehemiah (c! Chapter 3 and Chapter 4) indicate that
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part of the returning exiles, in order to fit into the prevailing society of Judea,

divorced their wives and married into local families. 308 Such behavior according to

Malina, on the part of both the families occupying the land and the returnees was a

mutual conciliatory gesture.309 The book of Malachi sets the tone for this period in

the area of marriage strategy, with its instance that what God desires is 'godly

offspring'.

"17 1'~p ili?~~1 '~~ il1il~ n~'rlrn~ il~1 nic;l 1tl7~ n'~w n~i'l

:~l~.P li~l nOi?71 illJ~iJ-'~ niJ~

Mala2:13 (BHS)

ilD~ 'W~ 1''j117~ nw~ 1';;11 1r;l "lJD il1il~-':;> ':1,' il1r':I,' CD1~~1

:~lD''''Q ~l ,T;1~O ~'nl H;l ilDl~~

14

CD~W~l C'il'~ 171! Wi';!Q '~iJ il~1 " Tl1' 'l$W1 ilWP 'IJ~-~'l
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15

il1il~ ~~ 'W1:J7':I,' O~IJ il9~1 '~1tp" '!J'~ il1il~ ~~ n'?w ~J.W-':;>
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In the circumstances addressed by Malachi, what God hates is the divorce of Jew and

Jew; there is silence about the divorce of Jew and non-Jew. However, the reform of

Ezra requires the divorce of all foreign wives and their children acquired by the

returning exiles. (According to the exegesis ofEzra and Nehemiah we fmd that Ezra

compelled a divorce and Nehemiah compelled an oath. This stands in contrast to the

analysis of Malina, who stated that Ezra and Nehemiah compelled a divorce).310
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Thus, due to the priestly reform of post-exilic Yahwism and its demand for

fidelity to the covenant, the marriage strategy worked out in Ezra-Nehemiah, leads to

a 'defensive strategy' i.e. females born within the covenant are to be kept, and

entanglement with foreign women are to be resolutely avoided (Ezra 9-10. Nehemiah

13:23-31).311

The implications of the defensive strategy are that the newly formed, closed Jewish

community was led to monogamy. Further, the prohibition of divorce as proclaimed

by Malachi is antipolygamy in its effects, whether polygamy is successive or

simultaneous. It is this defensive marriage strategy coupled with the perception that

embeds female sexual purity in male honor that lies at the bottom of the sexual

behavior found in the Priestly writings of the Old Testament. These gradually are

developed by 'tradition' into the norms of the first century Palestine. The laws from

the previous strategy, as well as the customs of the patriarchal stories, have to be

reshaped to fit the new strategy.312 The earlier creation story of Genesis 2:4ff, is

prefaced by a priestly creation story in which God's first command to man is increase

and multiply (Genesis 1:28), which is in line with the defensive marriage strategy set

out in the rest of the Priestly writings.

The holiness code of the priestly tradition is a purity code, a set of explicitly

formulated social lines that are to clearly mark the Jews from the non-Jews. This set

of boundaries was replicated in the temple structure, in sacrifice procedures, and for

our purposes, in sexual behavior. 313 The general principle is that everything is

forbidden unless it fits within the designated social spaces. Legislation specified the

designated social spaces. Early Israelite customs on forbidden sexual relationships are
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restated as incest lines of prohibited degrees of marriage in Leviticus 18:6-18,

20:11-12, 14, 20. Adultery is not only an outrage to male honor, but also an

abomination (Leviticus 18:20, 20: 10).314 Sexual hospitality (Leviticus 19:29), keeping

Israelite women. as slave-wives (Leviticus 25:44-46), priestly marriages with once

embedded or shamed women (Leviticus 21:7, 13-14) are not simply affronts to male

honor, but equally abominations before the Lord. Since the holy seed or holy

offspring are paramount symbols, genealogies tracing holy seed come to have

emphatic symbolic importance (cfEzra and Nehemiah).

Perhaps, the most information about the customs of defensive strategy is to be found

in Ecclesiasticus, the book of Sirach, who wrote about 150 BC in Jerusalem.
315

According to Sirach, the fathers arranged the marriage (Ecclesiasticus 7:25). In the

Hebrew and Syriac text of Ecclesiasticus 7:23, the father is told: 'do you have sons?

Correct them and choose wives for them while they are young. ' This points to the

practice of early, arranged marriages in which the father engages the girl for his son

(cf Chapter 2). In his advice to married men in 9:1-9, Sirach offers counsel on

attitudes towards various classes of women. The married man ought to avoid

. unmarried women because of penalties that might be exacted, presumably by her

brothers and father (9:5), and married women ensnare a man in the vengeance of their

husbands (9:8_9).316 Prostitutes lead to a loss of inheritance, either because the

offspring would remain fatherless or because the man's father would be shamed by his

son's actions (9:6).

Sirach views the wife as embedded in her husband, since divorce means 'to cut her off

from your flesh' (25:26). This is a further indication that marriage is considered a sort
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of blood relationship, resulting in one flesh. 317 Ecclesiasticus 25:16, 26:27,

discusses, the ranges of wifely behavior from shameful to honorable, including rival

wives. An important cultural value is alluded by Sirach in Ecclesiaticus 25:21, where

the ideal wife is one who is beautiful and wealthy. However, by means of marriage,

the wealth of the female passes to the male, 'there is wrath and impudence and great

disgrace when a wife supports her husband' (Ecclesiasticus 25:22). The story of the

younger Tobit indicates his proper social placement, since Sarah belongs to his

patriline then her wealth belongs to him should he marry her (Tobit 6:11).

As mentioned above, the father is all too vulnerable through his daughters

(Ecclesiasticus 26:10-12 and especially 42:9-11). Hence, the cultural imperative to

marry them off as soon as possible, which means shortly after the onset of

menstruation,318 Because they are embedded in the male, women can easily shame

their fathers and their husbands. Thus, 'better is the wickedness of a man than a

women who does good, for it is a woman who brings shame and disgrace'

(Ecclesiasticus 42: 14).

This defensive marriage strategy stands as the basic perspective and chief mode of

perception for the discussions of marital and sexual behavior in the Qumran writings,

the writings of the early rabbis, as well as the reactions of Jesus recorded in Matthew,

Mark and Luke. In the non-legal texts of the period, like Ecclesiasticus, Tobit, and

Judith, a person's intentions, his heart, counts in sexual encounters. The focus of this

intention in marriage is on offspring, on holy seed, this being the sole valid motivating

factor in sexual encounters. Any lesser motives are shameful. Thus, Tobit's wedding
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night sexual union with Sarah is motivating not by her wealth .and beauty, but by

the holy seed (Tobit 8:7).

Likewise in early rabbinic Judaism, marriage entered into because of the beauty or

wealth of the bride is equivalent to immorality. The offspring of such marriages are

almost tantamount to bastards319
, the symbolic opposite of holy seed. Thus, given

this emphasis on defensive strategy and holy seed, imputations of doubtful lineage are

among the gravest insults in the culture. For example, John the Baptist calling the

Pharisees and the Sadducees ofJerusalem a 'brood o/vipers' (Matthew 3:7, Luke 3:7,

Jesus uses the term according to Matthew 12:34, 23:33) means nothing less than

'snake bastards' a doubly offensive term.320 Similarly, in Matthew 12:29 and Mark

8:38, Jesus calls his contemporaries an adulterous generation, literally a generation of

bastards, the offspring of adulterous unions. These are powerful insults in a culture

where purity of lineage is a central concern. Jesus' parable on divorce, with

remarriage called adultery, likewise implies bastard offspring in such a union (Mark

10:11, Matthew 5:32, 19:19 and Luke 16:18). Jesus' teachings on divorce will be

considered below in the rhetorical criticism approach to the relevant texts.

Now we might characterize the post-exilic, Jewish period as focused on the symbol of

holy offspring. These holy offspring form a holy people i1"U, headed by priests, with

worship in the central Temple in the central pre-industrial city. Norms for the period

derive from priestly law that covers the behavior of the priests and non-priest alike.

When we turn to the New Testament and the typically Christian marriages developed

in early Christian communities, we fmd that they are in most respect continuations of

the defensive strategy ofJudaism.
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5.2 A Literary Context of the Gospels: MatthewlMarklLuke

In order for the early Christians to communicate with their contemporaries it was

essential that they use not only the languages of that era, but also the literary forms

and common patterns of oral expression that were then in use. According to Kee,

inevitably they did not merely take over these forms unchanged, but adapted them to

serve the particular purposes of that particular movement.321 Since Christianity

quickly took root among people of diverse backgrounds, the literary and oral modes

of expression were different from place to place in the early Christian world. In both

Judaism and Greco-Roman culture of this period, a popular form of communication

was the short story about a remarkable public figure.

It might concentrate on some significant action of that person or report a saying or

verbal exchange with an antagonist, a pupil or an inquirer. These biographical

anecdotes, which comprise much of the Gospels and the Acts, are to be found in the

early rabbinic material as well as in accounts of wandering teachers and philosophers

of the period. The stories were originally told randomly, in situations in which the

content was appropriate. The Gospel tradition eventually linked the stories together

in a narrative sequence.322

5.2.1 The Gospel According to Matthew

5.2.1.1 Plot
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Matthew employs the same basic plot as Mark:

a. Jesus' baptism and initial ministry in Galilee

b. Peter's confession at Caesarea Philippi and the transfiguration

c. Journey to Jerusalem and debates in the temple

d. Concluding tragic death and resurrection

However, Matthew is not a simple repeat of Mark's story. Matthew launches his

Gospel with a genealogy and birth narrative that shows Jesus to be the son of David

and thus both king and the anointed. This stands in contrast to Mark who starts with

John the Baptist preaching. The Gospel concludes with the author appending a

commission scene in which the risen Jesus sends the eleven out to baptize the whole

world.

5.2.1.2 Author

According to the early church tradition the author of the Gospel was the apostle

Matthew. Papias, one of the €arly authorities of the church (about 150 CE) claimed

that Matthew organized the sayings in the Hebrew language, but scholars have

translated them as best as they could.323 Papias knew the Gospel of Matthew only in

its current form and had not seen a version in a Semitic language. Even though later

church authorities accepted Papias' assertions, modem scholars have rejected them

for various reasons. Firstly, there is no evidence that the Gospel was originally

composed in Hebrew. It is written in Koine Greek of the period.324 Also taking into

consideration that it is dependent on Mark, which existed only in Greek. Finally, the
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Gospel is not a collection of sayings, but a narrative with an ordered plot.

Therefore to refer to the author as Matthew is only a convention.

5.2.1.3 Date & Community

The fIrst quotation of Matthew; is found in the writing of Ignatius (AD 115), therefore

it is generally agreed that it was written some years preceding Ignatius' writing.325 A

decision about the earliest date at which it could have been written depends upon its

relationship to Mark. If Matthew is dependent upon Mark in its present form and

Mark was published after Peter's death, than Matthew must clearly be dated later than

the above date. A second factor is its relationship to the fall of Jerusalem in AD 70.

Some scholars have argued that the Gospel must be dated before AD 70, for it would

have been strange for Matthew not to make reference to the destruction of the temple

if it had occurred.326 On the other hand the indirect reference to the fall of Jerusalem

suggests a date after AD 70. Such an argument according to Guthrie and Motyer

loses much of its force and its basic assumption that Jesus could not have predicted

such an event. It is therefore wiser to say that Matthew should be dated somewhere

between AD 65 and AD 110, in consideration with the Jewish nature of the Gospel

and its many parallels with the Dead Sea Scrolls. 327

The Matthean community that emerges from a study of the Gospel is engaged in

intense debate with rabbinic Judaism that is itself creating new institutions to replace

the destroyed temple. Both groups are trying to defme themselves. The destruction

of Jerusalem set m motion for Judaism and Christianity a long process of .

consolidation and self-defmition that reached its fIrst defmitive form around the
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beginning of the third century.328 In Judaism this process received a powerful

impetus with the triumph of Pharisaism and rabbinic Judaism. Therefore, according

to Miller, the rejection of the Pharisees in Matthew implies neither the rejection of

Judaism nor the Law. Even though the Pharisees sit in the chair of Moses (23:2), the

standard epithet for them is 'imposters '. Matthew portrays Jesus as the true and

authoritative interpreter of the Law.

5.2.1.4 Use of Scripture

At important moments in the story the narrator quotes from the scriptures, using the

standard formula, 'all this has happened so that the prediction of the Lord given by

the Prophet would come true' (1 :22, 2:15, 18, 23, 25). Normally such citations are

employed to resolve conflict in the story. Matthew changes certain items in Mark's

stories to make the narrative fit the quotations. Matthew's use of quotations from

scripture is a guide to the distinctive features of the Matthean Gospel.

5.2.1.5 Self-portrait

The author has left what seems to be a self-portrait in 13 :52 'every scholar who is

schooled in Heaven's imperial rule is like some proprietor who produces from his

storeroom treasures old and new'. This suggests how the Matthean community

understood itself: it pores over the records of the past, the scriptures, but it produces

something new and original- a new understanding of the Law. The scholar plays an

important role in this community. Jesus is regularly pictured as teaching. However,

although scholarship and teaching is important to this community Jesus is addressed
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only by the outsiders as 'Teacher' or 'Rabbi '. The disciples and believers refer to

him as 'Master' or 'Lord'.

Divorce Discourse

Lk. 16:18

Mk.l0: 1-12

Figure 12: A parallel model of the literary context of the Gospels
The three dimensional theory is a common explanation of the relationships

found in the Synoptic Gospels. The divorce discourse is found in
Matt.19: 1-12 with parallels in Mk. 10: 1-12 and Lk 16: 18.

5.2.2. The Gospel According to Mark

5.2.2.1 Story, Structure & Narrative Themes

For the context of this research we start with Jesus and his small band of disciples

moving through the little towns, barren countryside, and stormy lake that makes up

the Gospel's controlling landscape. The sense of inevitable confrontation and

foreboding grows stronger and stronger. Opposition to his practices and disciples

confront him from social and religious leaders, both those in Galilee and others

.summoned from Jerusalem (e.g. 3:19-22, 7:1-21).
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Two dominant themes throughout the Gospel are (a) identity and (b) the nature of

discipleship.

5.2.2.2 Origins of the Gospel

The document itself never mentions its author, place, time or circumstances of its

origin. However, scholars have inferred that the Gospel was composed at about the

time of the Roman-Judean War (66-70 CE), in the Greek speaking Syria.329 The

traditional name 'Mark' is used asa convenient way to refer to the anonymous writer.

The actual name and gender of the author is unknown.

If we relate Mark as being the fIrst Gospel, then its predecessors would not have been

evangelist in the literary sense, instead prophets, teachers, missionaries, or community

organizers who passed along memories and stories of Jesus in their own particular

social and church situations.33o According to Miller, Mark drew on many sorts of

existing material for his own new purposes of narration.33l However, identifying

Mark's sources and judging whether they were available in written or oral forms

make a difficult enterprise.

5.2.2.3 Notes on Mark's Narrative Style

Mark uses a lively and direct storyteller's style. The Greek prose employed is the

informal language of ordinary men and women who made up the common Eastern

Mediterranean culture in the fIrst century. Evident in the Gospel is an immediacy and

simplicity of description; a certain harshness and awkwardness in expression;
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repetition of favored words and constructions; and a sketchiness In

characterization. Thus, Mark's story is close stylistically and historically to the oral

environment.

5.2.2.4 Expansions in Mark's Text

During the process of copying and recopying Mark's Gospel, the scribes introduced

some major expansions into the text. It seems as though the scribes w~re unsatisfied

with the conclusion showing the terrified women running from the tomb (16:8) that

they preferred to continue with editions of various lengths to portray the risen Jesus

appearing to his disciples and commanding them to begin the work of evangelization.

These additions are traditionally called 'shorter ending' and 'longer ending' of Mark,

though it would be more appropriate according to Miller, to term them 'shorter/longer

supplements. ,332 Most of this material is closely patterned on other post-resurrection

appearance stories, especially those in Luke's Gospel.

5.2.3 The Gospel According to Luke

5.2.3.1 Luke's Narrative

The books Luke and Acts, comprises over one-fourth of the total text of the New

Testament. The narrative begins in Jerusalem before the birth of Jesus and ends with

Paul preaching the Gospel in Rome. Luke sets the story of Jesus within the larger

story i.e. God's plan to offer salvation to humankind. However, according to Miller, .

in Luke unlike the other Gospels, Jesus is not the prime mover of the narrative,
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though he is the central figure. 333 It is God who determines the course of events in

the story. Luke expresses this by describing certain events as predetermined (e.g.

2:25,22:22, Acts 2:23,4:27-28) or directed by the Holy Spirit (e.g. 3:22,4:1, 14, 18,

12:12). Although, God directs the story, He does so from 'off-stage '. God speaks

directly only twice to certify the divine mandate of Jesus' mission (3:22, 9:35)

5.2.3.2 Luke's portrait of Jesus

These two divine interventions in the narrative underline the fundamental aspect of

Luke's portrayal of Jesus:

. (a) He is the divinely commissioned agent who announces and promotes God's will

for Israel. In his first public speech (4:16-30), Jesus predicts that his mission will

fulfill the words of the prophets and will meet the same reception as the prophets met

before him.

(b) The second central aspect ofLuke's portrayal of Jesus is his solicitude for the poor

and the outcast. Jesus claims that his outreach to them constitutes his messianic

credentials (7:18-22).

5.2.3.3 Structure

The Gospel is not a tightly structured narrative. Luke derives his basic story outline

from the Gospel of Mark:

1. John the Baptist setting the stage for Jesus;

2. Jesus' baptism, temptation, announcement of his message, and gathering of

disciples;
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3. Teaching and healing in Galilee;

4. Journey to Jerusalem, culminating in a symbolic action in the temple;

5. Preaching in the temple, culminating in an eschatological discourse;

6. Arrest, trial and crucifixion;

7. Discovery ofthe empty tomb.

Luke also expands the journey to Jerusalem, making it a major vehicle for his

. . fJ ' h· 334exposItIon 0 esus teac mgs.

5.2.3.4 Luke's Audience

The Gospel of Luke illustrates a strong interest in the universalism of the Christian

message. Luke's writing shows sensitivity for a Gentile audience. According to

Miller, Luke regularly translates or omits Aramaic terms in his sources, and often

submits Greek names for Semiotic ones.335 Luke omits Mark's story of the Syro-

Phoenician woman (Mark 7:24-30), the one story that would most likely offend

Gentiles. He depicts Jesus freely interacting with non-Jews and uses them as positive

examples in his teachings (4:25-27, 7:1-10, 10: 29-37, 17:11-19).

Luke also presents Jesus to be intelligible to the Greco-Roman readers.336 He sets

Jesus' birth in the context of world history (2:1) and traces his genealogy (3:23-38) all

the way to Adam (not simply to the Jewish progenitor Abraham, as in the genealogy

offered by Matthew). Although Luke affirms that Jesus is the Jewish Messiah

foretold in the scriptures (4:21), Luke is the only synoptic writer to present Jesus also·

as a 'savior' (2:11, Acts 3:13-15), a Hellenistic title for divine deliverers.
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5.3 Application of Rhetorical Criticism to Matthew/ Mark and Luke

After providing a social, historical and literary background to the texts of the Synoptic

Gospels i.e. Matthew, Mark and Luke, we will now attempt an application of

rhetorical criticism to the relevant texts concerning the ethical discourse of divorce

between Jesus and the Pharisees.

5.3.1 Rhetorical Unit/s

5.3.1.1 The Macro-Rhetorical Unit/s

I Matthew 19:1-12 I

.,
rDivorce Discourse r 1Mark 10:1-121

.ir

!Luke 16:181

Figure13: Diagram ofthe Macro-Rhetorical unit of the Divorce Discourse

The macro-rhetorical unit is the ethical discourse between Jesus and the religious

leaders (i.e. the Pharisees). After having shown something of the life, which will be

possible within the Messianic community, the Messiah according to Matthew began

his journey from Galilee to Jerusalem to present to the holy city and the Jewish

leaders the challenge to become the center and nucleus of the renewed people of

God.
33

? There is an atmosphere of crisis for the men must decide about Jesus and

their decision is connected with temporal and eternal judgement. In the course of
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Jesus' journey we fInd an ethical confrontation between Jesus and the Pharisees.

This section of Matthew 19:1-12 is parallel to Mark 10:1-16, with an addition of the

saying about celibacy (vv. 10-12). The discourse is also referred in Luke 16:18

concerning the Pharisees and the law. These parallels form the macro-rhetorical unit,

which is a confrontation between Jesus and the Pharisees concerning divorce.

5.3.1.2 The Micro-Rhetorical Unit/s

Within the macro-rhetorical unit/s of the divorce discourse in Matthew 19:1-12, Mark

10:1-12 and Luke 16:18 we have a further division into three micro-rhetorical units.

Rhetorical Unit 2

Rhetorical Unit 3
Dialogue:
Jesus and the Disciples
(Matt. 19: 10-12 / Mk. 10:10-12)

Discourse: Jesus and the Pharisees
Concerning Divorce .

Matt. 19: 3-9/ Mk. 10: 2-9/ Lk.16: 18

Rhetorical Unit 1
Discourse Introduction:
Jesus' Journey to Jerusalem
(Matt. 19:1-2/ Mk. 10:1)

Figure 14: Diagram ofthe Micro-Rhetorical Units of the Divorce Discourse

Rhetorical unit 1 is a combination ofMatthew 19:1-2 and Mark 10:1, which forms the

discourse introduction. The climax of the narrative is the actual discourse/an
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argumentative dialogue between Jesus and the Pharisees in. rhetorical unit 2,

which is composed of Matthew 19:3-9, Mark 10:2-9 and Luke 16:18. The narrative

ends with the third rhetorical unit, which is the dialogue between Jesus and his

disciples, Matthew 19:10-12 and Mark 10:10-12.

The following is an analysis of the divorce discourse of the Synoptic Gospels within

its respective rhetorical units.

(a) Rhetorical Unit 1: Discourse Introduction

(aa) Matthew 19:1-2

Matt. 19:1-2 1 Kat Ey€.VE.TO aTE: ETEA£a£v 0 ' ITlaoO~ TOU~ Discourse
A6you~ TOUTOU~, ~£T~P£V auo T~~ raA1Aala~ Introduction
Kat ~A9£v d~ Ta opw T~~ ,Iouoala~ u€.pav Jesus' journey to
TOO '!opoavou. 2 Kat ~KOAOu9Tlaav mhii) Jerusalem
0XAOl uOAAOl, Kat E9£pau£ua£v mhou~ EK£l.

According to Hill, in rhetorical unit 1, we fmd an application of the usual sentence,

'Now it came to pass when Jesus had finished his sayings .... ' (19: 1), which ends the

discourse (cf7:28, 11:1, 13:53,26:1), and marks the end of the fourth main section of

the Gospel and the beginning of the fifth (19:3-26:2).338 Jesus leaves Galilee to go to

Perea on his way to Jerusalem. This common route from Galilee to Jerusalem

avoided Samaria. The region east of the Jordan, ruled by Herod Antipas, was called

Perea. Its inhabitants were largely Jews. 339 The crowds that followed Jesus were either

going to the Passover, as Jesus and his disciples, or coming to Jesus for help.34o The
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hyperbole 'healed them' literally implies that all were sick and were healed. To

Jesus and Matthew, the healing attested the beginning of the Kingdom. 341

(ab) Mark 10:1

Mark 10:1 1 Kat E:KE18EV aVaaTa~ fPXETOl El~ Ta Opta Discourse
Ti\~ 'Iouoala~ [KaU TTEpav TOO , Iopoavou, Introduction
Kat aUl-mOpEUOvTOl TTaAtV eXAOt TTPO~ mhov, Jesus' journey to
Kat w~ Elw8El TTaAtv E:OloaOKEv aLlTOu~. Jerusalem

In verse 1 ' ... went to the region of Judea, and beyond Jordan', Mark reverses the

order envisaged elsewhere in his texts. In other scenes Mark portrays Jesus has

travelling along the east bank of Jordan, and then into Judea. The question that

emerges is whether this reverse is a simple relic ofan old tradition underlying Mark at

this point. Or has Mark himselfput Judea first, to emphasize Jesus' set intent, after the

passion prediction of 9:30-32, to advance to Jerusalem to his death? According to

Anderson, whatever the origin of the reverse designation, and however, Mark may

have pictured Jesus' journey, his primary interests lies in the geography than in those

favorite motives of his, i.e. the magnetic attraction of Jesus (crowds gathered to him

again) and the good news he brings through his teachings. 342

Cb) Rhetorical Unit 2: Ethical Discourse - Jesus confrontation with the Pharisees

(ha) Matthew 19: 3-9



Matt 19: 3-9 3 Kat npoallA90v aUT~ <l>aploalO1 ..
nElpa~ovTf:<; aUTOV Kat MYOVTE<;' El E;Eonv
av9pwn~ anOAOom T~V yuvalKa aUTOO KaTa
nooav aiTiav; 40 8£ anoKp19Ei<; ElnEv' OUK
aVEyvwTE on 0 KTioa<; an' apxil<; apoEV Kat
9ilAU fnOt TJOEV aUTou<;; 5 Kat d nEV' £VEKa
TOUTOU KaTaAEl '"El av9pwno<; TOV naTtpa
Kat T~V ~TJTtpa Kat KOAATJ9~OETm TU
yuvmKt aUTOO, Kat EOOVTm oi 8uo El<;
oapKa ~tav. 6 WOTE oUKtn Eiotv 8uo aAAa
oap; ~ta. 0 oov 0 9EO<; ouvt~EU;EV

avepwno<; ~~ XWPl~tTW. 7 AEyouOlv aUT~' Tt
OOV MWOoil<; fVETElAaTO 800vm fh~AtOV

anOOTaOtOU Kat anOAOom [auT~vl; 8 AEyEl
mhol<; on MWOoT\<; npo<; T~V

OKATJPOKapMav u~wv EntTpE"'Ev u~lv

anoAOom Ta<; yuvalKa<; U~WV, an' apXT\<; 8£
ou yEyovEv OlJTW<;. 9 AEyW 8£ u~lv on 0<; &v
anoAuou T~V yuvalKa aUTOO ~~ Ent nopvEl<;X
Kat Y<XJ.l~OU aAATJV ~01XaTa1.
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Discourse:
Jesus'
confrontation
with the
Pharisees

Rhetorical unit 2 is the actual confrontation between Jesus and the Pharisees

concerning the issue of divorce.

In 19:3 the problem of divorce, which had been touched upon in the Sermon on the

Mount (5:23), is now dealt with in the context of a debate/discourse between Jesus

and the Pharisees. According to Filson, the Pharisees were present to observe Jesus,

hear his teachings and test him. 343 In 19:3 we fmd that the Pharisees challenge Jesus

with the question: 'Is it lawful for a man to divorce his wife for just any reason? ' The

Pharisees had long disputed over the meaning of Deuteronomy 24: 1. They agreed that

the text permitted divorce, however, they differed over the meaning of 'some

indecency'. According to the strict school of Rabbi Shammai, divorce was limited to

immorality by the wife. However, the more liberal view of Rabbi Hillel, said that it

referred to anything inlofthe wife that displeased the husband.344
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In 19:4-6 we fmd a response of Jesus to the challenge posed to him by the

Pharisees. Jesus responds with the question 'Have you not read? '. He shifts the focus

of the discourse to Scripture. He starts his response to the challenge by quoting

Genesis 1:27, that God had created man and woman to live together in a monogamous

marriage. Jesus then cites Genesis 2:24, a man is to leave his parents and unite with

his bride in a union so complete that they are no longer two independent individuals,

but one flesh. They now resemble a new creation that has its life only in their union.

God has made them one. The husband must not break by divorce this permanent

monogamous union. A reference is made to the husband, because according to

Jewish law, only the man could legitimize a divorce by giving the woman a written

certificate of divorce. In the response of Jesus to the Pharisees challenge we fmd that

Jesus leaves no room for divorce.

19:3 The Pharisees Challengd

19:7 The Pharisees counter Argumen

19:4-6 Jesus' Res onse 1----.

19:8-9 Jesus' counter Response

Figure 15: Direction of the Discourse

In 19:7, we find a counter challenge by the Pharisees to the response of Jesus. The

Pharisees appeal to Deuteronomy 24: 1 arguing that Moses clearly sanctions divorce.

In 19:8, Jesus responds to the· Pharisees counter challenge by stating that Moses
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permitted divorce only in view ofthe hardness of man's heart. Divorce is wrong,

a right attitude would avoid it and fulfill the creator's purpose and wil1. 345

The most notable Matthean feature is the addition of the exceptive phrase in 19:9:

"Ai.yw BE: 6~lv on o~ av cllTo"Auan T~V yuvalKa mhoO ~~ ElTt lTopvd~ Kat

y~~an a"A"Allv ~OlXaTal, an exception that also appears in Matthew 5:32. In 19:9,

there is recognition of the one valid ground for divorce 'unchastity' (i.e. adultery or

some other marital unfaithfulness, rather than marriage within the prohibited degree)

on the part of the woman. By the addition of the clause 'for any cause' (19:3), to the

Gospel of Mark, Matthew has brought the question of divorce into the realm of strict

legal discussion.346 The Greek word lTopvda covers a wide range of immorality.

However, to allow divorce for every kind of unchastity would seem to nullify the

force of the prohibition. Some interpret the exception to refer to adultery and so

permit divorce and remarriage of the innocent party in a marriage where the other was

an adulterer.347

,However, its treatment, like that of Mark, cannot be interpreted as a radical departure

from the Law of Moses, but only as a radical interpretation ofthe Law. It should also

be noted that Genesis 1:27 to which Matthew appeals is also a part of the written

Law.
348

This form ofargumentation employed was acceptable in Jewish exegesis: 'the

more original the weightier'; an appeal to God's intention in creation outweighs (but

does not annul) the ordinances ofMoses. 349

According to Filson, Vs. 9 makes Jesus agree with the teachings of Shammai against

Hillel. 350 However, the crux of Jesus' debate is that God intends man and woman to
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live together in a permanent monogamous union. It has been argued that Matthew

gives the implied meaning of Jesus, who said nothing of the exception clause, but

assumed that the actual immorality on the part of the wife would break the union and

warrant divorce.351 Since, Jesus' primary objective was to state and defend the

permanent nature of true marriage, we can assume that Matthew adapted his teaching

to support the stricter line of Jewish teaching. An adulterous relationship violated the

order of creation, with its monogamous ideal. However, if Jesus upheld the

indissolubility of marriage on the basis of Genesis, He must have permitted divorce

for adulterous marriages, which contravened the created order.352

According to Guthrie and Motyer, the moral principal of monogamy is clearly stated

in this rhetorical unit. However, there is no reason to suppose that civil legislation

should not permit divorce in cases where the ideal has not been attained.353

(bb) Mark 10: 2-9

Mark 10:2-9 2 Kai npoa£Ae6vT£~ <l>aplaalOl EnllpwTWV Discourse:
alJTOV d £~£aTlv av8pi yuvalKa anOAOaal, Jesus'
n£lpa~ovT£~ alJT6v. 30 8£ anoKple£i~ £In£v confrontation
alJTol~' Ti uJllv EVH£lAaTo MWOail~; 401 8£ with the
£lnav' EnETp£l/J£v MWOail~ f.hf3Aiov Pharisees
anoaTaaiou ypal/Jal Kai anOAOaal. 50 8£

>I llaoO~ £1n£v alhol~' npo~ T~V

O"KAllpoKap8iav UJlwv £ypal/J£v uJllv T~V

EVTOA~V TauTllv. 6 ano 8£ apxil~ KTia£w~

apaEv Kai eilAU Enoi llaEV alJTou~' 7 EV£KEV
TOUTOU KaTaA£ll/J£l avepwno~ TOV naTEpa
aLlTOO Kai T~V JlllTEpa [Kai
npoO"KOAAlle~aHal npo~ T~V yuvalKa alJToOl,
8 Kai £aOVTal 01 8uo d~ aapKa Jliav' waT£
OUKETl daiv 8uo aAAo Jlia aap~. 9 <> oov 0
e£o~ auvE~£u~EV &vepwno~ Jl~ XWpl~ETW.
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The second rhetorical unit is focused only on putting Jesus to the test or trying to

trap him. The Pharisees appear in this rhetorical unit as representatives of those who

do not come to Jesus with genuine openness, but have made up their minds before

they could give him a chance. This would imply a hidden agenda or ulterior motif. In

consideration of Anderson's analysis, certain ancient versions of Mark omit Pharisees

and leave unspecified the subject of the verb asked, and possible the original text did

not name the questioners of Jesus.354 However, the question posed, could not have

come from any group of Jews, since a man's legal right to divorce his wife, was

everywhere accepted on the basis of Deuteronomy 24:1. However, noted above in

rhetorical unit 2 of Matthew 19, the two schools of rabbinic thought did discuss the

meaning of the phrase 'indecent thing '. Therefore the question put in verse 2, to

whether it is lawful for a man to divorce his wife, is a church or Marcan formulation

leading up to the teaching in verses 6_9.355

In verse 3, Jesus answers his opponents with a counter question, which puts them on

the spot by forcing them to reckon with God's will for them as it is expressed in the

commandment of the Law. The reply with reference to Deut. 24: 1 was that Moses

allowed divorce, provided that certain legal formalities designed to protect the

divorced woman were carried through. In considering verses 5ff, the reply of the

Pharisees together with the original question in verse 2 ' Is a man allowed?' shows

that they reckon less with God's will for them than with their own rights within the

limit ofwhat is permitted.

In reply Jesus first pointed out that Moses' legislation was a concession to human

weakness and rightly introduced to regulate divorce in a defective state of society.
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When Jesus said for the hardness of your heart, he wrote you this

commandment " he is neither here or in what follows overthrowing Scripture, nor

setting God's command against that of Moses. Rather, he makes it clear that ~

adopting Deut. 24:1 as their starting point, his interlocutors mistakenly suppose that

fIrst and foremost God approves divorce, whereas this commandment of the Law is no

concession to human weakness but stands as divine judgement on man's

'impenetrable stubbornness and obtuseness in regard to what is God's true will for

them' .356

In verses 6ff, Jesus appeals from Scripture to Scripture, to the only real starting-point,

namely 'what God has intended from the beginning'. The phrase 'from the

beginning', is an appeal of how things may be from the human point of view in

respect of the Law concerning divorce to how things are in the order of God's

creation.357

Jesus' standpoint is itself founded on Scripture, Genesis 1:27: God made them male

andfemale. In creating two sexes, God declared his intention that one man is for one

woman. 358 In Genesis 2:24, 'for this reason " refers back to the creation of the

woman out of Adam's rib, but here it is applied to the statement of Genesis 1:27,

which is interpreted as a sign that the union between one man and one woman in

marriage was ordained by God to transcend all other human ties and relationships.

The argument of Jesus is that in accordance with God's will, marriage is the closest

conceivable bond 'two shall become one '. Verse 9 'what therefore God has

joined..... asunder " sums up the position stated by Jesus in the plainest possible way.
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Whatever a man may say or do, or whatever proceedings he may take, he remains

inescapable under the absolute command, will, and authority ofGod in creation.

However, it is most important to remember that in Mark 10:6-9, Jesus is not

absolutely prohibiting divorce by way ofa binding legal enactment,359 but is elevating

marriage (as an indissoluble union) by way of leading men to understand it, not as a

remote ideal, but as a gift of God's creation, to be received gladly and celebrated.

(be) Luke 16:18

Luke 16:18 18 n~ 0 anoAuwv T~V yuvalKa alhoO Kat Discourse:
YCXfJWV ET£Pav J.lOlX£U£I, Kat 0 anOA£AUJ.liVTlV Jesus'
ano av8poc; YCXJ.lWV J.lOlX£U£l. confrontation

with the
Pharisees

Luke 16:18 fits into rhetorical unit 3 with the confrontation ofJesus and the Pharisees.

However, for the context of this research, we will focus only on the response to

divorce. Technically the law allowed divorce. But divorce was contrary to its intent

as seen above. This is an example of how the true purpose of the law had continuing

validity in the Kingdom of God. Luke 16: 18 presents an antidote to the anti-nominal

attitude, which argued that the message of Jesus made the Old Testament law and its

morals insignificant. However, Jesus stated that this was not so, and that men would

fmd God's will still expressed in the Old Testament (Vs 29). The era of the law and

the prophets had ended, and now the era of the New Kingdom had come, but this did

not mean that the law had been countermanded. In retrospect, it implied that the era of

the New Kingdom meant the establishment of Kingdom ethics.
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For example divorce followed by remarriage is adultery. This particular example

sharpened the law, the Jews thought of adultery as a sin by a woman against her

husband or by one man against another. However, Jesus taught that a man also

. d I' 360comnuts a u tery agamst a woman.

(c) Rhetorical Unit 3: Jesus' Dialogue with the Disciples

(ca) Matthew 19:10-12

In rhetorical unit 3, we find a dialogue between Jesus and His disciples. Verses 10-12

are a dialogue concerning the self-consecration for the sake of the Kingdom of God.

Voluntary celibacy was extremely rare among the Jews, but in the Essene (i.e.

Qumran community) it was very highly regarded. 361 Abstinence from marital and

sexual relations may have been obligatory on all full priestly members of the sect

under the law of the eschatological war. A recent study of this pericope argues that

Jesus like the Qumran community was intensely aware of living in the end of the Age.

. He was conscious of being the fulfillment of the promise of a New Temple, within

which his disciples would live, like priests, after the rules (on marriage) in Ezekiel .

44:22. Thus, the sayings of Jesus, reproduces Jesus' use of Isaiah 56:4-5, where the

eunuch's fidelity to the covenant is more important as a sign of his incorporation in

the New Temple worship than to contribute offspring to the community.362

Verse 10 links the teaching on marriage and divorce with further teaching. Since

marriage was almost a duty to the Jew, the disciples are represented as thinking that to

have such firm restrictions around divorce makes marriage disadvantageous or
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unwelcome to many. They are virtually making the attractiveness of marriage

contingent upon the possibility ofeasy divorce.363

Matt. 19:10-12 10 A€'youOlv mJT4) 01 lla911Tal [mJTou]' Ei Dialogue:
OlJTW~ EOTlv ~ aiTIa TOU av9pwlTou IlETa Jesus' dialogue

Til~ yuvmKo~, ou OUIl<!>€.pEI YOllilom. 11 0 &i: . with the
.,. ,- " -, disciplesEIlTEV aUTOl~' ou lTaVTE~ XWPOUOlv TOV

AOYov [TouTOV] aAA' ot~ &€'&oTal. 12 EiOlV
yap EUVOUXOl OlTlVE~ EK KOIAIa~ Il11TPO~

EYEvv~911oav OlJTW~, Kal EiolV EUVOUXOl
OlTlVE~ EuvouXIo911oav UlTO TWV av9pwlTwv,
Kal EiolV EUVOUXOl OlTlVE~ EUvouXIoav
EauTou~ &Ia TTlV f3aOlAEIav TWV oupavwv. 0
&uvaIlEvo~ xwpElv XWpElTW.

In verse 11, the reply of Jesus indicated that not everybody can receive and put into

practice the precept of abstinence: not all are capable of living by the above principle,

but only those who are fitted for and called to it: 'He who is able to receive this, let

him receive it. '

In verse 12, those to whom celibacy is given are those that are born impotent, those

made impotent by physical means, and those who have voluntary renounced marriage

in order to devote all their time and energies to the service of the Kingdom. The

expression 'eunuchs by men' is a well-known rabbinical phrase: 'eunuchs for the

kingdom of heaven' could be original to Jesus. According to Hill, Essene Judaism

may have provided the spiritual milieu, which nurtured the ideal of a self-consecration

to a holy life and warfare, which included celibacy (c! 1 Cor. 7:7).364 Not everyone

can practice that state, but it is difficult to avoid the impression that by implication the

celibate is exalted above the married.
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(cb) Mark 10:10-12

Mark 10:10-12 10 Kai El~ TTJV oiKiav mlAlv oi ~aeTJTai Dialogue:
m:pi TOlhou ETTTJplhwv mh6v. 11 Kat MYEl Jesus' dialogue
mhol~' o~ av cmoAuau TTJV yuvalKa mhoO with the
Kai y~~au aAATJV ~01XOTat ETT' mh~v' 12 disciples
Kat EaV aUTiJ OTToAuaaaa TOV ov8pa aUTij~

y~~au OAAOV ~OlXOTat.

The setting of the scene in verses 10-12 i.e. 'in the house' provides the customary

Marcan transition from public pronouncement of Jesus to private communication.365

In this rhetorical unit, we fmd that the disciples still do not understand the teaching of

Jesus, and the fact that further special instruction is offered to them, indicates how

strong is Jesus' desire to get across to them the ethics of the Kingdom. No doubt

Mark considered the saying(s) of verses 11-12 an endorsement of Jesus' public

teaching on marriage (10:6··9). However, these verses are so only indirectly, and in

fact relate less to divorce than to remarriage, which is condemned as a grievous sin for

divorced persons.

In verse 11, the normal Jewish view according to rabbinic law, was that a man could

be said to commit adultery against another married man, and a wife could be held to

commit adultery against her husband, but a husband could not be held to commit

adultery against his wife. 366 According to Jewish Law, only the man had the right to

divorce his wife, at this point the statement of verse 11 is thoroughly Jewish.

However, the continuation of the verse represents a dramatic departure from Jewish

norms in claiming that the man who has divorced his wife, and remarried commits

adultery against his wife. The saying of verse 11 has a parallel in Matthew 5:32 and

Luke 16:18.
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According to Jewish law, a wife had no right to divorce her husband (cf. Chapter 2).

Therefore the statement of verse 12 can hardly have a Jewish background. Roman

law, however, gave the woman her right to divorce her husband, and so in verse 12

we may see the Hellenistic Church accommodating the older and more Jewish

statement of verse 11 to new circumstances and new relationships. 367 According to

Anderson, the sayings of verses 11-12 appear to be legal in character, it IS very

doubtful whether in their present form they can be traced back to Jes':lS.368 This is

substantiated by the fact that Jesus' public teaching (verses 6-9) is opposed to and

transcends every kind of legal regulation.

5.3.2 Relational Posture of the Rhetorical Unit/s

In an analysis of the relational posture of the rhetorical units of Matthew, Mark and

Luke, we will examine how the text chooses to relate itself to its readers/audience. In

the analysis we will focus on the modalities assumed and the deixis.

5.3.2.1 Modalities

In the exegesis of the Ezra and Nehemiah texts, we noted that modalities had an

important function in controlling the presentation i.e. the relationship asserted within

the argument fostering the implementation of divorce. In the ethical discourse

concerning divorce, in Matthew, Mark and Luke, these modalities emerge once again

to direct the presentation to counter the implementation of divorce. These emerging

modalities modifY the reality of the discourse between Jesus and the Pharisees and,
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operate within the text's intentionality, as well as in the audience. In turning to

the text and analyzing how it chooses to relate itself to the audience, we fmd that the

modalities assumed are:

(a) Highly argymentative: The text asserts itself as a methodological reasoning

distinguishing between what is ethical (i.e. Jesus and the Kingdom ethics) and

what is non-ethical (i.e. Pharisees and secular ethics) in the context of the law

concerning divorce.

(b) Communicative: Although the text functions in a highly argumentative modality

it is also communicative. An understanding of the discourse and its elements are

transmitted to its audience.

(c) Coherent: The text is communicative due to it being coherent. This is due to the

consistency of propositions employed by the writer as a technique to create a

consistent narrative ofthe discourse surrounding the issue ofdivorce.

(d) Active: In considering the genre of the texts as a narrative discourse, the text is

active. With its practical elements and interpretation of the law in the discourse

the audience become active participants of the narrative i.e. they identify with

either Jesus or the Pharisees as an expression of their perceptions concerning the

issue ofdivorce and the interpretation ofthe law.

(e) Assertive: The text then becomes assertive i.e. compelling the audience to

understand the discourse as being that of Kingdom ethics in contrast to secular

ethics of the Pharisees. The interpretation of Jesus then becomes assertive as the

ethical norms to be fo Bowed.
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(t) Injunctive: In order for the texts to be assertive, it must be injunctive.

Injunctive implying authoritative. This authority is asserted through the ethical

understanding of Jesus being the ethics affIrmed and held by the writer.

However, for these specific forms of modalities to function in this interaction (text

and audience), there must be a set of conditions provided by a background or context

detennined by the author's and readers skill in communication, which is based on

their shared norms, social values, desires and the communicant's belief and

knowledge.

In the analysis, we fmd that there are two major modals among the major

argumentative units. These modals are similar to that of Ezra and Nehemiah: (i)

Cognitional Mode and (ii) Volitional Mode.

(i) Cognitional Mode

In the Gospel of Matthew, 19:3, we fmd that there is a common understanding

between the author and the audience surrounding the two major schools of

interpretation on the subject of divorce among the Jewish rabbis. The author and

audience also share a common understanding of the Scriptures relating to the original

creation narrative (19:4-6). There is also a common understanding to the institution

of divorce and its procedure. A divorce could only be legitimized if a certificate of

divorce is issued to the wife. In Matthew we also find that the author and audience

both share the belief in the exception clause, which highlights the purgatory of

adultery as being an abomination to the marriage union and God (19:9). The author
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and audience also share a common understanding of the existence of the

institution of celibacy (19: 11-12) that was prevalent in that society. This implies the

sharing of common commitment to the known tradition of the prevailing institutions

of marriage and divorce.

In Mark 10:1-12 we also fmd similarities that are shared with Matthew and his

audience. In 10:4 we find a shared social reference system to the institution of

divorce compelling a man to write a certificate of divorce, which legitimized the

process of divorce. In 10:5-9 we fmd a reference to the creative narrative which both

the audience and author shared i.e. knowledge ofthe divine institution of marriage. It

is suffice to say that the divine ideal (10:6-9) can be interpreted as endorsing the

Mosaic concession (which is shared by the author and audience), yet to the disciples it

moves on a higher level at which undoubtedly the individual believer must reckon.

In considering the principle of Malina and Rohrbaugh, there is a greater dimension of

the social perspective of divorce that needs to be explored within the cognitional

mode of the texts.369 For an understanding of divorce (between the author and the

audience), one must understand what marriage meant to this specific community.

Under normal circumstances in the world of Jesus, individuals did not really get

married, rather families did (see Chapter 2 for an exposition ofthe family institutions

in Ancient Israel). Thus, in first century Mediterranean World and earlier, marriage

symbolized the fusion of the honor of two extended families and was undertaken with

a view to political, and/or economic concerns - even when it might be confmed to

fellow ethnics, as in first century Israel. 37o Divorce then would entail the dissolution

of family ties, a challenge to the family of the former wife, and feuding.
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According to the authors of the synoptic texts, Jesus looked upon the married

couple as 'no longer two, but one flesh '. This indicated that marriage was a blood

relationship rather than a legal one. As a blood relationship is between mother and

father and the children, marriage cannot be legally dissolved.

In the community (i.e. audience) ofMatthewlMarkILuke, what is prohibited is divorce

and remarriage, or divorce in order to remarry. Divorce due to the above reasons will

inevitably lead to family feuding, a true negative challenge to the honor of the former

wife's family. 37 I However, in the community of MatthewIMarkILuke, in cases of

adultery, divorce was in order. According to Malina and Rohrbaugh, the prohibition

of adultery in the Ten Commandments was intended to reduce chances of endless

feuding in Israe1. 372 Adultery required a male to defend his own and his family's

honor against the offending adulterer.

If a husband divorced his wife in order to remarry, the father (or other males) of the

family of the divorced wife would be dishonored. In other words it is the family of

the divorced wife, who is dishonored by her husband's divorcing and marrying

another. This leads to family feuding over a status of family honor. As a result,

divorce for this reason is prohibited in the synoptic Gospels.

(m Volitional Mode

In rhetorical unit 2, where we have the confrontation between Jesus and the Pharisees

we fmd that the argument takes place in an atmosphere ()f judgement. The Pharisees

are judging the teachings of Jesus according to their interpretation of Scripture. Jesus
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in return judges their interpretation against His interpretation. The discourse in

rhetorical unit 2, due to its argumentative nature is thus, of authoritative command

and judgement. The discourse also functions within a sphere of correction and

rebuke. Jesus corrects their misunderstanding of Moses' concession and rebukes, the

Pharisees for their selfishness, in twisting the Mosaic Law for their own gain rather

than the will ofGod.

rlAuthoritative CommandI Correction

t__t

'--------~~ Educative

Figure 16: Volitional Modal ofRhetorical Units 2 & 3

. However, in rhetorical unit 3, where Jesus speaks to his disciples, we find that the

dialogue still functions within an authoritative command. However, the discourse is

not judgmental but rather educative. Jesus in his private explication of divorce (Mark

10: 10) is educating the disciples rather than judging their teachings/beliefs. According

to Rewers, dialogue is a 'confrontation and interpretation of human utterances within

a new context,.373

5.3.2.2 Deixis
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In analyzing the content of the text in relationship to time, place and personal

participants the following deixis will be examined: (i) Personal Deixis (ii)

Intonational Deixis (iii) Spatial Deixis (iv) Temporal Deixis.

(i) Personal Dews

An analysis of the personal deixis of the synoptic texts includes an examination of the

use ofperson and demonstrative pronouns, personal names, and substantives.

Matthew 19:1-12: In the fIrst rhetorical unit, we have a reference to 'the great

multitudes'that followed Jesus (19:2). In the latter part of the verse, He healed 'them '.

From an analysis of the inclusive term 'them " we find that all the people who

followed Jesus were in need of his help. In the context of his journey, Jesus is

confronted by the Pharisees.

The Pharisees were members of what would soon become an important religious and

political movement.374 They believed that all of the Jewish people should obey the

Law. The Pharisees were well educated Jews who sought to extend to its maximum

the concept of the holy people of God. The Pharisees believed that the Law included

the Torah, the fIve books of Moses, but also a body of legal interpretations supposedly

given fIrst to Moses and then passed down by oral tradition to the present day (i.e.

Oral Torah).375 Few peasants could even approach the standards set for them by the

Pharisees. A religious leader who identifIed with the peasantry and who suggested

that they might be acceptable to God without detailed concern for the 'Oral Torah'

would be opposed by the Pharisees.
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Jesus was seen as an opposition to the Pharisees. Jesus taught obedience to the Law,

while at the same time he was in conflict with the pharisaic instructors of the Law,

who accused him ofbeing in opposition to the Law.376 This is due to Jesus calling for

the obedience to the Law in the books of Moses, but did not require the peasants to

obey strict pharisaic interpretations of it. During the time of Jesus, the Pharisees were

somewhat influential, but they were a distinct minority. Their power grew

enormously during the fIrst century, and by the end of that century, they were the

d · ~ . J d' 377ommant lorces m u alsm.

In verse 3, we fmd that the Pharisees made a challenge to Jesus. In verse 4 when

Jesus replies, Matthew focuses Jesus' response to 'them '. It is obvious that only one

person posed the question, however, in Matthew's text we fInd that Jesus addresses

his response to 'them', a collective term used to denote the social group i.e. the

Pharisees as an entity. This is also seen in rhetorical unit 3, where he addresses his

disciples as a collective 'them '.

Mark10: 1-12: In Mark we have a similar deixis as that of Matthew. In verse 1 a great

multitude gathered to him (not followed him as in Matthew), and he taught 'them'

(stands in contrast to Matthew 19:2 where he healed them). In Mark we have the

confrontation between Jesus and the dialogue with his disciples. Mark similar to

Matthew uses the collective term 'them' in his response.

In Luke however, we fInd that the personal deixis changes. Luke in 16: 14 addresses

Jesus' response directly to the Pharisees. 'You are those who justify yourself before
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men ... ' In Luke we fmd that 'you' is used as an inclusive term for the Pharisees,

and in the same clause 'yourself' is used as an exclusive term to set the Pharisaic

movement in distinction from the others.

In the context of personal deixis, one should also take into consideration the use of

proper names, social groups, types and places.

(a) Proper Names Matthew Mark Luke
Jesus 19:1 19:5
Moses 19:7 19:3-4
(b) Social Groups
Pharisees 19:3 10:2 16:14
Disciples 19:10 10:10 16:1
(c) Types
Great Multitudes 19:2 10:1
Eunuchs 19:12
(d) Places
Judea 19:1 10:1
Jordan 19: 1 10:1
Galilee 19:1
In the house 10:10

(in Intonational Deixis

In evaluating the intonational deixis of the synoptic texts, we focus on the emotion

and the evaluative attitude of the speaker. Matthew 19:3 and Mark 10:2 portrays the

Pharisees approaching Jesus with an ulterior motive i.e. 'testing him '. In considering

the insights of Davies, the Pharisees saw Jesus as an opposition to their interpretation

and teaching ofthe Law. 378 Therefore, it culminated in a test. Matthew and Mark use

the phrase 'testing him' to emphasize the ulterior motif of the Pharisees. In Matthew·
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and Mark there is limited expreSSIon of the writers attitude and emotions

surrounding the discourse. However, in Luke we find a more vivid narrative.

The narrative starts in Luke 16:14, where the Pharisees are described as 'the lovers of

money'. Instead of the Pharisees challenging or testing Jesus, Luke uses the verb

'derided', which means 'to laugh scornfully' or 'treat with scorn'. The writing of

Luke exhibits great animosity against the Pharisees this is evident in verse 15, 'you

are those who justify yourselfbefore men '.

(im Spatial Deixis

Spatial deixis is used with reference to geographical names and places. In rhetorical

unit 1, the narrative ofMatthew begins with Jesus departing from Galilee and going to

the region of Judea beyond Jordan (Matt. 19:1). Mark also begins his narrative with

Jesus' journey to the region of Judea by the other side of Jordan (Mark 10:1). The

discourse with the Pharisees takes place in the course of Jesus' journey.

The narratives of Matthew and Luke have one setting, whereas in Mark the

confrontation of Jesus and the Pharisees occur in the course of his journey, whilst the

dialogue with his disciples occur in a house (Mark 10:10).

(iv) Temporal Deixis

In Matthew/Mark/Luke we fmd temporal deixis present in the context of the

understanding of divorce. Set against the ethical codes of what are perceived by the
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Pharisees as ethically correct, known and valued, the author devaluates the ethics

of the Pharisees in response to the ethics of the Kingdom presented by Jesus.

In these texts we fmd a tension between the current understanding of divorce and

adultery and the future fulfillment of the divine purpose of God's will for mankind.

Technically the law allowed divorce (Deut. 24:1). The era of the law and the prophets

had ended, and now the era ofthe New Kingdom had come.

Jews thought of adultery as a sin by a woman against her husband or by one man

against another. However, Jesus taught that a man also commits adultery against a

woman. 379 This had future implications in marriage and divorce as perceived by the

community. The temporal deixis also questioned the legitimization of divorce in

contrast to the original divine plan for man and woman i.e. a marriage union where

man and woman form one flesh.

5.3.3 Method of Argumentation

In analyzing the method of argumentation, two methods of argumentation can be

identified namely, (5.3.3.1) deliberative and (5.3.3.2) epideictic.

5.3.3.1 Deliberative

In searching for the actual rhetorical historical situation in which the discourse takes

place, this research has combined ancient and modem rhetoric (i.e. modem theory of
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argumentation and discourse theory) in order to ascertain an important difference

among the levels ofdiscourse within the text.

The synoptic texts (i.e. Matthew 19:1-12, Mark 10:1-12 and Luke 16:18) should be

viewed as a deliberative discourse. By deliberative discourse, we refer to a discourse

of persuasion of the audience to take action for the future, action for its best

interest.380 The goal of this narrative discourse in the context of Matthew, Mark and

Luke's community is to prohibit divorce with the intention to remarry (Matt. 19:9,

Mark 10:11, Luke 16:18) and to recognize and subject themselves; to the divine plan

of creation (Matt. 19:4-6, Mk 10:4-9). This implied one man for one woman joining

to form one flesh. The main issue to be settled between Jesus and the Pharisees;

concerns whether it is lawful to divorce a wife (Matt 19:3 'for any reason " Mk 10:2).

The fIrst step is to reconstruct a 'plausible' historical rhetorical situation in which the

discourse might be construed as a fItting response. Debates with the community of

Matthew/Mark/Luke take place concerning the social defmition of divorce,

interpretations of the Mosaic Law, and the Kingdom ethics pronounced by Jesus. As

a result ofcompeting interpretations and practices within the two rabbinical schools of

Hillel and Shammai, the Pharisees challenge a response from Jesus, to substantiate the

view of either one of the prevailing schools of thought. In considering the many

confrontations that Jesus has had with the Pharisees and other religious teachers, it is

assumed that the competence and lifestyle of Jesus was held in low esteem due to his

association with the peasants and the prostitutes. Jesus sets himself as not coming to

countermand the Mosaic Law. In order to succeed, he appeals to the Pharisees to turn
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to the Scriptures and understand God's original divine plan for mankind to make

the necessary ethical decisions.

. However because Jesus chooses to address the issue of divorce and remarriage in a,

certain deliberative fashion, it does not necessarily imply anything more than a choice

on his part regarding effective argumentative strategy. This research proposes a

rhetorical interpretation of the discourse as deliberative oratory, and assumes a

council-like setting to the historical reconstruction of the relationship between Jesus

and the Pharisees. Jesus is seen as one of the 'rabbis' or 'teachers' to the community

i.e. the multitudes that followed him (Matt. 19:1-2, Mk. 10:1). However, he is

attempting through the proper interpretation of Scripture that the Pharisees subjugate

to him as the greater teacher and rightful interpreter of the Law. Once done, he can

then involve himself in the deliberation of the community, primarily by authoritative

demand.

The argumentative situation can change and develop during the discourse, reflecting

strategies and attempts at persuasion, the selection of each being determined by the

rhetor's interpretation of the audience's situation.38l This can be seen in the synoptic

texts. Jesus builds upon the interpretation of the texts and God's divine plan for

creation to shift his argument to the non-ethical practices of the community i.e.

divorce with the intention to remarry.

The argument through its strategy develops a 'context', m which the argument

attempts on being effective in influencing the audience to the ethical pragmatism that

it demands from them. Jesus has attempted various perspectives in his attempt to
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convmce the Pharisees to act correctly i.e. understand that _Moses permitted

divorce due to the hardness oftheir hearts, however, the divine plan of God is for one

man and one woman to join in marriage union to form a close bond becoming one

flesh.

5.3.3.2 Epideictic

Turning now to the second perspective under consideration, is the view that the texts

of the Synoptic Gospels, functions as epideictic or demonstrative discourse, defined

by Perelman as 'a discourse which sets out to increase the intensity of adherence to

certain values, which might not be contested when considered on their own but may

nevertheless prevail against other values that might come into coriflict with them'. 382

Epideictic focuses on reinforcing a sense of communion between the orator and the

audience. It aims towards directing the audience, by every available means, to what is

already accepted, and therefore attempts to obtain not so much a decision to act than a

disposition towards action.383 -The writers of the synoptic Gospels do this by means of

.digressions. Digressions are used to realize/make present an issue for the audience

through amplification, example, intensification etc.

Matthew 19:4-6 and Mark 10: 5-9 can be identified as a major digression, serving

effectively to intensify adherence to the issue at hand. The writers use Jesus' allusion

to the creation narrative of God's original designated plan for mankind as an example,

which the audience should imitate, as the paradigm of the values lauded. It functions

further to increase commitment and the disposition to appropriate action (contrasting



249
that of divorce). Therefore, the writers do not argue concerning whether it is

lawful for a man to divorce his wife, but to reinforce the original plan ofGod.

5.3.4 Shifts in Argumentation

The above section clarifies the shifts evidenced m the argumentative discourse

throughout the performance of the narratives.

In Matthew 19:1-12, the narrative begins with Jesus departing from Galilee and going

to the region of Judea and healing the multitudes that followed him (19: 1-2). The

argument then shifts to the Pharisees challenging Jesus, 'Is it lawful for a man to

divorce his wife for just any reason? (19:3) Jesus responds to this argument by stating

the creative narrative and God's original divine plan for mankind (19:4-6). It then

shifts to a counter argument from the Pharisees, referring to the command of Moses to

issue a certificate ofdivorce (19:7). This is followed by a counter response from Jesus

stating that this was commanded due to the hardness of their hearts. In this argument,

we fmd' the introduction of the exception clause. In cases of adultery divorce can be

obtained (19:8-9). The argument then shifts to the disciples and their question of

whether it is better for a man to marry or consecrate his life as a eunuch (19: 10).

Jesus then responds to this counter argument that to be a eunuch for the Kingdom is a

calling and not all people have this calling (19: 11-12). Hence, to abstain from divorce

should not imply abstinence from marriage.

In Mark 10: 1-12 we fmd a similar argumentation structure to that of Matthew 19: 1- .

12. The narrative of Mark begins with Jesus arriving at the region of Judea, with
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multitudes gathering around him as he began to teach them (10: 1). The narrative

then shifts to the test of the Pharisees 'Is it lawful for a man to divorce his wife?'

(10:2). Jesus then responds with a counter argument 'What did Moses command you?'

(10:3). The argument shifts to the Pharisees reply that Moses permitted a man to write

a certificate of divorce and dismiss his wife (10:4). The argument then shifts to the

response of Jesus substantiating Moses' actions due to the 'hardness of their hearts'

and begins the creative narrative of God's original divine plan for mankind (10:5-9).

The argument then changes to a new setting where his disciples ask him about the

matter (10:10). This is followed by a reply from Jesus with reference to a man and

woman committing adultery if they divorce with the intention to remarry (10:11-12).

In Luke 16:14-18, we fmd a different argumentation structure. The narrative begins

with the Pharisees 'deriding' Jesus (16:14) proceeding a teaching to his disciples of

those who faithfully use the wealth of this world for God's Kingdom, will be

sufficiently trusted to receive the true riches ofthe Kingdom (16: 1-13).

. The argument then shifts to Jesus' response to the deriding of the Pharisees by stating

that they should not justify themselves before men, because God knows their hearts

(16: 15). The argument then shifts to the Law. Jesus argued that although the period,

which witnessed the formation of the Law and the prophets ceased when John the

Baptist came, they did not become invalid. Rather, the smallest detail of the Law

(i.e. 'tittle ') finds fulfillment in Jesus' preaching of the Kingdom of God. Jesus then

argues that the Pharisees are without excuse (16:16-17). The argument then shifts to

an example given by Jesus that if a man or woman divorce with the intention of

remarriage they commit adultery (16:18).
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5.3.5 Classification of Argument

The next step in this exegetical process is to assess the greater rhetorical intention of

the divorce discourse. In this section we will focus on an identification of the genre

of the texts ofthe Synoptic Gospels used in this research

5.3.5.1 Narrative Analysis

In order to account adequately for the discourse nature ofMatthew 19: 1-12/ Mark10:

1-12 / Luke 16: 18, it has to be situated and interpreted in terms of its function in the

Matthew/MarkILuke narratives as a whole. This point introduces us to the next stage

in the theory and methodology, namely to account for the narrative nature of the

Gospels.

Brown identifies the discourse between Jesus and the Pharisees as lively and direct

storyteller's style (i.e. narratives).384 Using Rimmon-Kenan's analysis, we will now

discuss the following aspects namely, (a) Narrative Theory as Story, (b) Narrative

Theory as Text, (e) Narrative Theory as Narration (used in the analysis of Ezra and

Nehemiah). Story comprises the logical chronological fictional events, which

provides the narratives with the 'raw materials' in terms of which the narratives are

told. The text comprises the narrative texts, which we read. Narration is the category

that accounts for the process of the narrative production, i.e. the existence of narrative

implies that someone has written the narrative and has intended it to be read as

message by a reader or readers.
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In the following section I will analyze the concepts of story, text and narration.

la) Narrative Theory as Story

Following Bremond, an account of the divorce discourse between Jesus and the

d h h . ·d· 385Pharisees has to take the nature of the events an tee aracters mto COllSl erahon.

.(i) Events in the Story

In the macro-narratives of MatthewlMarklLuke, the function of events can be

explicated through the potentiality of the narrative (objective defmed: divorce) and its

progression with the result of the objective reached (Is it lawful for a man to divorce

his wife?). The function of Matthew 19: 1-12/ Mark 10:1-12/ Luke 16: 18 within the

logical chronological development (Kingdom ethics versus secular ethics), can be

accounted for in terms of its relationship with earlier (analeptic) and later (proleptic)

events in the story.

In Matthew 19:1-12 we fmd that the writer uses one event to relate the narrative. The

confrontation with the Pharisees and the dialogue with the disciples all occur has

Jesus had departed from Galilee and arrived at the region of Judea beyond Jordan,

with great multitudes following him.

In Mark, however, we have two events. Mark 10: 1-9 is the fIrst event which recants. ,

the discourse between Jesus and the Pharisees in the course of his journey (i.e. a
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public teaching). The second event is the dialogue between Jesus and the

Disciples, which take place in another setting i.e. a house (Mark 10:10-12 a private

teaching).

In Luke 16:18 the narrative has one event, the confrontation between Jesus and the

Pharisees with an analeptic relation to a parable of the wise use of money (16: 1-13)

and a proleptic foreshadowing ofthe Rich man and Lazarus (16:19-31).

(H) Characters in the Story

For a distinction of characters on story level, we have made a distinction in the

previous chapter and chapter one between flat and round characters. Flat characters

have only one trait, quality or idea attached to them. Round characters are more

complex and involves, having more than one quality and developing in the course of

action.

Characters Matthew Mark Luke
Jesus 19:1 Round 19:5 Round 16:14 Round
Moses 19:7 Flat 19:3-4 Flat
Pharisees 19:3 Round 10:2 Round 16:14 Round
Disciples 19:10 Round 10:10 Round 16:1
Great Multitudes 19:2 Flat 10:1 Flat
Eunuchs 19:12 Flat

The Pharisees and the Disciples are round characters with a few qualities attached to

them. Jesus is complex to a greater degree in so far as he has many characteristics,

labels and qualities attached to him during the course of the action in the story (i.e.

teacher, healer etc.).
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(b) Narrative Theory as Text

Whereas the story only has a relation with the text, the text stands in relation to both

story and narration. In order to account for the narrative text a distinction is made

between the categories of time, characterization and localization.

(i) Time

The study of time concerns the textual arrangements of the event component of the

story in the text. In the text, the narrative does not correspond to the logical

chronological succession of events in the story. On the contrary, it sometimes

deviates· from it. Even though time in the narrative text as we read through it is

inescapably linear, a comparison between text-time and story-time reveals that a

hypothetical norm of complete correspondence between the two is only rarely

realized. The discordances that these deviations in the text create can be studied

through comparing the order ofevents, duration ofevents andfrequency ofevents.

(ia) Order of Events

Order specifies the analeptic and proleptic relations between the length of time and

event takes in the story and text time. In Matthew 19:1-12, examples can be found in

the analeptic reference by Jesus to the divine plan of God for the institution of

marriage (19:4-6) and in the foreshadowing of the Pharisees opposition to his

teachings with the counter argument in 19:8-9. This is also evident in Mark 10:5-9.
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In Matthew the order of events follows a sequence of challenge by the Pharisees

(19:3), a response by Jesus (19:4-6), a counter argument of the Pharisees (19:7) and a

counter response by Jesus (19: 8-9), followed by a dialogue between Jesus and the

Disciples in 19:10-12.

A similar order of events is followed in Mark 10:1-12. In Mark 10:2 the Pharisees

challenge Jesus. In Mark 10:5-9 Jesus responds to the challenge. However, there is no

counter argument presented by the Pharisees in Mark's Narrative.

In Luke 16 the order of events differs. Jesus teaches a parable to the Disciples. The

Pharisees gathered to hear the teachings of Jesus and laughed at him. He then

challenged the Pharisees on their interpretation of the Law, with special reference to

their understanding ofdivorce, which they were currently debating.

fib) Duration of Events

Duration specifies the difference between: the length of time an event takes in the

story and textual levels. The reading of Jesus' discourse in Matthew 19:1-12 and

Luke 16 basically takes the same time as what it has on the story level. However, in

Mark we have a different scenario. The public teaching takes place in the course of

Jesus' journey to Judea; however, the private teaching of the Disciples (Mark 10:10

12) takes place in a new setting of a house. There is a lapse of time before Jesus'

private teaching with his Disciples.

fie) Frequency of Events
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Frequency of events specifies the number of times an event is recounted in the text.

This was a common literature style/feature of the ancient writers. However, in the

texts exegeted in this chapter, all the events are singulative i.e. related only once.

Even though there are similarities in the signs of Jesus, his sayings, the responses of

the crowds and his opposition, all these have a singulative character in this rhetorical

unit.

cm Characterization

Characterization concerns the representation in the text of the character component of

the story. We have two types of characterization prevalent in the synoptic texts

exegeted above. The first being direct characterization and the second being indirect

characterization.

In Luke 16:14 we have a direct characterization of the Pharisees 'lovers of money'.

. Through an indirect characterization 'deriding Jesus' (Luke 16:14 / Matthew 19:3 /

Mark10: 2) we know that they opposed Jesus and his teachings. Through the direct

characterization of the Pharisees by Jesus (16:15) we know that they justified

themselves before men as righteous, upright holy people, but in the eyes of God they

were seen as a sect ofabomination.

Through indirect representation in Matthew 19: 1-2 and Mark 10: 1 we know that Jesus

associated with the poor and those that needed his help. People followed him
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'multitudes', those that probably needed the help of Jesus were the peasants. This

is why the Pharisees attested Jesus, because he associated with the lower social class.

An important addition to the process of characterization in the narrative is the use of

analogy in the names of characters. In MatthewlMark/Luke the characterization of

Jesus takes place primarily through his action (Matt. 19:1-2 healing, Mk 10:1

teaching) and speech.

(m) Focalization

Focalization is the angle of vision through which the story is filtered in the text, and

verbally formulated by the narrator. The subject (the focalizer) is the agent whose

perception orients the presentation, whereas the object (the focalized) is what the

focalizer perceives. In analyzing focalization we will refer to three categories namely,

(iiia) The Perceptual facet (iiib) The Psychologicalfacet (Wc) The Ideologicalfacet.

(ma) The Perceptual facet

The perceptual facet (sight and hearing) is determined by time and space. In terms of

time and space, the focalizers in Matthewl9: 1-2/ Mark 10: 1-12/ Luke 16:18 are all

internal and not external to the action and interaction. Except for the narrator's

commentaries (which is panchronic and which provides a bird's-eye-view of the

responses of the characters to Jesus), the focalizers do not provide a bird's-eye-view

.of the action but participate in the action and are limited to the 'present character.386
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The focalized object in these narratives is the issue surrounding divorce 'Is it

lawful for a man to divorce his wife '.

(iiib) The Psychological Facet

The psychological facet of perception has a cognitive and emotive component. The

cognitive component (i.e. knowledge, conjecture, belief, memory) of the external

narrator-focalizer is such that he knows everything about the represented world and

about the character of Jesus. He knows about the opposition of the Pharisees towards

the teaching of Jesus. He is aware of the debate concerning the two interpretations of

Deuteronomy 24:1 (Rabbi Shammai and Rabbi Hillel). He is also aware that Jesus'

response to the challenge would support either one of the interpretations and clear the

controversy. The characters in the narrative are limited to this knowledge. They all

function as internal focalizers with limited knowledge. The emotive component

comprises the emotions of the internal focalizers. In Luke 16:14 we find a clear

expression of emotions i.e. 'derided Jesus', 'you are those who justify yourself before

men '. Here we fmd evident in Luke's writing that there was great animosity between

Jesus and the Pharisees.

(iiic) The Ideological facet

The ideological facet offocalization comprises the norms of the text, which consist of

a general system of viewing the world conceptually. In the narrative text we fmd two

ideologies prevalent.
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The Ethical ideology of the Pharisees (Secular Ethics): The fIrst ideology is

that of the Pharisees. Following the interpretation of Deuteronomy 24:1 the Pharisees

perceived that Moses consented them the authority to divorce their wives provide~

that they issue them a certificate of divorce. The normal Jewish view according to

rabbinic law was that a man could commit adultery against another married man, and

a wife could be held to commit adultery against her husband, but a husband could not

be held to commit adultery against his wife.

The Ethical ideology of Jesus (Kingdom Ethics): The ideology of Jesus was

contrary to that of the Pharisees. Jesus stated that the only reason Moses consented a

divorce was due to the 'hardness of their hearts'. However, the initial will of God was

for one man and one woman to join together in a bond in which they become one

flesh. His ideology was substantiated by the original and divine plan of God for

mankind. Secondly, Jesus emphasized (Mark 10:11) that a man could also commit

adultery against his wife. In his ideology, he elevated the status of a woman to that of

a man with regards to ethical accountability of adultery.

There is a clear clash of the ethical ideologies between Jesus (Kingdom ethics) and

the Pharisees (Secular ethics). In the narrative texts of Matthew/Mark/Luke, the

narrator-focalizer's norms or ideology provide the single dominant perspective, which

is taken as authoritative, and all other ideologies in the text (i.e. the ideology of the

Pharisees) are evaluated from this higher position. 387 The ideology of Jesus is

positively evaluated by the narrator-focalizer and is the same as his own. The

ideology is communicated to the narratee as the ideology, which the narratee must

hold too.
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The focalization through the opposition focalizers - (The Pharisees) - provide a

conflicting ideological perspective to the ethics of divorce. Since this ideological

perspective, is evalu,ated negatively by the narrator-focalizer, this ethical ideology is

to be rejected by the narratee.

(c) Narrative Theory as Narration

Narration is that analytic category in narrative theory, which accounts for the act of

narrating or telling the story. Minimally, the narrator can be defined as the agent who

narrates or engages in some activity serving the needs of the narration. The needs of

the narration as they pertain to Matthew 19:1-12/ Mark 10: 1-12/ Luke 16:18, are

primarily determined by the narrator's perceptions of time and space, the level of

narration, the narrator's commentary, the narrator's cognition of objects and

characters, and the narrators ideological norms and values as well as speech

representation.

(ca) In MatthewIMarklLuke time is determined by 'ulterior narration'. The narrative

events are narrated after they happened.

(cb) The level of narration of Matthew 19:1-12, Mark 10: 1-12 and Luke 16: 18 are

extra-diegetic.

(cc) The narrator's commentary provides narrational explanations and commentary on

the speech and action in the narratives. In Matthew 19: 1-2 and Mark 10: 1 the
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narrator's commentary sets the scene for the discourse. The narrator's

commentary also provides us with the indirect characterization of the Pharisees (i.e.

Matt. 19: 3 'testing him' Luke 16: 14 'Pharisees who were lovers ofmoney').

(cd) The narrator's cognition of objects and characters (animosity towards the

Pharisees) comprise the cognitive elements, which the narrator holds. The narrator's

knowledge about Jesus and his opponents are conveyed through the narrative to the

narratee. The narrative structure (argument direction) and impact on the narratee is

such that it wants to persuade the narratee to accept this knowledge too.

(ce) The narrator's ideological norms and values are also to be shared by the narratee.

This is closely related to the above point. Even though these elements of narration

can be studied in terms of narrative focalization as they are revealed in the text, they

must also be objectified and analyzed as part of the discourse of the narrator i.e. as

elements which form part of the interpretive community which the narrator represents

(e.g. Adultery and illicit offspring and the significance of genealogical lineage). Such

an objectification provides the interpreter with the contents of the symbolic world and

the practices used by the narrator and members of this symbolic world.

(et) The speech representation in Matthew 19: 1-12, Mark 10: 1-12 and Luke 16: 18 is

mimesis. The narrator creates the allusion that it is not he who speaks. He is only

showing the action.
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5.3.6 Contextual Meaning: Historical Reconstruction - Matthew 19:1-12/

Mark 10: 1-12/ Luke 16: 18 From a Perspective of Africa388

The institution of family in African society, as in most societies of the world, is

founded on marriage. Similar to the defmition of marriage given by Jesus in Matthew

19: 4-6 and Mark 10: 5-9, Hastings defined marriage in African society as 'the union,

permanent at least by intention, of a man and woman for the purpose of procreation

and the rearing ofchildren and mutual assistance' .389

In considering that the above defmition suggests a monogamous Western form of

marriage, marriage could be redefmed as 'the approved social pattern whereby two or

more persons establish a family'. 390 In the traditional African society, marriage was

not merely for the sake of procreation, it also included the elements of companionship

and mutual assistance between men and women.

However, in traditional African society stress was laid upon the procreation and

continuation of life as the dominant reason for marriage. This was similar to the. .

situation in the Matthew, Mark and Luke where the continuation of the family lineage

was an important element of marriage and genealogical lineage was of great

significance.

Mbiti noted that marriage and procreation in African communities are a unity; without

procreation, marriage is incomplete.39I However, the institution of marriage had a

wider and perhaps more central importance in the African societies. According to

Kenyatta, 'Marriage is one ofthe most powerful means of maintaining the cohesion of
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society and of enforcing that conformity to the kinship system and to tribal

organizations without which social life is impossible'. 392

Similar to the traditions of Ancient Israel and the society of Matthew, Mark and Luke,

marriage in traditional African societies was a process comprising the important steps

of courtship and betrothal, socially approved agreements and fmally the ceremonies

and the establishment of a conjugal relationship with rights and obligations. Parallel

to the institution of marriage that prevailed in the communities of Matthew, Mark and

Luke, marriage in the African societies involved the parents. Relationships initiated

by parents were also common.

Marriage in the African traditional society also followed a system close to that of the

Mohar where gifts are exchanged from the side of the man to that of the girl. This

custom is called bride price or bride-wealth. In patrilineal African societies, bride-

wealth played a dominant role and seemed to be regarded as a compensation for the

loss of a family member. Bride-wealth was therefore considered an essential element

in sealing the contract ofa marriage. 393

Marriage was in general considered to be a life long union, but could with adequate

justification, be dissolved, similar to Matthew 19: 1-12, Mark 10: 1-12. Hastings

observed that divorce was more difficult in the patrilineal African societies where

bride-wealth was usually high and greatly valued, and much easier in the matrilineal

societies where women had the greater authority in determining the nature of the

marriage, the protection of the children and quite often the locality of the marrying

couple. 394
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The major grounds justifying divorce included cruelty, charges of sorcery,

incompatibility, quarrelling between co-wives, laziness, adultery, and in some cases,

childlessness.395 Adultery was also used as an exception clause for the grounds of

divorce in the texts of Matthew 19:9. In the situation of bareness, the taking of

another wife was the more common consequence than divorce.

In a few African societies, divorce was so easy that a husband could simply send

away the wife, similar to the society of the Pharisees where the liberal school of Rabbi

Hillel taught that a man could divorce his wife for any reason that displeased him

(Matt. 19: 3). However, in majority of African societies, divorce went through a

vigorous scrutiny of elders and was not approved easily.

Customs no matter how greatly valued by a particular society, are bound to be

violated. That is why it was not uncommon in traditional African society to hear of

forms of punishment meted against violators of such customs, including violation of

the institution of marriages. There were cases of men stealing each other's wives,

adultery and sexual violations resulting in illegitimate pregnancies and births.396

In the traditional African society, the deviations listed above, were handled by the

community, with the intention of punishing the culprit and also purifying and

sanctifying the community.397 Remedial steps taken against the offenders were often

retributive or aimed at compensating the aggrieved party rather than merely punishing

the offender. Similar to the society of the New Testament, offences such as adultery

evoked shame on those caught or found out in error rather than in guilt. According to

Waruta, the African society was defmitely not free of violators of the accepted social
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norms, including those pertaining. to marriage, however, the society employed

. h 398humane correctIve measures were necessary.

Parallel to the situation of the New Testament, marriage in traditional African society

was a community affair involving families and clans ofthe marrying couple. If a wife

or husband was found violating the institution of marriage it brought shame to the

clan and family. Hence, it would result in feuding of the families and clans to

maintain the integrity of either the wife or husband. 399

The phenomenon of the traditional African perspective of marriage, divorce and

adultery illustrate striking parallels to the society of Matthew, Mark and Luke.

Similar to the situation of the Synoptic Gospels, the question that emerges from an

African perspective is: ' Is it lawful for a man to divorce his wife? ' In considering a

historical reconstruction, both the society of the New Testament and the African

society, stressed the importance of a proper institution of marriage. However, as

noted by Waruta, 'customs no matter how greatly valued by society, were bound to be

violated. ,400

5.3.7 Conclusion

In considering GoUwald's defmition that the society depicted in the Bible is a real

historical society, the Synoptic Gospels illustrate· the problems endured by a real

historical society of the institutions of marriage and divorce.401 After analyzing the

texts of the New Testament, we find a contradiction to the deduction of the analysis in

the Old Testament. In Ezra and Nehemiah the institution of divorce was compelled
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upon particular members of the community to rectify their soci~l disparagement.

However, the same institution that was compelled upon the members of society, were

prohibited in the New Testament.

In a confrontation between Jesus and the Pharisees in Matthew 19:1-12, Mark 10:1-12

and Luke 16:18, the Pharisees questioned Jesus: 'Is it lawful for a man to divorce his

wife? ' Jesus replied to the question by stating the original divine purpose of

humanity, which implied the joining of one man and one woman (monogamous

relationship) to form one flesh. It would seem as though Jesus didn't answer the

question of the Pharisees, but instead emphasized the divine institution of marriage.

However, according to Matthew 19: 9, divorce was acceptable in the case ofadultery.

In a society were divorce was an acceptable social norm, the institution of divorce

was abused to meet the personal needs of individuals. In Mark 10: 11-12 Jesus

condemned divorce with the intention to remarry as committing an offence of

adultery. The question that is posed to Jesus, 'Is it IGliful for a man to divorce his

wife? ' was a current debated t<>pic amongst the Pharisees. They accepted that Moses

consented divorce on the grounds that they issued the wife with a certificate of

divorce, however, the rabbinical schools of interpretation differed on the meaning of

the clause 'uncleanness in her' (Deuteronomy 24: 1). As a result they differed on the

grounds for divorce.

After analyzing the Old Testament and New Testament Texts, we will now analyze

the Jewish procedure of divorce and the Agunah problem in the next chapter.
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Chapter Six

THE JEWISH PROVISION FOR DIVORCE
&

THE AGUNAH PROBLEM
'Ifa man divorces his wife, even the altar sheds tears for him.'

Talmud: Gittin
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6.0 Introduction

'Four men are intolerable ..... and some add the man who divorces his wife once and even

twice, and then still brings her back. 'Talmud, Pessahim402

Divorce as a Jewish institution had its ongm m pre-Israelite times. The Torah

(Deuteronomy 24: 1) gives the details of the procedure when a man puts away his wife,

but these are given only incidentally in connection with another law forbidding the

husband to remarry his divorced wife, if in the meantime, she had been the wife of

another man. As noted in the previous chapters, an understanding ofthe Jewish provision

and prohibition of divorce is essential for the understanding of the Old Testament and

New Testament texts. Hence, in this chapter, I will briefly analyze the Jewish provision

and prohibition for divorce, the procedure of divorce and the Agunah problem.

6.1 The Jewish Provision and Prohibition of Divorce

According to Deuteronomy 22: 19-29, if a man falsely impugned his wife's chastity, he

was punished by not being allowed to divorce her; if he seduced a virgin, he had to marry

her and could never divorce her. These passages clearly show that as far as the Biblical

legislation is concerned, the husband's right to divorce his wife was unquestioned.403

However, the wife had no right to ask for a divorce, and her consent was not required in

case the husband wished to divorce her. According to Landman, the Israelites merely

followed the customs, which were common to the people of the East.404
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However, with the growing moral sense of the Jewish people, and with the greater

realization ofthe sanctity of marriage and the necessity of maintaining the integrity of the

family, an effort became apparent to diminish the frequency of divorce and to protect the'

wife against hardships to which it subjected her.

One of the methods of combating divorce was by appealing to the affections and moral

sense of the husband. The prophet Malachi (Mal. 2: 13-16) upbraids those who divorce

the 'wife of their youth '. The Talmud expanded this passage and stated that 'if anyone

divorces the partner of his youth, the altar sheds tears on his account' and 'whosoever,

divorces his wife is hateful in the sight of God (Git. 90ab).

Legislation further sought to limit the husband's right to divorce his wife at wil1.405 The

Mishnah forbade him to do so in case his wife was insane (Yeb. 14:1), in captivity (Keth.

4:9) or if she was a very young minor. There was considerable discussion as to the

permissible grounds for divorce, depending on the interpretation of Deut. 24: 1- 'because

he hadfound some unseemly thing in her '. The older view represented by the school of

Shammai, held that only unchastity on the part of the wife could justify a divorce. 406

However, this extreme view seems to have brought about a reaction in Jewish thought,

for the later view tended to extend the grounds for divorce. The more liberal school of

Rabbi Hillel interpreted the Biblical expressions to mean any reason whatsoever and

gives as an example: 'even ifshe spoils a dish in cooking '. 407 This view has prevailed in

Judaism and grounds for divorce are not required for a voluntary dissolution of marriage.
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However, the rabbis had found more effective means of combating the evils of

divorce. Thus it was required that if a husband divorces his wife, he must return to her all

the property which she had brought into the marriage, as well as any other sum he may

have assigned her as her marriage portion.408 Another provision required that a divorce

must take place in the presence of a court of rabbis, thus affording the opportunity for

reconciliation and safeguarding of the wife's interest. 409 Finally, Rabbi Gershom

secured the passage of a resolution requiring the consent of the wife before the husband

. d d' h 410was perrrntte to Ivorce er.

However, there are certain grounds on which the authorities could compel a divorce. In

Jewish law the following are generally allowed as grounds for divorce on the part of the

husband.

(1) Suspicion of adultery; (2) breach of moral deportment on the part of the wife; (3) the

wife's refusal to have marital intercourse; (4) refusal to move the husband's place of

domicile; (5) violations of religious ordinances in the wife's management of the

household.411

The following are the grounds on which a wife can demand a divorce from her husband.

(1) The husband's following a disgraceful vocation; (2) cruelty to the wife; (3) refusing to

provide.412 The wife herself could not divorce her husband, but upon her appeal the court

would endeavor to compel him to divorce her, usually by threatening him with

excommunication and sometimes by appeal to non-Jewish courts.



282
In the following cases the courts could compel a divorce without the consent of the

parties namely, adultery of the wife, or justifiable suspicion of adulterous behavior; if the

marriage contract was contrary to Jewish law; the leprosy of one of the couples; if the

marriage remains childless after ten years (Yeb. 64a).

6.2 Divorce Proceedings

A marriage consecrated according to the Law of Moses and Israel is not dissolved accept

through the Law of Moses and Israe1.413 Its procedure, based upon Biblical precept, is

strictly governed by the halakha. According to Rabbi Donin, divorces granted under

Secular or Civil Law by civil authorities have no validity under Jewish Law.414 Civil

divorces possess no moral or spiritual significance in severing the consecrated bonds of

religious marriage.

Rabbi Donin substantiated that the divorce proceedings must be supervised by a Beth Din

(a rabbinic court consisting of three rabbis competent in the laws of marriage and

divorce).415 In addition to the Beth Din, a scribe (sofer) and two witnesses comprise the

personnel needed in the issuance of a Jewish divorce (get). Only after effort is made to

reconcile the couple, the grounds for a divorce are sufficiently compelling, and mutually

agreed property settlement has been reached, will a Beth Din issue a divorce.

The entire procedure may take one and a half to two hourS.416 The bulk of time is taken

up by the writing of the get by the scribe. The document is lettered like and is similar in
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appearance to a column ofa Torah Scroll (c/figure 3). The get is written individually

on behalf of the husband and the wife. It contains their names? the date, and the name of

the city where it was written. However, the document itself mentions no grounds for

divorce and no charge by either husband or wife.

The following is a translation of an Ashkenazi get, according to the general usage in the

D· 417Iaspora:

On the day ofthe week, the day of the month of .

In the year...... from the creation of the world according to the calendar reckoning we are accustomed to

count here, in the city (which is also known as ), which is located on the river (and on the

river. ) and situated near wells of water, I, (also known as ), the son of , (also

known as ), who today am present in the city (also known as ), which is located on

the river. (and on the river ) and situated near wells of water, do willingly consent, being

under no restraint, to release, to set free, and put aside thee, my wife (also known as ), the

daughter of.. (also known as ), who art in the city of (also known

as ), which is located on the river (and on the river ) and situated near wells of

water, who has been my wife from before. Thus do I set free, release thee, and put thee aside, in order that

thou may have permission and the authority over thy self to go and marry any man that thou may desire.

No person may hinder thee from this day onward, and thou art permitted to every man. This shall be for

thee from me a bill of dismissal, a letter of release, and a document of freedom, in accordance with the laws

of Moses and Israel.

..............the son of witness

..............the son of.. witness
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Following the writing of the get, both husband and wife are asked a number of routine

questions to ascertain their free will and consent in the divorce action. While the formal

ceremony, based upon Biblical verses, provides for the husband to give the get and for

the wife to receive it, this is basically procedural. In actual practice, one does not give

nor does the other receive without the actual consent and approval of each. This is

especially so in countries outside of Israel, where Jewish religious courts do not possess

the power to compel a husband to consent to give the get, or compel a wife to consent to

receive the get.418 Only moral pressure can be exercised in these situations.

The bill of divorce cannot be printed. They must be written in entirety, specifically for

the particular man and the particular woman for the specific purpose of effecting the

particular divorce.

The proceedings are simplest when both the husband and the wife are present at the same

time. However, should this be difficult or undesirable for them to meet, it is possible to

arrange for the proceedings to be finalized through the appointment of a messenger. In

this case, the husband places the document into the hands of the messenger who acts on

behalf of the husband. One member of the Beth Din, one of the witnesses, or the scribe

himself may serve as the messenger.419

After the proceedings are completed, a tear is made in the divorce document to indicate

that it has been used and cannot be used again. The document itself is retained by the

Beth Din and kept in a permanent file. Official letters, called a release (ptur) are given to
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the man and woman testifying that the get has taken place and affIrming their right to

remarry. The woman may not remarry following the get for a period of ninety-two

days.42o The reason for the waiting period is to remove all doubt as to paternity which

might be raised should she marry and conceive right away.

The laws relating to the writing of a document valid according to halakha and to the

proceedings themselves are numerous and complex. None but the most learned in the

law of divorce may preside over it, lest an error result in the invalidation of the get.

6.3 The Agunah Problem

The problem of the agunah: a woman, whose husband has disappeared or is otherwise

unable to terminate the marriage by executing a bill of divorce, has long been the source

of much hardships and heartache. Also the consequences of war, has the disastrous side

effects of increasing the agunot. Since Halakha does not sanction remarriage in the

absence of positive proof of death, the wife of a soldier (presumed dead) becomes bereft

ofher husband yet forbidden to remarry.421

The tragic plight of the agunah has spurred rabbinic authorities throughout the

generations to seek possible means of remedying such grievous situations. The earliest

attempt to mitigate the agunah problem, date to Biblical times. The Gemara, Ketubot 9b,

states that the participants in the wars of King David, delivered bills of divorce to their

wives before leaving for battle. According to Rashi, such divorces were conditional
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becoming effective in the event of the husband's failure to return.422 The Gemara,

Shabbat 56a, cites this practice in explanation of the dictum, 'one who claims that David

was a sinner is mistaken '. Bat-Sheva according to the Talmud was no longer the wife of

Uriah. Since, Uriah had followed the usual procedure and presented his wife with a bill of

divorce before undertaking his military assignment.423

According to Ba 'al ha-Turim, this practice was not an innovation ofKing David, but was

originally introduced by Moses prior to the military engagements leading to the conquest

of the land of Canaan.424 However, the purpose of the practice as instituted by Moses

was somewhat more limited and was employed merely to obviate the necessity for the

Levirate marriage.

Throughout the years conditional divorces were at times granted in order to obviate other

causes of the agunah situation. The widespread controversy surrounding the famed

'Divorce of Vienna' centers around the above problem.425 A young man sixteen years of

age became affiicted with a severe illness and agreed to present his wife with a bill of

divorce. At the time of the divorce proceedings the husband's consent was obtained by

convincing him that the divorce was being executed solely for the purpose of exempting

his young wife from halizah (the ceremony for the release of a widow). However, upon

his recovery, his wife would return to him. The young man was restored to health, but

his wife refused to resume the marital relationship. The matter was brought before the
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renowned Maharam of Lublin, who ruled that in the light of this understanding the

husband's recovery invalidated the original divorce.
426

R. Mordecai Jaffe forbade the woman to remarry. In the light of Deuteronomy 24:1-2, he

stated that the woman may become the 'wife of another man' only if she has been

divorced by her husband because 'she does not find Javor in his eyes ,.427 A bill of

divorce whose presentation is not motivated by a loss of 'Javor' is not effective as an

instrument empowering marriage to another.

6.4 Conclusion

In conclusion we note that the realities of life continues. Unfortunately, Israel is

enveloped in a seemingly endless state of warfare, and the agunah problem is both real

and heart rendering. Under these circumstances, every possible measure should be taken

to prevent any such unfortunate occurrence. The formula adopted in the past where a

soldier issued his wife with a conditional bill of divorce, which would become effective if

he did not return, generates feelings of distaste and hesitation. In reality it represents an

emergency measure expressing the acme of forethought, concern and devotion. Any

precaution is clearly worthwhile ifonly to avoid a single case ofanguish and tragedy.428
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Chapter Seven

CONCLUSION
Let me not to the marriage of true minds

Admit impediments. Love is not love
Which alters when it alteration fmds,
Or bends with the remover to remove:

0, no! it is an ever fixed mark,
That looks on tempests and is never shaken;

It is the star to every wandering bark,
Whose worth's unknown, although his height be taken.

Love is not time's fool, though rosy lips and cheeks
Within his bending sickle's compass come;

Love alters not with his brief hours and weeks,
But bears it out even to the edge of doom.

If this be error and upon me prov'd,
I never writ, nor no man ever lov'd.

William Shakespeare: The Marriage of True Minds
Sonnet 116
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7.0 Introduction

In this dissertation I addressed the topic, Forced Divorce? A Synthesis of Parallactic'

Approaches to the Ethical Pragmatism of Divorce in the Old Testament and New

Testament Texts.

This research is divided into seven chapters, with each chapter forming a link with the

next chapter. In Chapter One, I built the foundation of the thesis by establishing a

research design.

In Chapter Two, I analyzed the family institutions that prevailed in Ancient Israel. This

anthropological and sociological perspective created a general dimension in which the

texts could be exegeted.

In Chapter Three, I analyzed the literary, historical and social contexts of the texts of

Ezra and Nehemiah. This was a significant chapter, which established the foundation for

the exegesis ofthe relevant texts in Ezra and Nehemiah.

In Chapter Four, I implemented the exegetical methodology and approach explained in

Chapter One, namely, Rhetorical Criticism. This exegesis was performed against the

background created in Chapter Three.
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In Chapter Five, I crossed to the New Testament texts. However, I needed to

maintain a link with the previous chapters, so I fIrstly undertook an anthropological

insight into the world of the New Testament (Synoptic Gospels) and linked the strategy

of marriage used in this era to be a development of the marriage strategy created in Ezra

and Nehemiah. Thereafter I attempted an exegesis of the confrontation between Jesus and

the Pharisees found in Matthew 19: 1-12, Mark 10:1-12 and Luke 16:18. In analyzing

the response of the Pharisees, I discovered that the Jewish provision and prohibition of

divorce, and the procedure of divorce, was an important component to understanding the

texts ofthe Old and New Testament.

Hence, in Chapter Six, I provided a brief outline of the provision and prohibition of

divorce, the procedure of divorce, and an explanation of the Agunah dilemma, which

linked to one of the initial motivations given for the undertaking ofthis research.

Finally, Chapter Seven is the conclusion, where I summarize each chapter.

7.1 Chapter One

In Chapter One, I provided a research design of the thesis. In section one, I provided

personal details of the researcher.
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In section two, I provided details of the research project. This included the title ofthe

thesis, a defmition of the title, the supervisor and co-supervisors and the aims of the

research.

In section three, I focused on the objectives of and the need of the study. In this section I

provided a theoretical framework, rationale for the research, theoretical deductions and

motivations for the research. The motivations were based on two case studies namely,

the case study of Prof. Nasr Abu Zaid and his wife Ebtehal Yunes and the case study of

the contemporary Agunah dilemma.

In section four, I focused on the key questions to be answered in this research. This was

further divided into critical questions and specific questions to be answered.

In section five, I provided an explanation of the research approach and method used in

this research namely, Rhetorical Criticism - A New Model. In this section I explained the

different focus areas i.e. rhetorical unit, relational posture of the rhetorical unit, method

of argumentation, shifts in argumentation situation, classification of argument and the

contextual meaning.

7.2 Chapter Two

In Chapter Two, I focused on the social context of Ancient Israel. In this Chapter I

analyzed the different family structures that were prevalent in Israel. I discussed the issue
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of family solidarity and family customs, which formed an integral part of the Israelite

society. Thereafter, I discussed the institutions of marriage an~ divorce in Ancient Israel.

I concluded with the role of the women in the Israelite society in comparison to the role

of the women in the neighboring societies.

7.3 Chapter Three

In Chapter Three, I provided a background to the books of Ezra and Nehemiah. I fIrstly

provided a historical and literary background to the texts. Here, I focused on the source

theory, dating of EzralNehemiah and the chronological order of Ezra and Nehemiah. I

then attempted a sociological background to the texts. In this analysis, I focused on the

sociology of the mixed-marriage crisis in the post-exilic Judean community. In the

sociological analysis I made an analysis of the iP1:::lJ1i11l mz7~ in the wisdom literature

(i.e. Proverbs) and the post-exilic Judean community. I linked the polemic against the

foreign women in the wisdom literature and the post-exilic Judean community to refer to

the land tenure system, in which outside encroachment (foreign wives) threatened the

stability of the Judean temple economy.

7.4 Chapter Four

In Chapter Four, I used the method of exegesis explained in Chapter One to exegete the

following texts:

(a) Ezra 9-10
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(b) Nehemiah 13

The exegesis was undertaken in two steps. I fIrstly analyzed Ezra and then Nehemiah. At

the end of the Chapter I provided a general conclusion linking the analysis of both texts

and the implications ofthe actions ofEzra and Nehemiah.

7.5 Chapter Five

In Chapter Five, I fIrstly provided an anthropological insight into the world of the New

Testament with special focus on the institutions of marriage and divorce. The aim of this

analysis was to link the marriage strategy employed in the communities of Matthew,

Mark and Luke to that of the returning exiles in Ezra and Nehemiah. Thereafter, I

provided a literary and historical background to the three Gospels namely Matthew, Mark

and Luke. In this analysis, my objective was to understand the community, of the

writers. This allowed me to understand the audience and recipients upon which the

divorce discourse between Jesus, and the Pharisees was intended to make an impact upon.

Thereafter, I attempted an analysis of Matthew 19:1-12, Mark 10:1-12 and Luke 16:18,

using the method of rhetorical criticism used in the previous chapter.

7.6 Chapter Six
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Finally, in Chapter Six, I provided an understanding of the provision and prohibition

of divorce in the Jewish society. I also analyzed the procedure of divorce and an

explanation of the Agunah dilemma.

7.7 Researcher's Comments

In conducting this research I firstly argued that divorce was a prevailing institution in the

Ancient Israelite Society. Similar to the institution of marriage, there existed an

institution of divorce (Deut. 24: 1-2). However, the question that emerged in my title

FORCED DIVORCE? is: Can a divorce be forced/compelled or mandated? To answer

this question I used the texts of Ezra and Nehemiah to explain why they implemented a

method of forced divorce to rectify the problems they faced in that particular society.

However, when we cross over to the New Testament we fmd that Jesus indirectly

opposed the institution of divorce by referring to the original divine plan of marriage for

humanity.

This research is based on a synthesis of parallactic approaches in Biblical studies (i.e.

literary, historical, anthropological and social). It attempts to be illustrative rather than

exhaustive and indicative rather than conclusive. Through a broad literary, historical and

social conceptual coverage, this research aimed towards drawing implications of the

discourses presented in the Old Testament and New Testament texts concerning the issue

of divorce. In this thesis, I chose to draw implications from the various texts, which I

exegeted, instead of making conclusive remarks.
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An indirect goal of this thesis was to challenge the common thinking about Biblical

interpretation and to urge us to re-examine the process of interpretation of the texts in all'

aspects of social, political, economic and cultural change.

In many respects, this thesis is only the beginning. The issue of divorce, as noted in this

research, has many implications, especially in the texts, which I have chosen to exegete.

I end with this question: 'Is it lawful (or a man to divorce his wife?'
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Novum Testamentum Graece

Nestle - Aland

Matthew 19

Matt 19:1 Kal EyEVf.TO on: hEAEOEV 6 ' 1TJOoOe; TOUe; Aoyoue; TOlhoue;, llf.TilpEV
a1TO Tile; raAlAalae; Kal ~AOEV Eie; Ta opla Tile; , lou8aiae; 1TEpav TOO

'lop8avou. 2 Kal ~KOAOuOTJOav mh4) QXAOl 1TOAAOI, Kal EOEpa1TEuoEv mhoue;
EKE1. 3 Kal 1TpooilAOOV allT4) <l>aploalol 1TElpa~OVTEe; aUTov Kal A€.yovTEe;· El.
ESEonv avOpw1T(~ a1ToAOom T~V yuvalKa mhoO KaTa 1Tooav aiTlav; 46 8£
a1ToKplOde; El1TEv' OUK aVEyvwTE on 6 KTloae; a1T' apxile; apoEv Kal OilAU
E1Tol TJOEV aUTOUe;; 5 Kal El1TEv' £vEKa TOUTOU KaTaAEl \jJ El avOpW1TOe; TOV
1TaTEpa Kal T~V IlTJTEpa Kal KOAATJO~OETm Tij yuvmKI mhoO, Kal EoovTm oi
8uo £le; oapKa 1l1av. 6 WOTE oUKEn EioIv 8uo aAAa oaPS ilIa. 0 OOv 6 OEOe;
OUVE~EUSEV liv0pW1TOe; Il~ XWpl~ETW. 7 AEyOUGlV aUT4)' Tl OOv MWOoile;
EVf.TElAaTO 800vm ~l~Alov a1ToGTaolou Kal a1ToAOom [auT~vl; 8 A€.YEl aUTole;
on MwOoile; 1TpOe; T~V aKATJPOKap81av UIlWV E1TETpEq,EV Ulllv a1ToAOom Tae;
yuvalKae; UIlWV, a1T' apxile; 8£ ou yEyovEv olhwe;o 9 AEYW 8£ Ulllv on oe; av
a1ToAuou T~V yuvalKa aUToO Il~ E1TI 1TOPVEl<;X Kal yall~ou aAATJV 1l0lxOTal. 10
AEyOUGlv aUT4) oi llaOTJTal [auToOl' £l olhwe; EOTIv ~ aiTla TOO avOpW1TOU
llf.Ta Tile; yuvmKoe;, OU OUllepEPEl YcrlJ.ilom. 11 6 8£ d1TEV aUTole;o OU 1TavTEe;
XWpoOGlV TOV AOYOV [ToOTovl aAA' oie; 8E80Tm. 12 EioIV yap EUVOOXOl
olnvEe; EK KOlAlae; IlTJTpOe; EYEvV~OTJOav olhwe;, Kal EioIv EUVOOXOl olnvEe;
EUVOuXloOTJoav U1TO TWV avOpw1TwV, Kal £loIv EUVOOXOl olnvEe; EUvouXloav
EauTOUe; 8la T~V ~aGlAElav TWV oupavwv. 6 8uva1lEVOe; xwpElv XWpElTW. 13
TOTE 1TpOOTJVExOTJOaV aUT4) 1Tm81a Iva Tae; XElpae; E1TlOij aUTole; Kal
1TpOOEUSTJTm' oi 8£ llaOTJTal E1TETIIlTJOaV aUTole;. 14 6 8£ ' 1TJOoOe; d1TEV'
aepf.TE Ta 1Tm81a Kal Il~ KWAUETE aUTa EAOE1v 1TpOe; IlE, TWV yap TOlOUTWV
fOTtV ~ ~aGlAda TWV oupavwv. 15 Kat f1TlOde; Tae; XElpac; aUTole; f1TOpEUOTJ
fKE10EV. 16 Kal i80u Ele; 1TpOOEAOWV aUT4) d1TEV' 8l8aaKaAE, Tl ayaOov
1TOl~OW Iva oxw ~w~v aiwvlOv; 176 8£ d1TEV aUT4)' Tl IlE EpWT~e; 1TEPI TOO
ayaOoO; Ele; Eonv 6 ayaOoe;' £l 8£ OEAEle; £le; T~V ~w~v £loEAOElv, T~PTJOOV

Tae; EVToAae;. 18 AEyEl aUT4)' 1Tolae;; 6 8£ 'ITJooOe; d1TEV' TO OU epOVEUOEle;, OU
1l0lXEUOEle;, OU KA€.q,Ele;, OU q,EU80IlapTUp~OEle;, 19 T1lla TOV 1TaTEpa Kal T~V

IlTJTEpa, Kal aya1T~OElC; TOV 1TATJOIOV oou we; oEauTov. 20 AEyEl aUT4) 6
vEavlaKOe;' 1TavTa TaOTa EepuAasa' Tl ETl UOTEPW; 21 EepTJ aUT4) 6 ' 1TJOoOe;' £l
OEAEle; TEAElOe; dvm, u1TayE 1TWATJOOV oou Ta U1TapXOVTa Kal 80e; lTole;l
1TTwxole;, Kal £sEle; 0TJoaupov EV oupavole;, Kal 8EOpO aKOAOUOEl Il0l. 22
aKouoae; 8£ 6 vEavlaKOe; TOV AOYOV a1TilAOEv AU1TOUIlEVOe;' ~V yap EXWV
KT~llaTa 1ToAAa. 23'0 8£ 'ITJooOe; d1TEV Tole; llaOTJTale; aUToO' all~v A€.yw
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u~lv OTl nAoualO~ 8U01<OAW~ EiaEAEUa£Tal Ei~ T~V ~aOlAE:1aV TWV oupavwv.
24 mlAlV &E: Af.yW u~lv, EUKonwTEpov laTlv K<X,.111AOV &\(1 Tpun~~aTo~ paepl&o~
&lEASElv i\ nAouOlov ElaEASElv Ei~ T~V ~aOlAE:1aV TOO SEOO. 25 <iKouaavTE~

&E: 01 ~aS11Tal ESEnA~aaovTo aepo&pa AEYOVTE~' Tie; apa. &uvaTal awSilval ; 26
E~~Af.",a~ &E: 6 'I11aoO~ ElnEv Q\hol~' napa .avSpwnOl~ TOOTO a&uvaTov
EaTlv, napa &E: SE@ mlvTa &uvaTa. 27 T6TEanoKplSE:l~ 6 nf.TpO~ ElnEv
aUT@' l&ou ~~El~ aep~K~Ev navTa Kal ~KoAoUS~aa~f.v aOl' Tl apa EaTal
~~lv; 28 6 &£ ' I11aoO~ ElnEV Q\hol~' <iJ.t~v AEYW u~lv OTl u~El~ 01
aKoAouS~aavTf.~ ~Ol EV TU naAlYYEvEal~, DTav KaSlau 6 ulo~ TOO avSpwnou
Enl Spovou &OSl1~ Q\hoO, KaS~aEaeE Kal u~E:1~ Enl &w&EKa Spovou~

KpiVOVTE~ Ta~&w&EKa epuAa~ TOO ' Iapa~A. 29 Kat no~ oaTl~ aepilKEv 01Kla~ i\
a&EAepou~ i\ a&EAepa~ i\ naTEpa i\ ~l1TEpa i\ TEKva i\ aypou~ £VEKEV TOO
ovo~aTO~ ~OU, £KaTovTanAaal0va A~~"'£Tal Kal ~w~v alwvlOv KA11POVO~~aE:l.
30 nOAAol &E: EaOVTal npwTOl EaxaTol Kal EaxaTol npwTol.

Mark 10

Mark 10:1 Kal EKE1SEV avaaTa~ £PX£Tal Ei~ Ta OPlQ Til~ 'Iou&ala~ [KaU
nEpav TOO 'Iop&avou, Kal au~nopEUOVTal naAlv QXAOl npo~ Q\hov, Kal w~
£lwSE:l naAlv E&I&a01<Ev Q\houe;. 2 Kal npoaEASovTE~ <1>aplaalol En11PWTWV
Q\hov £l ESEaTlV av&pl yuvalKa anOAOaal, nE:lpa~OVTE~ Q\hov. 36 &i:
anoKplSE1~ d nEV Q\hol~' Tl u~lv EV£TE:1AaTO MWOail~; 4 01 &i: ElnaY'
Enf.TpE"'EV MWOail~ ~l~Al0v anoaTaal0u ypa"'al Kal anOAOaal. 56 &£
'I11aoO~ dnEv Q\hol~' npo~ T~V O1<A11POKap&lav u~wv £ypa"'Ev u~lv TTlv
EVTOA~V TauT11v. 6 ano &i: apxil~ KTlaEwe; apaEV Kat SilAU Enol11aEv Q\JTou~'

7 E:VEKEV TOUTOU KaTaAE:1"'El avSpwno~ TOV naTEpa aUToO Kal T~V ~l1Tf.pa

[Kal npOO1<OAA11S~a£Tal npo~ T~V yuvalKa Q\JToOl, 8 Kal EaOVTal 01 &uo £l~

aapKa ~lav' waTE OUKETl Eialv &UO aAAa ~la aapS. 90 oov 6 SEO~

auvE~EuSEV avSpwnoe; ~~ XWpl~ETW. 10 Kal £l~ T~V olKlav naAlV 01 ~aS11Tal

nEpI TOUTOU En11pwTWV aUTov. 11 Kat AEyE:l aUTol~' o~ av anoAuau T~V

yuvalKa aUToO Kal y~~au aAA11v ~OlXOTal En' aUT~v' 12 Kal E<lv aUT~

anoAuaaaa TOV av&pa aUTil~ Y<lJ.1~au aAAov ~Ol xOTal. 13 Kal npoaEepEpov
aUT~ nal&1a lva aUTwv &"'l1Tal' 01 &i: ~aS11Tat E:nET1~l1aav aUTole;. 14 i&wv
&i: 6 'I11aoO~ ~yavaKT11aEv Kal dnEv aUTol~' aep£TE Ta nal&la EPXEaSal npo~

~E, ~~ KWAUETE aUTa, TWV yap TOlOUTWV EaTlv ~ ~aOlAda TOO SEOO. 15 <iJ.t~v

Alyw u~lv, oe; av ~~ &€:Sl1Tal T~V ~aOlAdav TOO SEOO w~ nal&10v, OU ~~

daiASU £le; aUT~v. 16 Kal EvaYKaAlaa~EVoe; aUTa KaTwAoyE:l TlSEI~ Ta~

XElpae; En' aUTa. 17 Kal EKnopEuo~EVOU aUToO Ei~ 6&ov npoa&p~wv El~ Kal
yovunET~a~ aUTov En11PwTa aUTov' &l&a01<aAE ayaSE, Tl nOl~aw 1va ~w~v

alwvlOv KA11Povo~~aw; 186 &E: 'I11aoO~ dnEv aUT~' Tl ~E AEYE:l~ ayaSov;
oU&E:l~ ayaSo~ £l ~~ El~ 6 SEOe;. 19 T~ EVToAa~ ol&a~' ~~ epovEuau~, ~~
~OlXEuau~, ~~ KAf.",U~, ~~ ",w&o~apTup~au~, ~~ anoaTEp~au~, Tl~a TOV
naTepa aou Kat T~V ~l1Tepa. 206 &e Eep11 aUT@' &l&aaKaAE, TaUTa n<xvTa
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E<j>uAaSa~TJV EK VEOTTJTOe; ~OU. 21 6 8E ' ITJOoOe; E~~M~ae; aUT41 tlyalTTJOEV
aUTov Ka1 EtlTEV aUT41' £V OE UOTEpd' UlTayE, ooa £xne; lTWATJOOV Ka1 8oe;
[Tole;] lTTwXole;, Ka1 £sEle; 8TJoaupov EV oupav41, Ka1 8EOpO aKoAou8El ~Ol. 22
6 8E aTuyvaoac; ElT1 T41 AOY~ alTTlA8Ev AUlTOU~EVOe;' ~v yap £xwv KT~~aTa

lToAAa. 23 Kat lTEpl~AE~a~EVOe; 6 ' ITJooOe; AEyn Tole; ~a8TJTale; aUTOO' lTWe;
8UGKOAwe; oi Ta xp~~aTa £xOVTEe; de; TtlV ~aGlAElav TOO 8EOO EloEAEuoovTat.
240i 8E ~a8TJTa1 E8~~00VTO ElT1 Tole; AOyOle; aUToO. 6 8E 'ITJooOe; lTaAIV
alTOKp18de; /.Eyn aUTole;' TEKva, lTWe; 8UGKOAOV EOTtV de; T~V ~aGtAdav TOO
8EOO dOEA8Elv' 25 El.lKOlTWTEPOV EOTtV Ka~TJAov 81a [TTle;] TpU~aAlae; [TTle;]
pa<j>i80e; 81EA8Elv ~ lTAOUGlOV de; T~V ~aGtAdav TOO 8EOO dOEA8Elv. 260i
8E lTEpIOOWe; ESElTA~OOOVTo MYOVTEe; lTpOe; £auTOUe;' Ka1 Tie; 8uvaTat
ow8Tlvat; 27 E~~M~ae; aUTole; 6 'ITJooOC; AEyEl' lTapa aV8pWlTOle; a8uvaTov,
aAA' ou lTapa 8E41' lTaVTa yap 8uvaTa lTapa T41 8E41· 28 "HpsaTo Mynv 6
ntTpoe; aUT41 ° l80u il~Ele; a<j>~K~Ev lTaVTa Ka1 tlKOAou8~K~Ev 00l. 29 E<j>TJ 6

,I TJOoOe;' ~~v Myw u~lv, ou8Eie; EaTlv oe; a<j>TlKEV OlKiav ~ a8EA<j>oue; ~

a8EA<j>ae; ~ ~TJTEpa ~ lTaTEpa ~ TEKva ~ aypoue; £VEKEV E~OO Ka1 £VEKEV TOO
EuayyEAiou, 30 EOv ~~ Aa~u £KaTovTalTAaoiova vOv EV T41 KatP41 TOUT~

olKiae; Ka1 a8EA<j>oue; Ka1 a8EA<j>ae; Kat ~TJTEpae; Kat TEKVa Kat aypoue; ~ETa

81WY~WV, Kat Ev T41 alWVl T41 EPXO~EV~ l;ll.I~V alWVIOV. 31lTOAAot 8E £OOVTat
lTpWTOl EOXaTOl Kat [oil EOXaTOt lTpWTOl. 32 'Hoav 8E EV TU 6841
ava~ai VOVTEe; de; •IEpoaoAu~a, Ka1 ~v lTpoayll.lv aUTOUe; 6 ' I TJOoOe;, Kat
E8~~00VTO, oi 8E aKoAou800vTEe; t<j>o~OOVTO. Kat lTapaAafXiJv lTaAlv TOUe;
8w8EKa TlPsaTO aUTole; AEynv Ta ~EAAovTa aUT41 au~~aivElv 33 OTt i80u
ava~aivo~Ev Eie; ·IEpoooAu~a, Ka1 6 uioe; TOO av8pwlTou lTapa808~OETat TolC;
apXIEpEOGtV Ka1 Tole; yp~~aTEOGtV, Ka1 KaTaKpIVOOGlV aUTOV 8avaT~ Kat
lTapa8woouGtv aUTov Tole; E8vEGtv 34 Kat E~lTaiSOUOl v aUT41 Kat
E~lTTUOOUGt v aUT41 Ka1 ~aoTt ywoouGtv aUTOV Kat alTOKTEVOOGtV, Ka1 ~ETa

TpEle; il~EPac; avaOT~OETal. 35 Ka1lTpoaTTopEuOVTat aUT41 'laKll.I~oe; Kat
'lll.lcXvvTJe; oi ui01 ZEf}E8aiou AtYOVTEe; aUT41' 818aGKaAE, 8EAo~Ev iva 0 fav
aiT~Oll.l~EV OE lTOl~oue; il~lv. 36 0 8E EtlTEV aUTole;' Tt 8tAETE [~El lTOl ~Oll.l
u~lv; 3701 8E EilTav aUT41' 8oc; il~lv 'iva Ete; oou EK 8EsIWV Ka1 Ete; ES
aploTEpWV Ka8ioll.l~Ev EV TU 80SU oou. 386 8E 'ITJooOe; EtlTEV aUTole;' OUK
oi8aTE Ti aiTEl08E. 8uvaa8E lTlElv TO lTOT~PlOV 0 tyw lTiVll.I ~ TO ~alTTt~a 0
Elw ~alTTil;o~at ~alTTt08Tlvat; 390i 8E EilTav aUT41 " 8uv~E8a. 6 8E 'ITJooOe;
EllTEV aUTole;' TO lTOT~PlOV 0 EYW lTiVll.I lTi Ea8E Ka1 TO ~alTTl~a 0 EYW
~aTTTil;oJlal f3aTTTta8~aEaSE, 40 TO 8£ KaSlaat EK 8ES1WV 1l0U ~ ES EUWVUIlWV
OUK E:aTIV EIlOV 800vat, aAA' ote; ilToillaOTal. 41 Kat aKouoavTEe; oi 8EKa
TlPSavTO ayavaKTElv lTEp1 ' laKw~ou Kat ' lll.lavvou. 42 Ka1 lTpoGKaAEOaIlEVOe;
aUTOUe; 6 ' I TJOoOe; AEyn aUTole;' oi8aTE OTt oi 80KOOVTEe; apxnv twv f8vwv
KaTaKupIEuOUGtV aUTWV Kat 01 IlEy<iAOl aUTwv KaTEsouGtal;ouGtv aUTwv. 43
OUX OUTll.Ie; 8E EaTIV EV Ulllv, aAA' oe; <Xv 8EAU IlEyae; yEvE08at EV u~lv EOTat
UIlWV 81aKoVOe;, 44 Ka1 OC; av SEAU EV Ulllv EiVat TTpWTOC; £OTat lTaVTll.IV
800AoC;' 45 Ka1 yap 6 uioC; TOO &v8pwlTOU OUK ~A8EV 81aKOVTJ8TlVat aAAa
8taKovTlaat Ka1 800Vat TllV ~UX~V aUTOO AUTpOV aVTt lTOAAwv. 46 Kat
£PXOVTat de;'IEpIXW. Kat EKlTOPEUO~EVOUaUTOO alTO 'IEPIXW Kat TWV
lla8TJTWV aUTOO Kat QXAOU iKavoO 6 uioe; Tt~aiou BapTl~aloe;, Tu<j>Aoe;
lTpooai TTJe;, EKa8TJTO lTapa Tllv 68ov. 47 Kat aKouoae; OTl 'ITJOoOe; 6
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Nal;ap11VO~ fanv ~p~aTo Kpo:l;£lV Ka1 AEy£lV' uU: ilau18 'l11aoO, EA£11aov Ilf:.
48 Ka1 flTET11lWV aLlTC~ lTOAA01 lva enwlT~a~r 6 8£ lTOAA4) 1l0AAOV £Kpal;Ev' UlE
ilau18, fAE11aov Ilf:. 49 Kal aTa~ 6 'l11aoO~ EllTEV' <j>wv~aaTE mhov. Ka1
<j>wvoOenv TOV TU<j>AOV A£YOVTE~ mJT4)' 80:pa£l, Ey£lpE, <j>WVEl af:. 506 8E
alTo~aAwv TO 11l0:nov aLlTOO avalT118~oa~ ~A8EV lTPO~ TOV '111000v. 51 Ka1
alToKpt8E1~ mh4) 6 '111000~ EtlTEV' T1 Oot 8£A£l~ 1Tot~OW; 6 8E TU<j>AOe; EtlTEV
mhw' pa~~ouv1, Iva ava~M'!Jw. 52 Ka1 6 '111000e; EllTEV mh4)' UlTayE, ~
lT10~l(; oou O£OWK£V OE. Ka1 Eu8u~ aV£~AE'!JEV Ka1 ~KOAou8Et aUT4) EV TU
6(4).

Luke 16

Luke 16:1 VEAEyEv 8£ Ka1 lTPO~ TOU~ lla811TO:~' liv8pwlTo~ ne; ~v lTAOUOtOe; o~
E1XEv oiKoVOIlOV, Ka1 OOTO~ 8tE~A~811 aUT4) w~ 8wOKoplT1l;wv Ta l.l1TO:PXOVTa
aUTOO. 2 Ka1 <j>wv~oa~ mhov EllTEV aUT4)' Tt TOOTO aKOUW lTEpt 000; alTo80~

TOV AOYOV Til~ oiKoV01l1~ oou, ou yap 8uvu En oiKOVOIlElv. 3 EllTEV 8E EV
£auT~ 6 oiKoVOIlO~' T1 lTot~OW, on 6 KUptOe; 1l0U a<j>alpEITal T~V oiKovoll1av
alT' fIlOO; OKO:lTT£lV OUK iaxuw, ElTalTEIv aioxuvollat. 4 EYVWV T1 lTot~OW, lva
oTav IlETaOTa8w EK Til~ oiKoV01l1~ 8£~wvTa1 IlE El~ TOU~ olKou~ aUTwv. 5
Kat lTpOOKaAEOO:IlEVOe; £va £KaOTOV TWV xpEO<j>EtAETWV TOO KUp10U £aUTOO
EAEyEv T~ lTp(h~' lTOOOV O<j>dAEt~ T~ KUP1~ Ilou; 66 8E EllTEv' £KaTov
~O:TOUe; EAa10u. 6 8£ EllTEV aUT~' <>£~al OOU Ta YPO:llIlaTa Kat Ka810ae; TaX£We;
ypo:'!Jov lTEVT~KovTa. 7 ElTEtTa fT£P~ EtlTEV' ou 8£ lTOOOV O<j>dA£l~; 6 8E
EllTEv' £KaTov KOPOU~ ohou. MY£l aUT4)' 8E~al OOU Ta YPO:llIlaTa Kat ypo:'!JOV
oy80~KovTa. 8 Kat E1T1JVEOEV 6 KUptOe; TOV oiKoVOIlOV Til~ a8tK1~ OTl
<j>pOV1Ilwe; flT01110EV' on 01 u10t TOO aiwvoe; TOUTOU <j>POVtIlWTEPot Ll1TEP TOUe;
U10U~ TOO <j>WTO~ El~ T~V yEVEaV T~V EaUTWV Elenv. 9 Kat EYW Ulllv Myw,
£auToIc; lTot~OaTE <j>lAou~ EK TOO Il<XJlWva Tile; a8tK1a~, lva OTav fKA1lTU
<>£~WVTal ulla~ El~ Ta~aiwv10uC; OK11vO:~. 10 < 0 mOTo~ tv EAaX10T~ Kat EV
lTOAA~ 1T10TOe; Eonv, Kat 6 EV EAaX10T~ a81KOC; Kat EV lTOAA4) a81KOC; fOT1V.
11 El ouv EV T4) a81K~ ll<XJlwv~ maTOt OUK Ey£vEa8E, TO 0:A118tvOV T1C; Ulllv
mOTEuo£l; 12 Kat El EV T4) aAAoTp1~ mOTol OUK Ey£VE08E, TO ull£TEPOV T1e;
Ulllv 8WO£l; 13 Ou8Ete; OiK£T11C; 8UVaTal 8uat KUP1otc; 80UAEUE1V' ~ yap TOV
£va 1l10~O£l Kat TOV £TEPOV ayalT~a£l, ~ £VOC; av8i~ETal Kat TOO £TEPOU
KaTa<j>pOV~O£l. OU 8uvaaeE 8E4) 80UAEUE1V Ka1 ll<XJlwv~. 14 vHKOUOV 8E TaOTa
lTo:vTa 01 <1>aploalOt <j>lAo:pyUpOl UlTO:PXOVTEC; Ka1 E~EIlUKT~Pll;ov mhov. 15
Ka1 EllTEV mhol~' UIlEIC; faTE 01 81KatOOVTE~ EauTOuc; Evwmov TWV
av8pwlTwv, 6 8E 8EO~ ytVWOK£1 Ta~ Kap8\ae; UIlWV' on TO tv av8pwlTotC;
u'!J11AOV ~8£AuYlla Evwmov TOO 8EQO. 16 < 0 VOIlOe; Kat 01 lTPO<j>ilTal lliXPl

'Iwo:vvou' alTO TOTE ~ ~aenAda TOO 8EOO EuaYYEA1l;ETal Kat lTO~ ~ie; aUT~v

~lO:l;ETal. 17 EUKOlTWTEpOV <>£fanv TOV oupavov Kat T~vyilv lTapEA8Elv ~

TOO VOIlOU 1l1av KEpa1av lTEOElV. 18 nae; 6 alTOAUWV T~V yuvalKa aUTOO Kat
y<XJlWV fTEpaV llotXEU£l, Ka1 6 alToAEAUIl£V11V alTO av8po~ y<XJlwv 1l0tXEU£l. 19

v Av8pwlTo~ 8i n~ ~v lTAOUOtOC;, Kat fVE818uOKETO lTop<j>upav Kat ~UOOOV



Annexure 12

cLl<\>PatVO~£voe; Ka8' i]~EpaV Aa~npWe;. 201TTWxOe; OE ne; ovo~an Aal;apoe;
E~E~ATJTO npoe; TOV nUAwva mhoO clAKW~EVOe; 21 Kai Em8u~wv xopTaa8ilvat
ana TWV mnTovTwv ana Tile; TpanEl;TJe; TOO nAoualOu' aAAa Kai 01 KUV£e;
EPXO~£VOl EnEA£1XOV Ta EAKTJ mhoO. 22 EyEVCTO of: an08av£lv TOV nTwxov
Kai am:vcx8ilvat mhov uno TWV ayyEAwv de; TOV KoAnov ' A~paa~' anE8av£v
of: Kai 0 nAoumOe; Kai ha<\>TJ. 23 Kai Ev T~ <:iou Enapae; TOUe; o<\>8aA~oue;

aUToO, unapxwv EV ~aaaVOle;, op~ ,A~paa~ ana ~aKpo8£v Kai Aal;apov EV
TOle; KOAnOle; aUToO. 24 Kai aUTOe; <\>wv~aae; cln£v' naT£p ,A~paa~, EAETJaOV
~£ Kai nE~\jJov Aal;apov '(va ~a\jJu TO aKpov TOO OaKTuAOu mhoO uoaTOe; Kai
KaTa\jJu~u T~V yAwaaav ~OU, on oouvw~at EV TU <\>Aoyi TauTU. 25 etn£v of:

,A~paa~' TEKVOV, ~v~a8TJn on anEAa~£e; Ta aya8a aou EV TU l;wu aou, Ka!
Aal;apoe; O~OlWe; Ta KaKa' vOv of: WOE napaKaAclTat, au of: oouvoaat. 26 Ka!
EV nom TOUTOle; ~CTa~u ~~wv Ka! u~wv xa~a ~Eya EaT~plKTat, onwe; 01
8EAOVT£e; Ol~ilvat £v8£v npoe; u~oe; ~~ ouvwVTat, ~TJOf: EK£18Ev npoe; ~~oe;

olanEpwmv. 27 £lnEv o{ EpWTW a£ oov, naTEp, '(va nE~\jJUe; aUTov Eie; TOV
olKov TOO naTpOe; ~OU, 28 £xw yap nEvT£ aO£A<\>OUe;, onwe; Ola~apTuPTJTat

aUTole;, '(va ~~ Ka! aUToi n8wmv de; TOV Tonov TOOTOV Tile; ~aaavou. 29
AtY£1 of: ' A~paa~' £xoum MwuaEa Kai TOUe; npoep~Tae;' O:KouaaTwaav aUTwv.
300 of: clnEv' OUx£, naTEp ,A~paa~, aAA' EO:v ne; ana VEKpWV nop£u8u npoe;
mhoue; ~CTavo~aoualV. 31 cln£v of: aUT~' £i MwuaEWe; Kai TWV npoepTJTwV
OUK O:KOUoumv, OUO' EO:v ne; EK VEKpWV avaaTU n£1a8~aOVTal.
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