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Summary of Thesis

In this thesis 1 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 findings 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 of existence.
It is the point where all members of a given community meet:
the departed, the living and those yet to be born,
all the dimensions of time 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 of life,
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 Thesis/Dissertation

'Forced Divorce?' A Synthesis of Parallactic Approaches to the Ethical

Pragmatism of Divorce 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 'divorce' 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 finds instances where

divorce was mandated for reasons of cultural 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 of Jesus 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 of a 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 : Prof HAJ Kruger of the School of Religion and Culture - UDW

Co-Supervisor : Dr SK Moran of English Literacy and Cultural Studies - UDW

The main 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 1 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 pursuing 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 of our literature, as long as we limit our
research to questions of meaning and refuse to engage with questions of value, it will
become increasingly harder for us to justify the place of Biblical studies within the human

sciences."’

The following Biblical Texts will be analyzed in my research:



1. Ezra9-10

2. Nehemiah 13

3. Matthew 19:1-12
4. Mark 10: 1-16

5. Luke 16:18

3.2 Rationale for this Research

An empbhasis 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 of women etc.

The family is portrayed as the basic unit of society, and order within the family is the
guarantor of social and political order.* 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 Yunes®

In August 1996, the Egyptian Court of Cassation, the highest court in the land, gave the final
ruling on the internationally monitored case of academic Nasr Abu Zaid. The court forcefully

dissolved the marriage of Nasr Abu Zaid and his wife, Ebtehal Yunes, although they wanted
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to be married. He was accused of being an apostate.” 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 Israclite Nation.

3.4.2 Case Study of the Agunah Dilemma’

According to Jewish law, a husband must consent to give his wife a bill of divorce (‘ger’). 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 halachic® 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?

Sectien 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 Testament/New
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 of divorce?
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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 aﬁd 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 modern society. Childs noted that ‘by the
nineteenth century the traditional forms of the Old Testament discipline had been radically
reshaped by the newer methodologies.”” 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.



12
110

5.1 Methodology: Rhetorical Criticism — A New Mode

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).'!

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. 2
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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 of the audience. In addition the concerns raised by the impact a historical context (gf
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."

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
‘thetor’ 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.'

According to Hester, ‘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 of an audience upon discourse and its reception and interpretation’. '°

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.'® 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. 7 I
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 of Ezra 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 genuine 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.'®

‘The study of canonical shape of the literature is an attempt to do justice 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 of Israel’s sacred Scripture’. '’
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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 of one 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 Literature™, 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. %!
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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 thé 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).

S.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 Perelman, the intention
of the researcher is to try to view separately the argumentative strategy itself. > Here we
need to take into consideration the following elements: dissociative, cjuasi-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 any one
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 of perceived 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 of argumentative discourse.”

S.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.?*

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 distinctilon between the story, the text, and t_he
narration. *> 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. ?® 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 in

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

With consideration of the definition of characters on story level, Rimmon-Kenan makes a
distinction between ‘flat’ and ‘round’ characters.’’ ‘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, Rimmon-Kenan makes a distinction between the categories

of time, characterization and focalization.™®
(1) Time

Time concerns the textual arrangement of the event component of the story in the text.” 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.*® According to Genette, these
‘discordances’ can be studied through comparing the order, duration and frequency of events

in the text.’!

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 level§. 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.*

(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’.>
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There are two basic character types. The first type is presented in the text through ‘direct

definition’ 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.**

‘Indirect presentation’ takes place through the character’s action, speech, external appearance
and habitual environment in which the character finds 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.’> 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.*
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’.*’

Uspensky identifies three facets of focalization®® :



22

#. Perceptual Facet ...

#. Psychological Facet

#. Ideological Facet

Figure 1 : Focalization and its three facets

(3a) The Perceptual Facet

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.>’

(3¢) The Ideological Perspective

I will begin with a definition of ‘ideology’ advanced by Francois Chatelet:
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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 suéh a production, an action by which this

. : : . . . .40
particular conception is being presented as a universal conception’.

This facet comprises the norms of the texts, which consist of a general system of viewing the
world conceptually.*' However, this is only a small portion of the larger concept of ideology
that is currently being studied and expounded by modern 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 of the 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.” 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. # 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. **  Smit stated that in a narrative, it is primarily the
domain of the concept (e.g. divorce) which comes under scrutiny. ** 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 find the operation of the intentional consciousness

(ideology of the implied author/narrator).



25
(c) Narrative as Narration

Narration is simply the analytic category in narratiye 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.*® 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.*’

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 of persuasion’.

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

though these elements of narration can be studied in terms of narrative 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 of the symbolic world.

The speech representations of Ezra/ Nehemiah/Mathew/Mark/Luke 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

views.*

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.** 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’ T 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 Israclites. 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.

Thereafier, 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 éonclusion in which I will summarize each chapter and provide a personal reflection

on the research.
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% The Arabic equivalent for apostasy is 'riddah’ or 'irtidad’ from the root 'radd'. Which among
other connotations has the meaning 'to retreat', 'to retire', 'to withdraw from', or 'fall back
from'. In the context of Muslim 'figh' (Jurisprudence), it is equated with renunciation or
abandonment of Islam by one who professes the Islamic faith and may be committed with
reference to belief, word or deed or even by failure to observe certain obligatory practices.
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2001, p.18.

¥ Definition of halachic: Hebrew Halakah (pl. Halakoth) literally translated as that which

one walks by. It refers to a legal decision regarding a matter or case for which there is no
direct enactment in the Mosaic Law. It is therefore deduced by analogy from this Law or
from the Scriptures, and included as a binding precept in the Mishna. Hence Halachic

(adjective) refers to pertaining to or relating to the Halachah. Simpson JA, Weiner ESC,

‘The Oxford English Dictionary’, (2nd Edition), Vol. VI, Clarendon Press, Oxford, 1989,

p.1025.

° Childs BS, ‘Introduction to Old Testament as Scripture’, SCM Press Ltd, London 1979,

p.45.

' This is a New Model that has been proposed by Prof. James Hester from the University of

Redlands. I have customized this New Model by adding a few elements of narrative analysis

to the theoretical approach.
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Chapter Two

THE SOCIAL CONTEXT OF
ANCIENT ISRAEL

“The story of Biblical Israel goes all the way back to the creation of the 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)



37

2.0 Introduction

A predominant emerging question in the field of modern 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 ie. plot,
characterization, point of view, stock-scenes, types and so-on.”’ 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.”

Undoubtedly an important eiement in the exegesis of the Bib]icai 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 of Divorce’, ‘The Role of Women 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 .
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Figure 2: The interior of the house of a well-to-do Canaanite family

. . 2
of the Hyksos period — Reconstructed from contemporary tomb remains at Jericho.”

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.” A trace of
this type of family 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 ‘fratriarchate’ system

in the early times.>*

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.”” 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,
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‘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.””®
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 Samuel 13:13,
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*And 1 (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’.’ ” The Hebrew
word to describe this structure is béth’ab literally translated as ‘the house of one’s
father’>® 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.”

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.”” The family consisted of those who were united by common
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blood and a common-dwelling place. ©* According to Nehemiah 7:4, the family” is a

‘house ' — béth, 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 18:11.
Alternatively several mishpahoth 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 ‘fo buy back’, ‘to redeem’, ‘to

claim to’, but fundamentally its meaning is ‘to protect’.”

This custom can be seen in the story of Ruth ie. ‘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 of one who shed it, or failing him, by the blood of one of his family.**

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
gffected family customs.®” 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 of the 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

. . 66
was still a general 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 of Babylon (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 of the slave-girl, shall not be sent away.’ *’

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). Nabhor
(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.”®® 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.*” 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 esirfu 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.”

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 of the period). Also, the wisdom

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

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 of which 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’ ie. ‘A Purchase-Theory’.”” 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.”* 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 foreskins of the Philistines — the task in exchange for the hand
of his 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 of a ‘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
moharf 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.”
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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, Abraham 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,
Samson married a Philistine woman of Timnah, 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’® 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

77
erebu.

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.” 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 29:151%.).

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

s79

and kin, the custom was a relic of tribal life.”” 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 women®’, Joseph married an Egyptian®', Moses
married a Midianite®, Naomi’s two daughter-in laws were Moabites®’, David had a
Calebite and an Aramaean among his wives®’. Israelite women were also married to

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

Tyrian®.

These mixed marriages first started with Kings for political reasons.®” 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 ‘ainted 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).*

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.”” 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 of one’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

of Israel’.”

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
fJudicial consequences’.”’ 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 sce



48
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 oA

According to de Vaux, ‘in Israel and Mesopotamia, marriage was a purely civil
contract’.” 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 of Ezekiel 16:8, where the Covenant of Sinai becomes the

contract of marriage between Yahweh and Israel.

It was custom among the Jews that a contract of marriage had to be signed.” In
Tobias 7:13, a written contract of marriage is mentioned. According to the Code of
Hammurabi °, 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.”*°

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.”’
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

if be had ‘found some unseemly thing in her:
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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 of Rabbi Shammai acknowledged only adultery and misconduct for
the grounds of divorce.” 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.”

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’.'” In Assyria the formula for a
divorce was :’I repudiate her’ or ‘ You are no more my wife . 2l 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 |
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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, if a 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.'"
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.'® 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. (1 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.'” If the Gospel made reference to a woman

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

Mark 10:12
kai Zav adTh GnoAdoaca Tov &vdpa adTfig yourioy &AAov porxaTa.

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

According to the Code of Hammurabi, 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 of Divorce'”’

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.'®®

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 of divorce’.'”

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.' "’

There were two sides of this ancient Madonna, each highly 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 of Judaism into a dualistic moral system.'""

As we have seen before in the situation of marriage, the husband is the ba'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.'"*> According

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

(Deuteronomy 24:14).
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Exod 21:7

Exod 21:7 And if a 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 of her first child. This respect was even greater if the child was a
boy..113 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, S

where the object of the ma ‘al
'is invarizibly 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. Maal is used in the priestly texts

for idolatry extended to straying after other gods.'"

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 of the floor of the 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.""®

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

1" In Egypt it was custom that the

occupied in the other countries surrounding Israe
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.'"®

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.'"”

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.'*

2.6 Conclusion

Gottwald defined the society depicted in the Bible as a real historical society.'”’ 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.'”> The Biblical writings are one of the results of this 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
womeﬁ 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 of vital 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’.'” Similarly Clines 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 modern liberal thoughts.'**
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Chapter Three

A BACKGROUND TO THE BOOKS
EZRA & NEHEMIAH

“The Books of Ezra and Nehemiah have received considerable attention:
partly because their presentation is more attractive,
but more importantly because they illuminate a period of history
about which very little is known.’

Coggins RJ (1976:VI)
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3.0 Introduction

Forced divorce? ‘You are opening 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 of the 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.'?

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.'”® In terms of literary
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problems, the relation between the editorial work of the final author and the sources,

which he used are not at all clear. The historical problems aésociated with the writings of
Ezra and Nehemiah has caused many scholars to regard the present canonical shape of
these books as ‘confused Vand distorted’.'”” Due to these historical and literary problgrns
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 defined in the Books of Ezra 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 resporise was to establish a commission,

which led to the divorce of these 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 final 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.

(f) 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.'*®

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 first 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

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

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.'*

3.1.1.3 Critical Responses to these Problems

In response to the above literary and historical problems, modern 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. '3

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.** 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.!** Noth’s

rationale for the disorder of subsequent events was due to theological reasons and the

. s T s 134
account of the first person reveals an inconsistent imitation of Nehemiah.

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

earlier tradition underlying the account.'*’

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 of Ezra as being the work of an admirer,

who years later wrote up an idealized version of the events for purposes of edification.'*®

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.’” Kellerman however, criticized
Mowinckel’s theory of self-aggrandizement substituting it with the psalmic genre of ‘a

prayer of an accused person’, which had first been described by Hans Schmidt.'*

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."** 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

a .o 140
worked it into a larger composition.

3.1.1.4 An Evaluation of these Critical Responses

In researching the authorship of Ezra 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

1

factors left a clear mark on the Hebrew language.'*! A great deal of what Torrey

attributed to the hand of the Chronicler seems to be a general pattern (i.e. literature

tradition) of the time.

In considering the edict of the Artaxerxes and the subsequent narratives, there are a

number of points 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 1
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 Iddo,
[and] his brethren the Nethinim, at the place Casiphia, that they should bring unto us

ministers for the house of our 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 of 8:35-36, 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.’*? 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.'*® 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. '**
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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

(¢) Nehemiah 7:1-5 : Defense of the City and a move to re-populate Jerusalem

(d) Nehemiah 12:31-43 : Dedication of the wall

(¢) 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 i

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

1s the same as the list in Ezra 2. Williamson noted that the majority of the scholars doubt

whethef Nehemiah would have included it in his account.'*
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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."” 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 of his activities relating to Jerusalem.'*® However, with this deduction we note

that there are also curious features of some other external source.

3.1.2 Dating Ezra/Nehemiah

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’.'* 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 to set a date later
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than 400 BC.'® 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)15 ! 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."”> 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 Nehemiah show a clear mark of
intentionality, which an author or editor established.'> 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 Nehemiah 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 chronological 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 te 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 Stuart (in the field of

Biblical exegesis), which render support to my deduction that the writers of the Bible use
certain terminology and phrases, whicﬁ 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 background,
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 1"D1/A17%_TUR _in the Wisdom Literature (Proverbs)

and the Post-Exilic Judean Community

In defining 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 T WX in Proverbs and the Post-Exilic Judean community.

Bostrém suggested that the 777 was not an ordinary prostitute, but a foreign devotee to

the goddess Ishtar who engaged in cultic prostitution as a fertility rite'>*. Van der Toorn
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offered an alternate scenario that the T was far from being a professional prostitute.

She was instead engaged in an extraordinary act of prostitution for the sake of paying 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 supplylthe
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.' Whatever its
merits, Van der Toorn’s reading together with Bostrom’s theory, cannot be applied to the

larger complex of the iT"21/T7T YR passages.

Taking into consideration that Proverbs can be dated in the Post-Exilic period,'*® 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."”” Washington argued that the warning in

Proverbs 1-9 against unfamiliar women was already a theme for the Post-Exilic sages.'*®

In a more recent study Camp developed the hypothesis that the 7% figure portrays a

‘force defined as a female that will ultimately split the religious cosmos of Judaism and

Christianity into a dualistic moral system’'*”.

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, 721/ NUR was a

representation of the women who did not belong to the 91 (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 of the Judean congregation. '®’

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 of ™)/ WK needs to be investigated.

Under the grouping of 1%, the Wisdom Literature (ie. Proverbs1-9) gathers an

assortment of warnings against unfamiliar 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’'®"  However, the essential

attribute unifying the accounts of the forbidden woman, is her designation as {17121 / 711
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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 71 denotes ‘otherness’ referring to what is
outside the field of recognition or legitimacy.'®® In Exodus 30:9, we find a reference to
Y NP ‘illicit incense’ and in Leviticus 10:1 T WX ‘unlawful fire'. In these texts,
the reference to I is in the cultic context. As a sociological designation IV 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 of the deceased shall not be

married outside (i.e. the family, tribe or clan) to a stranger’ (Deuteronomy 25:5 71

U'RY).

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 7. In the prophetic
literature the term % denotes non-Israelites, often used to denote the enemies of Israel

(e.g. Ezekiel 31:120™2 X*W DN foreigners from the most terrible nations).

A similar range of meanings to those of 77 is found in the adjective *23. In Psalms 69:9
D1 is used to denote ‘strangeness’ to the household. However, as a social designation,

21 denotes foreignness by reason of nationality or ethnicity.'®® The following texts

express this concept:
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In the exilic and post-exilic contexts the words 191/77 are prominent, especially in the

prophetic literature where it designates the foreign opponents of Judah: Jeremiah 5:19 -
PIEY TRRTYTIY P TR 1IN Ay nn AOR YMRN 3 M
D™ 3T2VR 19 0DYIND 21 TV YTV DIN oAy IOND DTN

:027 RY 7N

In the Wisdom Literature (i.e. Proverbs 1-9), the usage of 1Y with i1°70] 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 M2 DU (ie. foreigh women) refers to women outside of the 797 whom

men within the Israelite community had married.

I will now attempt to prove that the original context of Proverbs’ disparagement of the
i1"DY/Y 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
preerﬁinent in the earlier tradition of warnings against i1°72)/7Y, the secondary

interpretation of the f1"21/MY as ethnically foreign came to the fore in support of the

Post-Exilic marriage reforms of Ezra and Nehemiah. '®*

3.2.1.2 The Social-Historical Context of the Post-Exilic Polemic against the Foreign

Women (L.and 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.'®® 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 Biirger-Tempel-Gemeinde (Civic-Temple Community), a religio-political unit fictively
constituted as an agnatic lineage of property-holding men and their families.'®
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 (M2R N"1), i.e. property
was distributed according to the divisions of this lineage. This implied that in the
Biirger-Tempel-Gemeinde participation in the temple cult, land tenure and citizenship

were linked under the leadership of the heads of the paternal estates (MR “WRM).'?’

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 1972 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 g (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 the

oo, 168
covenant community.

The returning 212 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).1° With an endorsement from
the Persian Empire, those who took membership in the re-established Biirger-Tempel-

Gemeinde secured their legal right to land.'”

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."”" 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.'” Undoubtedly, the claim to

land was one of the 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 of Zelophehad 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 guafded ethnic identity among the 71273, to
whom they entrusted regions of the imperial domain.'” According to this thesis, the 71912
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.
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3.2.1.3 DA TWUR as a threat to the Judean Temple Economy

In my opinion, 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.'” The 7911 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 Ezra/Nehemiah as an

Egyptian or Moabite.

The analogy of the 1™2)/M NWUN in the Wisdom literature associated with
Ezra/Nehemiah, 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 1™D)/M7Y WX with reference to its sinking (Proverbs 2:18)
with the possession of land.'”” He builds upon the analogy (Proverbs 2:21), that the
upright, being those who avoid the f1°123/17Y WX will inherit the land, whereas those
who seek the 1)/ U shall be cut off from 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 1"21/7Y 7TUR leads to

the alienation of Judean wealth:
A3 M09 JPNT0N) FITT TR P
Prov 5:8
PTIRY TIIYY I 0IRD AR
9
91 A3 W 02 OV WA
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.'”

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 (U127).

In 1 Chronicles 27:31 the term W17 was used to indicate real estate. Thus we can
understand the reference of 137 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 al the point of utter 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.'”’

3.3 Conclusion

According to Batten’s explanation for the mixed-marriage situation in 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.'”® This conception
stood in agreement with Rudolph’s explication that the ratio was to a disadvantage of
young men seeking marriage. They could not find a ‘full-blood Jewish woman’ in

Palestine.'”’

Ezra defined mixed marriages 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.'®® 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 of a 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 rélevant 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

NEH

EMIAH’S REMEDY FOR

EXOGAMOUS MARRIAGES

‘Beware of a 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, 1 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

181 According to Culler, ‘literary and cultural theory

Nehemiah 13) as narrative genre.
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
soméwhere or in telling ourselves what is happening in the world.’'® Scientific
explanation makes sense of things by placing them under laws i.e. whenever a and b
obtains, ¢ 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
narrators, of narrative techniques.'® The ‘poetics of narrative’ attempts to understand
the components of narrative and analyzes how particular narratives achieve their
effects. Narratives also have the function, as theorists have emphésized, 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.'**

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)

AN ASSEMBLY SUMMONED
(Ezra 10: 6-8)

4

ASSEMBLY HELD AND
ARRANGEMENTS
MADE TO HANDLE THE
PROBLEM
(Ezra 10: 9-15)

4

A THREE MONTH TASK
(Ezra 10: 16-17)

4

EZRA’S PRAYER
(Ezra 9: 6-15)

' A COMPLAINT LAID

LIST OF OFFENDER
(Ezra 9:1-5) >

(Ezra 10: 18-44)

Figure 4: Rhetorical Units & Structure of Ezra 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 10:16-17 A three month task

Ezra 10: 18-44

List of offenders, Priests, Levites and Laymen

Figure 5: Table of Rhetorical Units in Ezra 9:1 —10:44

(a) First Rhetorical Unit: Ezra 9: 1-5 A complaint laid
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(i) The Plaintiff

The plaintiff or the party who brought the matter to the attention of Ezra were the

officials (9:1 D*®iT). According to Brockington, these were leading Jews, heads of

> They were probably those who had returned from exile, as it is

father’s houses.'®
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).

(ii) 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 1"21/77% TWUR 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

T™ID/1Y UK 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 ")/ MUR 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 of the Judean congregation. '8 As within

the patrilineal land tenure system women ie. T D)TY TTUR 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."®” 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 7?13, to whom they entrusted

regions of the imperial domain (see p. 87 of Chapter 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 92 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 WP -‘holy’, which according to Brockington is a reference to

Deuteronomy 7:6.'%8

iii) 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 D)0V 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 7972 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.'®® 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 of a prayer.

(i) Ezra states the case and pleads guilty of disobedience to the commandment of

Yahweh (9:6-10)
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The change of person from first singular in 6a to first plural in 65 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.'”® 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 1099 'remnant’. The Hebrew word .‘ID"_?E) used in this text

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 of the 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’ DipR3 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.""
The implication is that restoration had proceeded so far that the people, the 92 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 71972 (see

Chapter 3 pp. 87-90).
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(ii) Acknowledges the Commandment (9:11-12)
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Following the plea of guilt is the acknowledgement of the commandment given by the
prophets. Batten traces this commandment back to the book of Deuteronomy:

‘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 daugh_ters 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.’!?

The word ‘abominations’ occurs in Deuteronomy 13 indicating practices of aliens/
foreigners, which are forbidden to Israel. ‘The goovd 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 of a 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 ie. ‘foreigners’, is

characteristic of the Chronicler.

The citation is made up of Deuteronomic 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

3

literally.'”® 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*2)/i1 0
TUR, the abominations, which have made the land unclean will adhere to Israel (the
remnant).'” The land will fall into the hands of foreign women i1*72)/17Y UK and

offspring born of such abominations.

(iii) A plea for mercy (9:13-15)
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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'®> 123/
YR, 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.'*®

According to Batten, this prayer was evidently intended to produce an effect upon the
audience rather than upon God.'”’ 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 of the guilty and to impel them to abandon the course of life,

which seemed so evil and thus raises the question of the forced divorce strategy.

The rhetorical unit concluded with a direct appeal to God, and the use once again of

the theme of a remnant.

(¢) Third Rhetorical Unit: Ezra 10:1-5 Covenant and oath to divorce foreisn

wives

The material relating to the forced divorce i.e. 'putting away' of the T™I9U7 9% TwR

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) Shechaniah proposes forced divorce as 2 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 9™ 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.'”® Shechaniah admits that Israel has done wrong and
proposes that the offenders shall be put under oath to divorce their foreign wives

YD1/ TUR and the children born from them.

TIR XY 0IORT N3 1% YoM D3 NTMID R 7MY Y9InD)
© :MDOITMAT QY 1337 DTN DU DUR TREIY iR e
Ezra 10:1 (BHS)

Worn UMN R MY? W @) ohW mEn YenTi My
PRI MUY NAYY PINT BYD NPHI 003 36 bR
NT-DY

2

]

IR N3Y2 oM TR DR RxinY wmbRb mmtno nam

MY 770 U"H'?st mxna o 1Im

3

D TOYY PN TRV NN W D op



114
Mo 1272 Ny SR Y1 010 oD IR YIYN RMY 0PN

23PN

4-5

In this third rhetorical unit we note that the zeal for establishing the true community is
not confined to Ezra and the priestly ranks only. Shechaniah, apparently a layman
acknowledges guilt on behalf of the community and its willingness to take appropriate

9

action.'”  According to Brockington, Shechaniah seems to be acting as a clear-

minded spokesman of those who were zealous for the purity of race.z(’? The

appropriate action according to 10:3 is Yo put away all these wives and children’ Bl
T99M D99 R°3iNY. The phrase R0, 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)%°!.

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

202

Ezra. 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.

(ii) Ezra sanctions the proposal

While the law forbade mixed marriages, it did not, unless by inference provide for

03

their dissolution.””® Was divorce forced? The plan according té Brockington, was



115
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

(10:4-5).2%

(iii) 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.*® 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

of confiscation of land and excommunication.

(d) Fourth Rhetorical Unit: Ezra 10:6-8 An assembly summoned
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(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 lodgixlg place. His
abstinence from food and water signifies fasting, which enters largely into the

religious life of the people of this period.?®®

(ii) The consequences of the failure to attending the assembly

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.

"..e.....according to the commands of the leader;v and elders' (10:8). Ezra himself
was much in the background. He was impelling the rulers to act.?’’ 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 ™21/

TUR .

The authority for the edict, which undertook to punish heavily those who disobeyed it,
was not that of Ezra, but of the oligarchy, 'the elders and the leaders' (10:8). 28 In the
whole passage, the emphasis is upon the single expression, ‘the matter is upon you'
There is no hint of any authority vested in Ezra. However, he does administer the oath

that binds the leaders to execute the plan of Shechaniah.

(e) Fifth Rhetorical Unit: Ezra 10:9-15 Assembly held and arrangements made

to handle the problem
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(i) The Attendance at the Assembly

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.””” The congregation

gathered in the plaza, an open space before the water gate (Nehemiah 3:26, 8:1), a



119
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

the congregation.”'’

(ii) 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
M)A UK. 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 of national sin.

(iii) 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 of amendment.?'!

There is a double demand of action required:
(a) separate yourselves from the nations of the land, and

(b) separate yourselves from the foreign women 1" 2)/4191 TUR
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These actions are in 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 assémbly, were ready to meet the demands
(i.e. compelling a divorce of the ")/ UNR). 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: /et
now our leaders stand for the whole assembly, and let all who are in our cities that
have married foreign women come at appointed times, and with the elders of each city

and its judges...." 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)

(¢) 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 '

In verse 16 we find a fragment and a discovery of opposition to the divorce. There
were four men namely:

(a) Jonathan the son of Asahel,

(b) Josiah the son of Tikvah,

(¢) Meshullam, and

(d) Shabbethai the Levite.

According to Batten, these four men stood in opposition to the plan of action.*’’> 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.?'*

() Sixth Rhetorical Unit: Ezra 1G:16-17 A Three month task

2% NIaNT UKD DU 0T R 9720 nPian R Py
370 WIT? Topn WIn R oi"2 2w nimwa 0921 opaw

Ezra 10:16 (BHS)

D 7RI GNP MR DI TV N0 0w 120D owm Yo oM

17



122
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 *° ‘4nd
Ezra the Priest, men who were heads of houses, 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.>!® 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 th? 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 of ten days.?!”

This rhetorical unit ends with a list of names of the offenders being established by the

first day of the first month.

(2) Seventh Rhetorical Unit: Ezra 10: 18-44 Lists of offenders: Priests, Levites

and Laymen
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The final 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 of which 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.”’® There is probably no need to
press this point and think that the 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.?'

The sons of the priests who had married foreien women

1. The sons of Jeshua the Maaseiah
son of Jozadak and his Eliezer

brethren Jarib
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Gedaliah

2. The sons of Immer Hanani

Zebadiah

3. The sons of Harim Maaseiah
Elijah
Shemaiah
Jehiel

Uzziah

4. The sons of Pashhur Elioenai, Jozabad
Maaseiah, Elasah

Ishmael, Nethaniel

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 foreich women

The sons of Parosh: Ramiah, 1zziah, 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 of Pahathmoab: 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 Unit/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 of the background/context of the reading.

(a) Modalities

Modalities”® 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.”*

In the greater rhetorical unit of the mixed marriage crisis in the texts of Ezra, I find

two major modals among the major argumentative units: Cognitional and volitional

modes.

(i) Cognitional Modal

1223

In the cognitional™ 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 mg*ba (9:8) of Israel, they are

the holy WP (9:2) seed/race and they are the true community ;1212 (9:1) that has
returned from exile to re-establish itself. The author shares a history with the
audience of the suffefings 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).

(ii) Volitional Modal

Within the volitional”** 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 of context.
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Judgement Exhortation ’__SaA_l_lction

Confession Authoritative command Shame

Counter action Disagreement

Agreéniént

Figure 6 : Volitional Modal of Ezra 9-10

In the first rhetorical unit we see an indirect confession being made to Ezra in the

form of a complaint about the prohibited relationships to foreign women (9:1).

In the second rhetorical unit of Ezra's prayer, we find 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.?*’

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 of judgement (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.

(b) Deixis

Deixis orients the content of a 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 of the performance’.??
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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 'I' (Ezra) are set in

distinction from 'they’.

In the second rhetorical unit (9:6-15), in the prayer of Ezra, Ezra starts with a personal
reference "I’ (9:6). He stands before God for the iniquities of his 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 community??’. The words 7’ ,

‘'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 of Israel and ....'
(9:1), 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 1913, 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 of Eliashin 10:6
With whom Ezra temporary lodged

Jonathan son of Asahel 10:15
Jahzeiah son of Tikvah

Meshulam

Shabbethai

Opposition to the method employed by Ezra and
the commission

A list of offenders (see pp. 123) 10:18-44
(b) Social Groups
Laymen : The people of Israel %1
Priests 9:1
Levites 9:1
Officials 9:2

. Chiefmen 9:2
Judges 10:14
Tribes: Judah and Benjamin 10:9
Kings of Persia 9:9
(c) Types
People of the land: foreign women 9:1
Holy race 02
Returned exiles 9:4
Remnant 9:8
Bondmen 9:9
Heads of fathers houses: social leaders 10:16
(d) Places :
Persia 9:9

Judea 9:9
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Jerusalem 9:9

Plaza: The assembly place — an open square 10:9

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 Deixis

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.”*

(a) Author, mix marriages and the polemic against the foreign women

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 of the 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 if for 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. ??° 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 1912. 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 {193 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.”*°

(b) 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.”*!
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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 very 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, Joud 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.?*? 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, Jebusites, 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 protecfion 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 of the fathers' (9:7) to 'this day' (9:7). Set against cultural codes of what
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 912
with the mixed marriage crisis, God's mercy and blessings of security, land and grace

of being the remnant.

He then sets a background of the disobedience of the 1913, by transgressing against

the law and intermarrying with the foreign women, to God's consummation of them,
His wrath and leaving no remI;ant and escape (9:14). The author argues for the future
existence of the 71912, as distinct from the pasf 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 of Israel 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.”’

(b) Secondly, the social meaning of this action in the context of the post-exilic
community and its attempt to preserve its purity and/or maintain its economic

holdings without threat of foreigners inheriﬁng land.***

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 of the 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.



Response to Ezra's Prayer

Complaint laid | N Ezra's prayer | N

Mixed marriage Crisis Assembly summoned

!

List of offenders < A three month task < 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 of an accused (rhetorical unit 2).

(i) Dissociative



138
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 define 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 define 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.

(ii) 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, for which no one can boast or think of them as being the remnant

unless they take some form of action 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 (10:1).

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 establishing 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 final 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 of his 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 finds himself and the
audience finally in the position to address the issue at hand: ie. the social
transformation of the community to reestablish itself as the true {192 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.”>> 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 far, 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.?*® In order for us to account adequately
for the nature of the discourse of the 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 analyéis of the narrative will be performed using Rimmon-

Kenan’s distinction between (a) Story (b) Text and (c) Narration.’
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(a) Narrative as Story (i) Events (ii) Characters
(b) Narrative as Text (i) Time (ii) Characterization I (iii) Focalization
(c) Narrative as Narration (i) Mimetic (ii) Diegetic

Figure 8: Rimmon-Kenan’s Modal of Narrative Analysis

(a) Narrative Theory as Story

In considering narrative theory as story Rimmon-Kenan makes a distinction between

238
events 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 of offenders (10:18-44).

(ii) Characters in the Story
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With consideration of the definition of characters on story level, Rimmon-Kenan

makes a distinction 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:

Flat/Round

Ezra ; Priest and Scribe

Round

Foreign wives:
Canaanites, Hittites, Perizzites,
Moabites, Egyptians, Amorites

Jebusites,

Ammonites,

Round

Shechaniah son of Jehiel:
Laymen and spokesman of the offenders,
Proposer of action: forced divorce

Round

Jehohanan son of Eliashin
With whom Ezra temporary lodged

Flat

Jonathan son of Asahel

Jahzeiah son of Tikvah

Meshulam

Shabbethai

Opposition to the method employed by Ezra and
the commission

Flat

A list of offenders (see pp. 123)

Flat

The Accused:
Laymen : The people of Israel
Priests

Levites
Chiefmen

Round

The Plaintiff:
Officials

Round

Judges

Flat

Tribes: Judah and Benjamin

Round

Kings of Persia

Flat

(b) Narrative Theory as Text

In accounting for narrative theory as text, Rimmon-Kenan makes a distinction

between (i) time (ii) characterization and (iii) focalization.2*°
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1) 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 and frequency of events in the text. **!

(ia) 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.

(ib) 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: 16" of the 9" month

According to Batten, the narrative begins procegding, the references to the depositing
of the treasure in the temple, the sacrifices and the delivery of the edict (9:1).2** The
complaint is brought to the attention of Ezra. An entire day passes with Ezra
mourning the disparagement of the o, 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.***

Days: 2 —4 : 17" — 18" — 19" of the 9" 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: 20" of the 9" 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.”** Batten suggested

that it was Chislev, the early part of December.>*

Day 14th : 1* day of the 10™ month
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According to Batten, ten days lapsed before Ezra finalized his tribunal council i.e. ‘the
heads of the father’s house’. Thus, on the first day of the tenth month they sat down to

investigate the matter.

Day ? : 1% day of the 1* 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.

(ic) 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 find 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.”*® 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 finds himself.

In the following character analysis, I focus on the three major character groups i.e.

Ezra, the offenders and the foreign women.

(iia) Characterization of Ezra

In this narrative analysis, we see Ezra as a zealous sustainer for the purity of Israel.
We can understand the perceptions of Ezra since he is a Priest of Yahweh. 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 of Israel.

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 ' 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 /0:1 ' 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. **’ Ezra's orientation reflects the priestly

writer's obsession with 'separations' between the pure and the impure. 2**

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.

(iib) 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
Iransgressors against the law. Their actions in 10:1 'people wept Dbitterly', 10:9

‘trembling’ and 10:13 ' greatly transgressed' signify the acknowlédgement of their

current attributions.
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Through an indirect analysis of the texts, we note in 9:4 'trembled at the words of the

God of Israel' the trembling illuminates their guilt and fear.

(iic) 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 of the 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.”*
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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 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

CONSCIOUSneEss.

Rimmon-Kenan noted in her analysis of focalization that narratives are not only
- focalized by someone but also on someone or something.””' 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 of offenders
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(iiia) 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.

(iiib) 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 of the narrator in the Biblical

narrative.

The emotive component comprises the emotions of the internal focalizers. In
Rhetorical unit 1, we note the emotions of Ezra 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



153
gathered around him. This emotion of guilt is carried over to the assembly in

thetorical unit 6, where the congregation was trembling partly due to their guilt.

(iiic) The Ideological Facet

The ideological facet of focalization comprises the norms of the text, which consist of
a general system of viewing the world conceptually. Ideology as defined in chapter 1
(pp.23), is a cultural formation or cultural production that expresses the point of view
of a social class or caste.?”* 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

(¢) Narrative Theory as Narration




154

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,” I accept her formulation of the notions of the narrator and the
narrattee 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
defined as 'the agent, which at the very least narrates or engages in some activity
serving the needs of the narration'.”>* 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 of offenders 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).



155

(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
explained by the narrator's commentary. As such, it provides lines of direction and

indirection to the reader or listener.

(ed) The narrator's cognition of objects énd characters comprise 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
narratee. 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.

(cf) 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.>”

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.””’ 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.”®

What we are clearly dealing with in Nehemiah, is the attempt to intermarry the
leadership of the 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 financial
ties, for the sake of a principle'.”® 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 conséquences in Israel's past.’®® 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 Unit/s

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 >

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 (1a), the oath and covenant to stop the practices

and rhetorical unit (1b), the banishment of Sanballat's son-in law.

4.2.1.1 Rhetorical Unit 1:Mixed Marriage Crisis (Nehemiah 13:23-31)

In a composition of the larger thetorical 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 of Sanballat, a grandson
of Eliashib, was banished from Jerus. The rhetorical unit closes with general

statements about temple ritual.
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(1a)
Oath & Covenant to stop the practices
> Nehemiah 13:23-27
1) (1aa) Language Disparagement
Mixed Marriage Crisis (Nehemiah 13:23-24)
Nehemiah 13:23-31
(1ab) Nehemiah's Reaction & Covenant
(Nehemiah 13:25)
(1ac) An Allusion to Solomon
(Nehemiah 13:26-27)
(1b)

Banishment of Sanballat's Son-in-law
Nehemiah 13:28-31

Figure 9:Rhetorical Unit/s & Structure of Nehemiah 13:23-31

4.2.1.2 Rhetorical Unit 1a: Covenant and Oath not to continue the practices

(Nehemiah 13:23 -27)

(1aa) Language Disparagement (Nehemiah 13: 23-24)
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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 of the Chronicler.?%

Figure 10: Madonna-like, a young mother of Jerusalem poses with her child?®

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. ¢

In consideration of Batten’s analysis, these foreign relationships produced a

corruption of speech ie. a patois — half-foreign and half Jewish.”®® According to
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Batten’s analysis, the children spoke the language of their mothers.”®® 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

from 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 modern 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 of national identity.)*®®

(1ab) Nehemiah's Reaction & Covenant (Nehemiah 13:25)

The violence of the punishment shows how greatly Nehemiah was incensed: ‘7 cursed
them and I smote certain of them....and I 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.
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The pulling out of hair according to Isaiah 50:6 would indicate that this was a regular

269

form of punishment.”” 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.””®  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 pufity 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 of these 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

9122

(1ac) An Allusion to Solomon (Nehemiah 13:26-27)
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The example of Soiomon 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 of Israel and Judah.
In the rhetorical unit, Solomon is qﬁoted with political implications leading to the
presentation of the argument in the following rhetorical unit. His relationships with

' The placement of this allusion to

foreign wives resulted in him going astray.”’
Solomon seems to be added into the rhetorical argument to substantiate the political

alliances of mixed marriages in Nehemiah's banishment of Sanballat's son-in law.?"

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.?”

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 marry foreign wives 274

4.2.1.3 Rhetorical Unit 1b: Banishment of Sanballat’s son-in-law

(Nehemiah 13:28 —31)
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We find in this rhetorical unit, a specific instance of a foreign alliance, which
naturally aroused the governor. One of the sons of Joiada, the son of Eliashib the high
priest, was a son-in-law of Sanballat the Horonite (13:28). The teﬁsion 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.>”

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, f1273.

In the texts of Nehemiah (2:10, 3:33, 4:1, 6:1), Sanballat was one of the most
troublesome of Nehemiah'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 of Nehemiah.?”®

The phrase 'I chased him from 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-law.?’””  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.?”®

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 Unit/s

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 of Nehemiah’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 find that the Chronicler uses the similar

modals 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 of Judah’ 13:23

(b) Known traditions of the covenant: The oath taken to stop the practices of these
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 of Israel sin on such account’ (13:26).

Here we find a reference to the history of the political leadership of Israel. 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 everything foreign, and I established the duties of the 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 (cf 2:10).

(ii) Volitional Modal

Within the volitional modal we see a directed discussion from Nehemiah within an
atmosphere of condemnation. We find 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 find 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:

(1) 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.

(a)_Rhetorical Unit 1a: In 13:23, Nehemiah begins the rhetorical unit with 7’
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).

(b) Rhetorical Unit 1b: Although rhetorical unit 1b 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...... ... ’

According to Batten there was only one priestly offender mentioned, however,
Nehemiah was not entirely concerned about the purity of the priesthood.?” Jehoiada’s
son was not a grave offender because he was a priest, but because he had married
Sanballat’s daughter, the implications were political. *2R2 has another sense, which
appears in the LXX Septuagint version, Nehemiah may have said: ‘because they have
sought kinship with the priesthood... ... ?%0" The imprecation would then be against the

house of Sanballat and with possible recollection of Tobiah (13:4ff).
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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 -‘Grear 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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(iii) Spatial Deixis

In spatial deixis we consider the geographical locations 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 of Israel (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 912 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 ;1972.%%!

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 Real Politiek

Quasi-logical Argument

(a) Rhetorical Assumed Reality

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 mixed 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 (10:30). The author
then uses this assumed reality to substantiate his actions in 13:25 (i.e. the compelling

of an 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 of Israel, 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 first argument and introduces the political implications to follow in

his next argument.

(c) Realpolitik

In the latter rhetorical unit concerning the banishment of a priest, we find 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 of Nehemiah's
political adversaries. In retrospect according to Batten, Nehemiah was not interested
in the purity of the priesthood.”® 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 of Israel (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 (1a), 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 defiled (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' (13:31).

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 threé 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 final 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).

(ii) Characters in the Story

In this analysis we make a distinction between flat and round characters (see pp. 141).

Characters Flat/Round
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

(b) 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 and frequency of events.

(ia) 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 find a flashback (analeptic reflection) to the Monarchy of Solomon, this is
with reference to 1 Kings 11. In the following verse 13:27, we find 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 find that the textual level is longer than the stbry 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-term

assessment.

(ic) Frequency of events: In Nehemiah 13:23-31, we find 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 Chronicler/Editor.

(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

find a contrast to the leaderships skills of Ezra. 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 of Israel 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 'grear 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 of the 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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in the represented world of the story as a focalizer character ie. center of

consciousness.

Narratives are not only focalized by someone but also on someone or something.?** 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 1(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 find
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.



179
The emotive component comprises the emotions of the internal focalizer. In

Rhetorical unit 1(a), we note the emotions of Nehemiah i.e. anger, remorse, shame

and frustration (13:23-24).

(iiic) 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 of narration, the
narrator’s cognition of objects and characters and the narrator's ideological norms

and values and the nature of speech 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 comprise 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 of Israel 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 of Ezra 9-10 & Nehemiah 13

Perspectives on Ezra 9-10 & Nehemiah 13 from Modern 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.?**

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.”*> Therefore examining modern 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 of post-exilic Judah.

Both communities are the products of resurgence, of immigration in response t0 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.?*¢

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, immigration to Israel followed. New opportunities
stimulated Jews from Christian Europe to return to Israel in large numbers. As a

result of new arrivals, tension developed in the land between Jews and non-Jews.

In this new mixture of population, three different intermarriage patterns were
discovered.”®” 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 Israel.?*®

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

. . . ., 289
Persian rule, several interesting parallels exist.

Gottwald suggests the parallel, when he refers to Isragl as in the Persian era as
‘Colonial Israel’**° Like post-exilic Judah, the modern 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

. . q i . 91
required Imperial intervention.’

In this historical reconstruction, we limit the research to tracing the relation between
what sociological studies call ‘secularist’ and 'orthodox Jews'. %% Orthodoxy in Israel
first 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.?”* 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.***The greatest
among them refused official polsition 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

to designate these 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. *® 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 definition 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 definition in 1970, and ironically to intensification of

the problems. According to Segre, the government was confronted with two

- problems.?”’

(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 definition of the Jew with reference to the competence of

the religious courts in matters of marriage 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.””® 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 many 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.*

Although for the purpose of comparison, we have greatly simplified the complexities
of the modern situation, three aspects of that situation are significant for our present

situation.
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(a) Firstly, the evolving definition 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;

(¢) 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 definition 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 tenéion. 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 divorce, Batten has pointed out the evil.

consequences of mixed marriages, in that they tended to threaten the imperfectly

301

established solidarity of the community and the development of the religious life.
As a result Ezra compelling a divorce and Nehemiah exacting an oath should be
analyzed as a eudémonistic 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. *%

A large number of unmarried men may have come back from the exile, and the
provision of wives for them may have been a serioué problem. In spite of the classic
story of Solomon’s downfall (Nehemiah 13:26), the position of a 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.*”

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
find that divorce was a socially acceptable institution. However, we find 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

Jjeopardizing the hearing of the Biblical message r 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 of a serpent upon a rock; The way of a ship in
the midst of the sea; And the way of a 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) fof 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.’®” 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: [Tag 6 GmoAbwv Tv yuvaika
adTod kol yopdv ETépav poixedel, kol & GmoAsAupéviv Gmod avopog yapdv
potlxevel, 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

306

embody. 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.’”’

In order to understand the dialogue between Jeéus 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 of the Gospels and an analysis of the literary context of the

Gospels.

DISCOURSE BETWEEN JESUS AND THE PHARISEES

N>

LITERARY CONTEXT

SOCIAL CONTEXT OF THE DISCOURSE

Figure 11: A 3 Dimensional model of the divorce discourse in the Synoptic Gospels

S.1 Insights of the New Testament World from a Cultural Anthropological

Perspective (Matthew/Mark/Luke)

The beginnings of Judaism 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 (cf 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.*”® Such behavior according to
Malina, on the part of both the families occupying the land and the returnees was a
mutual conciliatory gesture.”” 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'.
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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 of Ezra and Nehemiah we find that Ezra
compelled a divorce and Nehemiah compelled an oath. This staﬁds in contrast to the

analysis of Malina, who stated that Ezra and Nehemiah compelled a divorce).’'
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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).3"

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 'fradition’ 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.’'?

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.’"?

The general principle is that everything is
forbidden unless it fits within the designated social spaces. Legislation specified the

designated social spaces. Early Israclite 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).3"* 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 (¢f Ezra 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.*"
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).*'® 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 fo cut her off

Jrom 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.?!” 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 espgcially 42:9-11). Hence, the cultural imperative to
marry them off as soon as possible, which means shortly after the onset of
menstruation.®'® 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 t_he 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 bastards™”’

, 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 of Jerusalem a ‘brood of 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.>?° 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 1213, 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 find that they are in most respect continuations of

the defensive strategy of Judaism.
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5.2 A Literary Context of the Gospels: Matthew/Mark/Luke

In order for the early Christians to communic‘ate 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 Keé,
inevitably they did not merely take over these forms unchanged, but adapted them to
serve the particular purposes of that particular movement.”*' 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
carly 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.>*?

5.2.1 The Gospel According to Matthew

S.2.1.1 Plot
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Matthew employs the same basic plot as Mark:

Jesus’ baptism and initial ministry in Galilee

o

b. Peter’s confession at Caesarea Philippi and the transfiguration

Journey to Jerusalem and debates in the temple

e

e

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 traditioﬁ the author of the Gospel was the apostle
Matthew. Papias, one of the early 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.’” 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, modern 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.*** 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.** 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.”*® 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.**’

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 define themselves. The destruction
of Jerusalem set in motion for Judaism and Christianity a long process of

consolidation and self-definition that reached its first definitive form around the
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beginning of the third century.’?® 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

Matt.19: 1-12
Mk.10: 1-12

Lk. 16:18

Figure 12: A parallel model of the literary context of the Gospels
The three dimensional théory 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.

S.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.** The
traditional name ‘Mark” is used as a 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.”*® According to Miller, Mark drew on many sorts of

existing material for his own new purposes of narration.**!

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 were 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. *** Most of this material is closely patterned on other post-resurrection

appearance stories, especially those in Luke’s Gospel.

3.2.3 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.*®> 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 of Luke’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 of the empty tomb.

Luke also expands the journey to Jerusalem, making it a major vehicle for his

o L334
exposition of Jesus’ teachings.

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.>>’

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.>*® 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

| Matthew 19:1-12 |

\ 4
Divorce Discourse Mark 10:1-12

v
Luke 16:18

Figure13: Diagram of the 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.*” 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

Discourse: Jesus and the Pharisees

Concerning Divorce
Matt. 19: 3-9 / Mk. 10: 2-9/ Lk.16: 18

Rhetorical Unit 1 Rhetorical Unit 3
Discourse Introduction : Dialogue:

Jesus' Journey to Jerusalem Jesus and the Disciples
(Matt. 19:1-2 / Mk. 10:1) (Matt. 19: 10-12 / Mk. 10:10-12)

Figure 14: Diagram of the Micro-Rhetorical Units of the Divorce Discourse

Rhetorical unit 1 is a combination of Matthew 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 Kai 2yéveto &7e &TéAeoev 6 'Inoobg Toug | Discourse
Aéyoug ToUTOUG, pETRPEV GO Tiig ['aMAaiag | Introduction
xai NABev gic Ta 8pra THg “loudaiag wépav | Jesus' journey to
700 ’lopddvou. 2 kai fikoAoubnoav adTd Jerusalem
SxAor moAdoi, kai £0epdmeucev adTOOG EKEL.

According to Hill, in rhetorical unit 1, we find an application of the usual sentence,
‘Now it came to pass when Jesus had finished his sayings...." (19:1), which ends the
discourse (cf 7:28, 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).*® Jesus leaves Galilee to go to
Perea on his way to Jerusalem. Thié 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.**® The crowds that followed Jesus were either

going to the Passover, as Jesus and his discipleé, or coming to Jesus for help.**® 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.**!

ab) Mark 10:1

Mark 10:1 1 Kai ékeibev dvaoTag €pxeTon €ig T7a épra | Discourse
Thg “louvdaiag [kail mépav 100 ’lopddvou, Introduction
xai gupmopevovtan TAAv xAot mpog adTév, | Jesus' journey to
kol g €iBel Ay €6idaokev avTolg. 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 of an old tradition underlying Mark at
this point. Or has Mark himself put 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.**?

(b) Rhetorical Unit 2: Ethical Discourse - Jesus confrontation with the Pharisees

(ba) Matthew 19: 3-9
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Matt. 19: 3-9 3 Kai npocm)\eov adT® dPaproaion Discourse:
neipdlovTeg adTOV Kai AéyovTeg el sgeo‘rlv Jesus'
GvOpuiw GmoAdoat THv yuvaika aldTod katd | confrontation
naoav aitiav; 4 6 8¢ dmokpiBeig gimev: ok | with the
avéyvwTe 6Tt 6 kTioag an” dpxfig Gpoev kai | Pharisees
ffiAu &moinoev abTolg; 5 kai eimev: Eveka
ToUuTou KataAeiper &vBpwmog TOV TATEPA
kai TV unTépa kai KoAAnOnoeTat Ti
yuvaiki adTol, kai EgovTar oi Vo eig
odpka piav. 6 dote oVkéTL €igiv 800 GAAQ
odpE pia. O odv 6 Bedg ouvELeLEeY
&vBpwtiog pn xwpt&éTw. 7 Aéyouorv adTd” Ti
o0v Mwiofic éveteidato Sodvar BifAiov
dmooTaciov kai &moAbom [adThv]; 8 Agyet
adToig 0Tt Mwiofig mpog TNV
oxAnpokapdiav Opdv énéTpedev UiV
amoADoat Tag yuvdikag Oudv, an’ dpxig 8¢
00 yéyovev oUTwg. 9 Aéyw 8¢ Opiv 611 dg av
GmoAvoy TV yuvaika adTod uf £mi mopveiq
kai yapnon GAAnv porxarat.

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.**’ In 19:3 we find 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 in/of the wife that displeased the husband.***
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In 19:4-6 we find 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 givihg the woman a written
certificate of divorce. In the response of Jesus to the Pharisees challenge we find that

Jesus leaves no room for divorce.

| ;

|_19:3 The Pharisees Challengd | 19:4-6 Jesus’ Response [—
19:7 The Pharisees counter Argument 19:8-9 Jesus’ counter Response

L s

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 of the hardness of man’s heart. Divorce is wrong,

a right attitude would avoid it and fulfill the creator’s purpose and will.**

The most notable Matthean feature is the addition of the exceptive phrase in 19:9:
Myw 8¢ Opiv 6Tt 8¢ A&v &moAbon TV yuvdika abTol pry éml mopveig xai
yapnon &AAnvV porxdrati, 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.**® The Greek word nopveia 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.’’

However, its treatment, like that of Mark, cannot be interpreted as a radical departure
tfrom the Law of Moses, but only as a radical interpretation of the Law. It should also
be noted that Genesis 1:27 to which Matthew appeals is also a part of the written
Law.**® This form of argumentation 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 of Moses.**’

According to Filson, Vs. 9 makes Jesus agree with the teachings of Shammai against

Hille].3> 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

1 Since, Jesus’ primary objective was to state and defend the

warrant divorce.?
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.’>

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.?>?

(bb) Mark 10: 2-9

Mark 10:2-9 2 Kai mpooeA86vTeg Dapiodion EmnpdiTwy Discourse:
adTov el EEeomiv dvdpi yuvdika GmoAdoat, Jesus'
nelpdCovreg adTév. 3 & 8¢ dmokpiBeic elmev | confrontation
aUTou; 7{ Opiv éveteidato Mwiofic; 4 ot 8¢ | with the
gimav sne‘rpsnpsv Mwuong BiBAiov Pharisees
anoma01ou ypaq;ou kai dmoAboat. 56 8¢
"Inoodg eimev cxu*rou; PG TV
oxkAnpokopdiav Opdv Eypapev Opiv Tf]V
éVTO)\f]V Tad'rnv 6 amo 8¢ dpxfic kTiocewc
cxpoev kai BfjAv énoinoev amoug 7 évekev
ToUTOUL Kcrra)\eupm avepumog TOV TaTépa
adTod kai TNV pn‘repa [kai
TPookoAANOfioeTal Tipdg TRV yuvoﬁka aOTOD],
8 kai £ogovTat oi Svo sig odpka piav: one ‘
oUkéTL gioiv 800 GAAA pia oap& 93 odv 6
0e0¢ ouvéCeutev dvBpwriog pry ywpitéTw.
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The second rhetorical unit is focused only on putting Jesus to the test or trying to

trap him. The Phaﬁsees 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 wbuld 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

33 However, the question posed, could not have

not name the questioners of Jesus.
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.%%

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 @ man allowed?’ shows

that they reckon less with God’s will for them than with their own rights within the

limit of what 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 m
adopting Deut. 24:1 as their starting point, hisl 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 maﬁ’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.>”’

Jesus’ standpoint is itself founded on Scripture, Genesis 1:27: God made them male
and female. In creating two sexes, God declared his intention that one man is for one
woman.’>®  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
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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 of God in creation.

However, it is most important to remember that in Mark 10:6-9, Jesus is not
absolutely prohibiting divorce by way of a binding legal enactment,”” 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 [1ag 6 &moAVwv THv yuvaika adTod kai Discourse:
yoaudv £Tépav porxevet, kai 6 dmoAsAvpévny | Jesus'
amd &vdpog youdv HOlXeVEL. confrontation
with the
Pharisees

Luke 16:18 fits into rhetorical unit 3 with the confrontation of Jesus 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
find 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

commits adultery against a woman.*®

(c) Rhetorical Unit 3: Jesus’ Dialogue with the Disciples

(ca) Mafthew 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 (ie.
Qumran community)‘ it was very highly regarded.’®’ 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.*®*

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 of easy divorce.’®

Matt. 19:10-12 10 Aéyovorv alTd ot pabnrai [adTol] &i Dialogue:
olTwg ZoTiv 1| aiTia To0 dvBpwmou HeTA Jesus' dialogue
‘rng yuvau(og, o0 ouuq)epel yopfjoor. 11 6 8¢ | with the
gimev adToig: ob nawsg XWPODOLV TOV disciples

Aéyov [To0ToV] GAX” oig §é8oTan. 12 gioiv
yap e0volyol oiTiveg &k kolAiag pnTpog
gyevviiOnoav olTwg, kai gioiv edvodyot
oiTiveg edvouxioBnoav VTo TGV &vOpuiTIWY,
kai eioiv edvolyol oiTiveg edvolyioav
gauTolg 14 TNV BagiAeiav T@V odpavdv. O
SduvApevog YWPETY YWPEITW.

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 (cf 1 Cor. 7:7).3%* 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 eig Tijv oikiav mdAv oi pabnral Dialogue:
mepl ToUToL EmMEWdTwV adTév. 11 kai Aéyer | Jesus' dialogue
abToig’ dg av dmoAdoy THv yuvdika adTod | with the

xal yaprion &AAnv porxdrtar &m” adTv: 12 | disciples

kai £&v adTh dmoAvgaca TOV dvdpa adTiig
yopunon &AAov porxarat.

‘The setting of the scene in verses 10-12 ie. ‘in the house’ provides the customary
Marcan transition from public pronouncement of Jesus to private communication.*®’
In this rhetorical unit, we find 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.*® 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 div‘orce 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.’®’ According tlo
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 Jesus.z’68 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 find that the

modalities assumed are:

(a) Highly_argumentative: 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 of the discourse surrounding the issue of divorce.

(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 of divorce and the interpretation of the 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 followed.
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(f) 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
determined 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 find 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 find 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 find 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 find a reference to the creative narrative which both
the audience and author shared i.e. knowledge of the 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.”® 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 of the 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 confined to

1.370

fellow ethnics, as in first century Israe 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) of Matthew/Mark/Luke, 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.’”' However, in the community of Matthew/Mark/Luke, 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

1.372

feuding in Israe 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.

(ii) Volitional Mode

In rhetorical unit 2, where we have the confrontation between Jesus and the Pharisees
we find that the argument takes place in an atmosphere of 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

rhetoricalr unit 2, due to its argumentative nature is thus, of authoritative command
and judgement. The discourse also functions within a sphere of corréction and
rebuke. Jesus corrects their misundersfanding of Moses’ concession and rebukes, the
Pharisees for their selfishness, in twisting the Mosaic Law for their own gain rather

than the will of God.

v :

Judgmental —|Authoritative Command Correction Rebuke

f f

» Educative

Figure 16: Volitional Modal of Rhetorical 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’.>”

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 Deixis

An analysis of the personal deixis of the synoptic texts includes an examination of the

use of person 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 ‘hem’, 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.”’* 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).”” 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 of being in opposition to the Law.? 7 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

) " . 377
dominant forces in Judaism.

In verse 3, we find that the Pharisees made a challenge to Jesus. In verse 4 when
Jesus replies, Matthew focuses Jesus’ response to ‘them’. 1t 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 find 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

(ii) 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. ‘festing him’. In considering

the insights of Davies, the Pharisees saw Jesus as an opposition to their interpretation

and teaching of the Law.?"8 Therefore, it culminated in a test. Matthew and Mark use

the phrase ‘festing 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 ‘fo 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 yourself before men’.

(iii) Spatial Deixis

Spatial deixis is used with reference to geographical names and places. In rhetorical
unit 1, the narrative of Matthew 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 find 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 find 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 of the 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.’” This had future impligations 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 modern thetoric (i.e. modern theory of
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argumentation and discourse theory) in order to ascertain an important difference

among the levels of discourse within the text.

The synoptic texts (i.e. Matthew 19:1l-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.’®® 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 definition of divorce,
interpretations of the Mosaic Law, and the Kingdom ethics pronounced by Jesus. As
a result of competing 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 thé 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.*®'

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’, in 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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convince the Pharisees to act correctly i.e. understand that Moses permitted

divorce due to the hardness of their 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 conflict with them’® %

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.*®* -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 audiénce should imitate, as the paradigm of the values lauded. It functions

further to increase commitment and the disposition to appropriate action (contrasting
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that of divorce). Therefore, the writers do not argue concerning whether it 1s

lawful for a man to divorce his wife, but to reinforce the original plan of God.

5.3.4 Shifts in Argumentation

The above section clarifies the shifts evidenced in 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 of divorce (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 find 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 find 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 find 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 of the 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 of the Synoptic Gospels used in this research

5.3.5.1 Narrative Analysis

In order to account adequately for the discourse nature of Matthew 19: 1-12 / Mark10:
1-12 / Luke 16: 18, it has to be situated and interpreted in terms of its function in the
Matthew/Mark/Luke narratives asa 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).*®" Using Rimmon-Kenan’s analysis, we will now
discuss the following aspects namely, (a) Narrative Theory as Story, (b) Narrative
Theory as Text, (c) 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.

(a) Narrative Theory as Story

Following Bremond, an account of the divorce discourse between Jesus and the

. . . 385
Pharisees has to take the nature of the events and the characters into consideration.

(i) Events in the Story

In the macro-narratives of Matthew/Mark/Luke, the function of events can be
explicated through the potentiality of the narrative (objective defined: 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 find 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 of the Rich man and Lazarus (16:19-31).

(ii) 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 focalization.

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 of events, duration of events and frequency of events.

(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 of divorce, which they were currently debating.

(ib) Duration of Events

Duration specifies the difference between: the length of time an event takes in the
étory 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.

(ic) 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.

(ii) 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 Tovers 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 of abomination.

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 Matthew/Mark/Luke the characterization of
Jesus takes place primarily through his action (Matt. 19:1-2 healing, Mk 10:1

teaching) and speech.

(iii) Focalization

Focalization is the angle of visio.n 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 Psychological facet (iiic) The Ideological facet.

(iiia) The Perceptual facet

The perceptual facet (sight and hearing) is determined by time and space. In terms of
time and space, the focalizers in Matthew19: 1-2 / Mark 10: 1-12 / Lﬁke 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.*%
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The focalized object in these narratives is the issue surrounding divorce ‘Is if

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.. ‘derided Jesus’, ‘you are those who justify yourself before
men’. Here we find evident in Luke’s writing that there was great animosity between

Jesus and the Pharisees.

(iiic) The Ideological facet

The ideological facet of focalization comprises the norms of the text, which consist of

a general system of viewing the world conceptually. In the narrative text we find 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 providecli
that they issue them a certificate of divorce. .lThe 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 ﬁot

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.®” 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 evaluated 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 Matthew/Mark/Luke 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 of money’).

(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.

(cf) 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 Africa®®®

The institution of family in African society, as in most societies of the world, is
founded on marriage. Similar to the definition 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 of children and mutual assistance’.*%’

In considering that the above definition suggests a monogamous Western form of
marriage, marriage could be redefined as ‘the approved social pattern whereby two or
more persons establish a family’.**® 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.*" However, the institution of marriage had a
wider and perhaps more central importance in the African societies. According to

Kenyatta, ‘Marriage is one of the 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”.*

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 finally 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 of a marriage.**’

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.***
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The major grounds justifying divorce included cruelty, charges of sorcery,

incompatibility, qﬁarrelling between co-wives, laziness, adultery, and in some cases,
childlessness.’®® 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.**

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.*’ 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 definitely not free of violators of the accepted social
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norms, including those pertaining to marriage, however, the society employed

; 398
humane corrective measures where necessary.

Parallel to the situation of the New Testament, @niage in traditional African society
was a community affair involving families and clans of the 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.**

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.”*%

5.3.7 Conclusion

In considering Gottwald’s definition 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.**! 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 social 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 of adultery.

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 lawful for a man to divorce his
wife?" was a current debated topic 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 proéedure of divorce and the Agunah problem in the next chapter.
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Chapter Six

THE JEWISH PROVISION FOR DIVORCE
&
THE AGUNAH PROBLEM

‘If a 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, Pessahim*”

Divorce as a Jewish institution had its origin in pre-Israclite 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 of the 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. ***
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.**
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However, with the growing moral sense of the Jewish people, and with the greater

realization of the 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 will.*®® 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
hg had found 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.
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 if she spoils a dish in cooking’*”” 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

was permitted to divorce her.*

However, there are certain grounds on which the authorities could compel a divorce. In
Jewish law the following are gener.ally 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.*!!

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.*'* 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.
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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 Israel.*"? 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.*"* Civil
divorces possess no moral or spiritual significance in severing the consecrated bonds of

religious marriage.

Rabbi Donin sué)stantiated 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).*" In addition to the Beth Din, a scribe (sofer) and two witnesses comprise the
personnel needed in the issuance of a Jewish divorce (gef). 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.*'® 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 of a Torah Scroll (¢f figure 3). The ger 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

Diaspora:*"?

Onthe....oovvvnenennne day of the week, the...................... day of themonth of................oooeiiiiiii.
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...onsiinni ), 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 ger 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.*'® 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.*!’

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 ger has taken place and affirming their right to

remarry. The woman may not remarry following the get for a period of ninety-two
days.*”" 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

of her husband yet forbidden to remarry.**'

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.*** 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.**’

According to Ba ‘al ha-Turim, this practice was not an innovation of King David, but was
originally introduced by Moses prior to the military engagements leading to the conquest
of the land of Canaan.*** 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
iDivorce of Vienna’ centers around the above problem.*” A young man sixteen years of
age became afflicted 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.*?

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 favor in his eyes 427 A bill of
divorce whose presentation is not motivated by a loss of favor’ 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 if only to avoid a single case of anguish and tragedy.**®
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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 finds,

Or bends with the remover to remove:
O, 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



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 of the 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 of the 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 of this 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, | provided

personal details of the researcher.
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In section two, 1 proVided details of the research project. This included the title of the

thesis, a definition 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 Isracl. 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 and 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 Ezra/Nehemiah 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 f1"23/17Y WX 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 of the actions of Ezra 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, |
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 find 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.

1 end with this question: ‘Is it lawful for a man to divorce his wife?’
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Novum Testamentum Graece

Nestle - Aland

Matthew 19

Matt 19:1 Kai 2yéveto 81e ETéAeoev 6 "Inaolg Toug Adyoug TOUTOUG, HETTIPEV
&md The TahiAaiag kai AABev eig Ta 8pra Tiig “lovdaiag mépav T0D
"lopddvou. 2 xai fikorolBnoav adTd dyAot moAroi, kai éBepdmeucev adToUg
¢xel. 3 Kai mpoafid@ov ab1@ Paprocion melpdlovreg adTov kai Aéyovteg: €l
EEeoTiv GvBpwmy GmoADoar THv yuvaika adTod kartd macav aitiav; 40 8¢
dmokpiBeic eimev ook GvéyvwTe 6T1 6 kTioag 4m dpxiig dpoev kai 6fAv
¢moinoev avTolg; 5 kal eimev: Eveka TobTou KaTaAsipel GvBpwmog TOV
natépa kai THv pnTépa xai xkoAAn@fioeTan Tij yuvaiki adTod, kai EgovTan oi
8Go eic odpka piav. 6 doTe o0kéTt eiolv 800 GAAG odpE pia. © o0V 6 Bedg
ouvéCevtev BvBpwmog pf xwprtétw. 7 Aéyouotv adTd: Ti odv Muwiofig
¢veteidato Sobvar PipAiov dmooTaciou kai dmoAdoan [adTriv]; 8 Aéyel avToig
&1 Mwiofic mpog v oxAnpokapdiav Opdv éméTpedev Opiv dmoAboar Tag
yuvadikag Opdv, & dpxfig 5t ob yéyovev obTwg. 9 Aéyw 8¢ Opiv 6T og v
amoAGon TV yuvdika abTo0 pf émi mopveiq kai youfoy &AAnv porxatai. 10
Aéyouorv adT®d ol padnTai [adTod] ei obTwg £oTiv fi aiTia T00 &vBpdmou
peTd Tig yuvaikdg, o0 oupdéper youfioar. 11 6 8t elmev avToig: 00 mAvTEG
xwpolatv TOv Adyov [ToDTov] AAA” Ol 8£8oTan. 12 eioiv ydp ebvoidyol
oiTiveg &k kotMlag unTpdg éyevviiBnoav obTwg, kal eigiv edvolxot oiTiveg
gdvouyigBnoav OO TAV AvOpuwTwy, kai gioiv eGvodxol oiTiveg edvouxioav
gauTtoOg 81d TV PaoiAciav T@v oVpavdv. 6 duvdpevog XwPEIV XwpeiTw. 13
Téte mpoanvéxdnoav adTd maudia tva 1ag xeipag émoOf adToig kai
npooedEnTar ol 8¢ padnTal EmeTipnoav adToig. 14 6 8¢ ’Ingolc elmev:
GoeTte Ta Tandia kai piy kKwAVETE AOTA EABETV TPAG pe, TOV YAp TOLOUTWV
éoTiv 1} BaociAeia T@vV olpavav. 15 kai émbeig Tag x€ipag alTolg émopeloOn
¢xeiBev. 16 Kai 1800 €lg mpooeA@v adTd eimev: Si8doxode, Ti dyaBov
motfjow iva ox@ Guiv aidviov; 17 6 8¢ eimev adTd" Ti pe épwTadc mept T00
dyaBod; €ig 2aTiv & &ya8dg: el 8¢ BéAeig eig TV Cwilv elgeABelv, Trpnoov
Tdg &vToAds. 18 Aéyer adTd molag; 6 8¢ Incodg eimev: 70 o0 ¢ovelaoelg, ol
porxebaelg, ob kAéPeig, ob PevdopapTupnoetg, 19 Tipa TOV Tatépa kai THv
pnTépa, xai dyoamioeig TOV mAnGiov gou wg geauTdv. 20 Aéyer abTd 6
veaviogkog® mdvTa TabTa épVAaEa: T ETL VoTEP®; 21 Edn adTd 6 “Incodg: &l
BéAerg TéAerog elvar, Gmaye mANGév gou T GmdpyovTa kai 8o¢ [Toic]
mTwYolG, xai £Eglg Bnoaupov év odpavoig, kai 8e0po dxoAovBet pot. 22
dxovoag 8¢ 6 veavigkog TOV Adyov GmijA@ev Aumolpevog: fiv yap Exwv
kTipata woAAd. 23 O 8¢ ’Inoodg elmev Toig padnTdic abTo0 &uiv Aéyw
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ouiv 8Tt modalog SuokéAwg eigeAeboeTon €ig THY BagiAeiav TGV obpavdv.
24 mdAv 8¢ Aéyw Opiv, e0KOTIGTEPSGY E0TLV KAUMAOV Sia TpumpaTog padidog
S1eAO€lv T mAoualov eioeABeT eig THY BaoiAeiav 100 B£00. 25 dxoboavTeg
8t ol padnTal EEemAfjooovio a¢édpa AéyovTeg: Tig &pa. SbvaTan frwef]val; 26
éupAéYag 8¢ 6 “Inoolg glmev adToic mapd GvBpwmolg To0To d&ungov :
ZoTiy, mapd 8t Bed mdvTta duvard. 27 ToTe Gmokp1Beig 6 IéTpog eimev
adTH* 1800 Mpeig &prikapev mavTa xai fixoAouvBrioapév oot Ti Epa EgTon
fuiv; 28 6 8¢ Inooldg gimev avToig” Gunv Aéyw Opiv 6Tt Opeig ol
&xorouBioavTég pot &v Tf mayyeveaiq, Tav kabion 6 vidg ToO &vBpwmou
¢m Bpévou 86ENg abToD, kaBfioedBe xai Opelg &mi duidexa Bpdvoug
kpivovTeg Tag 8bdexa YuAGG T00 “lopanA. 29 xal mag boTic ddfikev oikiag 1
adeAdolc i G8eAdpdg i matépa i pnTépa f| TEKVa i &ypolg €vekev TOD
dvépatde pou, Exatovramiagiova Afppetan kai Ewnv aidviov kAnpovopnost.
30 moAAol 8¢ EcovTar mp@Tol EoxaTot kal EoxaTor mp@ToL.

Mark 10

Mark 10:1 Kai #keiBev Gvaotdg pxeton eig 1a 6pra Tiic “lovdaiag [kail
népav 100 “lopddvou, kai oupmopedovtar mEAtv SxAot mpdg adTév, kal wg
£lwBel Ay &8idaoxev avTols. 2 Kai mpooeAB6vTeg daprodiol EMMpwTwvV
avTov i EEeaTiv Gvdpi yuvdika &moAboar, melpdlovTeg aiTév. 3 6 8¢
&mokpiBeic eimev avToig Ti Opiv Eveteidato Mwiofig; 4 ol 8¢ eimav:
¢néTpePev Mwiofig BifAiov dnooTaciov ypdpar kai GmoAboar. 56 8t
"Inool¢ eimev adToig: MPdg TV okAnpokapdiav Opdv Eypapev OPiv Tiv
EvTOANV TabTnv. 6 &md 8¢ &pxfig kxTioewg Epoev kai BfAL émoinoev adTolg:
7 évekev ToUTOL KaTaAe{Pel EvBpwmog TOV matépa adTod kai THV pnTépa
[kai TpookoAANOfioeTal TPdg TV yuvdika adTodl, 8 kai Egovtar ot dlo eig
adpka piav: GoTe oOkéTL giolv 800 GAAA pia odpE. 9O odv 6 Bedg
ouvéLeuEev &vBpwtiog pr xwprtéTw. 10 Kat €ig v oikiav mdAv ot padntai
nepl ToUTou EmMpuTwv adTdv. 11 kai Aéyer adToig: 0¢ av &moAdon TNV
yuvadika adTod kai yopuroy GAAnV porxatar ém adTiv 12 kai €av adTi)
anoAboaca TOv &vdpa adTiig yaurioy dAdov porxarar. 13 Kai mpooédepov
a0Td® madia iva adTev aPpnrar ot 8¢ padnTal EmeTipncav adToic. 14 idwv
8¢ & Inoolg fyavdkTnoev kai eimev abToig: &dete Ta mondia Epyeabar mpdg
HE, PN} KwAVETE adTd, TOV yap TorouTwv £0Tiv 1) BaciAeia 100 Be00. 15 dunv
Aéyw Opiv, &g av pn déEntan Tv Bagideiav T00 0e0d W¢ mardiov, ol pi)
glgéAOn eig adTv. 16 kal évaykaAiodpevog adTd katevAdyet TiBeig Tag
x€lpag &m avTd. 17 Kai xmopeuopévou adTod eig 680v mpoadpounv €ig xai
yovwneTioag adTov émmpuTa adTév: Si8dokaie dyadé, Ti motjow iva Cwiv
aidviov kAnpovopriow; 18 & 8¢ *Inoolg eimev adTd: Ti pe Aéyeig dyabdv;
008¢eig dyaBog ei pn €ig 6 Bedg. 19 Tag EvToAdg o1dag” pR govebong, ui
potxevomng, ui kKAEPNG, un YeudopapTupriong, ui dmooTepiong, Tipa TOV
natépa gou kai THv untépa. 20 6 8¢ Edn avTd: Si1ddokade, TaOTA WAVTA
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¢puratdunv éx vedTnTég pov. 216 8¢ "Inoolg uépﬁ?t’étpag QL?T@ r’]ydnn‘osv\
adTOV Kol £imev abTd: év o VoTepel: Gmaye, oa Exelg mOAnoov Kol 850G
[toic] mTwxoig, kai éEeig Onoaupov év om’)palv@, kai ’6£0p\o éxo)\odeell pot. 22
6 8¢ atuyvdoog émi TG Adyw &mfABev AumolpEvOogT TV Yap EXWV KTNHATA
ToANG. 23 Kai meptPAeddpevog 6 “Inoolg Aéyer Toig pabnraig adTOD" TG
SuokSAwe o T& xpripata ExovTeg gig Tiv PaciAeiav Tod Bgod eioeAeboovTal.
24 of 8¢ padnTai £0apBodvTo émi Toig Adyorg adTod. 6 &t ’Inooicg TIC%MV
dmokpBeic Aéyet avToig” Tékva, TG SGokoASv EoTiv eig TNV Badieiav 10D
0c00 e10eABETY" 25 edkoTdTEPSY 0TIV KdpnAov did [Tfig] Tpupahiag [Tfig]
padidog S1eABiv i mAovotov eig TV PaciAeiav 700 Be0d eloeABelv. 26 ol
5t meproode ¢EemAficoovTo AéyovTeg Tipdg EauTolg” kai Tig dvata
owdfvar; 27 EuPAéPag avToig 6 “Inoodg Aéyer: mapd &vepdmolg &dbvatov,
AN 00 Tapd Bed TdvTa yap Suvard mapd T Bed. 28 "HpEato Aéyeiv 6
TMétpoc adTd* 1800 fugig dprikopev TavTa kai froAoubikapév cot. 29 édn 6
"Inoodc: aufjv Aéyw Oiv, 00deic ZoTiv dg dofikev oikiav i GdeAdolg n
&8eAdpac 1) pntépa fi matépa i Tékva §j dypovg Evekev £uol xai Evekev TOD
gdayyeAiou, 30 Zav pfy AdBy ékatovramaciova vOV év TG kaupd TOUTY
oixiag xai GdeAdolc kai GdeAddg xai pnTépag kai Tékva kai dypolg peTd
Slwypdv, xai &v 19 aidvi 7 épxopéve Cwiv aidviov. 31 oMol ¢ EoovTan
npdTtor Eoxatol kai [oi] Eoxator mpd7Tor. 32 "Hoav 8¢ év i 06
&vaBaivovTeg i “lepoodAupa, xai fiv podywv adTovg 6 Incoig, kai
¢0apuPodvTo, ot 8¢ dkoAouBodvTeg EpoPodvTo. kai mapaiafwy WALV Tolg
duwdexa fipEato adToig Aéyelv T& péAdovta adTd oupBaivery 33 611 1800
avoBaivopev eig ‘lepooéAupa, kai 6 vidg ToD GvOpwTou TapadoBoeTal TOig
apxrepedoLy kai TOIG ypoppaTedoly, Kai kaTakpivodoty adTov BavdTty kal
napadwoovoty adTov Toig EBveatv 34 kai éumaiouvolv adT® Kai
gumrTdoouoty abT@d Kai HaoTIywoouolv adTOV Kai GmokTevoDOLV, Kai HETA
Tpeig fpépag dvaoTioeTat. 35 Kai mpoomopevovrar adTd “IdkwPBog kai
’lwdvvng ot viol Zefedaiov Aéyovteg adTd  S18dokade, BEAopev tva O Eav
aiTiowpév oe moifong fEiv. 36 O 8¢ eimev adToic: Ti BéAeTé [pe] motqow
opiv; 37 ol 8¢ eimav avT@" 8o¢ fiv Tva elg cou k SeL1dv kai €ig &E
dp1oTepdV xaBiowpev v TH 86En oou. 38 6 8¢ *Inoolc imev adToic" 00K
otdate Ti aiTeloBe. dUvacHe meiv 16 motipiov & Eyw mivw 1 TO BAmTiopa O
éyo‘a BamtiCopat Ban'rw(-)ﬁva“t; 39 oi 8¢ eimav adT@®" Suvdpeda. 6 8¢ *Inoodc
gimev adToig" 7O moTHpLov O éyw mivw mieobe kai TO BamTiopa O éyw
BantiGopar BanTiobroeobe, 40 16 8¢ xabioa éx SeE1dv pou A &€ edwvipwv
o0k EoTiv £pdv dobvar, AA° oi¢ fjToipacTarl. 41 Kai dxoloavTec oi 8éka
fipgavTto dyavakTeiv mept lakdPou kai lwdvvou. 42 xai TpookaAsodpusvog
adToug O “Inoolg Aéyer adToig" oidate 61 ol SokodvTeg HPXELV TOV EBVHV
KATAKUPLELOLOTY ABTAV Kai ol peydAol adTdv kateEouoidfouaty adT@dv. 43
o0x o0Twg 8¢ éaTiv év Opiv, GAA” Og &v B£An péyag yevéaBau &v Opiv Eotat
Opdv drakovog, 44 kai d¢ &v B€AR &v Oliv elval Tp@TOC EOTAN MAVTWV
800Aog" 45 kai yap 6 vidg ToD &vBpuwmou odk NABev SraxovnOfjvar GAAL
dtaxovijoatr kai dodvar Tiv Yuxnv adTod AbTpov &vTi TOAAGYV. 46 Kai
EpxovTau eig “lepixdd. Kai ékmopeuvopévou abTod amd “lepixed kai T@dv
HaBNTAOV abTod kai GxAou ikavod 6 vidg Tipaiou BapTipdiog, TUPAGC
mpooaiTng, ékdbnTo mapd TNV 686v. 47 kai dkodoag &7t Inocodc O



Annexure 11

Natapnvég EoTiv fipEato kpdGetv kal Aéyelv it Aauid *Inood, EAénodv pe.
48 xai émeTipwv adTd ool {va clwmmaon' 6 8& mOAAY paAAov ¥xpalev' LE
Aauid, EAénadv pe. 49 kal aTag 6 “Inoolg gimev’ pwvioate adTéV. Kal
dwvodO1V TOV TUPAOV AéyovTeg adTR edpgel, Eyeipe, dwvel oe. 506 8¢ \
amoPaAav TO ipdriov adTod dvammdfioag NABev npog TOV “Inoodv. 5‘1 xai
&mokp10eig adT® 6 Inoolg elmev: Ti oot BéAeig molfjow; O &€ TLUPAOG ELTIEV
adTd pappouvi, tva dvaBAépw. 52 xai 6 “Inoodg glmev aOT®" Omaye, 1)
moTic oou oéowkév Oe. kol €00UG GvéBAepev kai froAovBel abTH év T
66@.

Luke 16

Luke 16:1 “EAeyev 8t xai mpdg T00¢ podnrds: &vBpwmds Tig fiv mAolvorog Og
elxev oikovépov, xai obtog S1ePAON adTd dg drackopmifwv T& OTMApxOVTa
ad700. 2 kol pwvioag adTov eimev adTd: Ti ToOTO dKobw mePl GoD; Gmédog
1OV Adyov Tfig oikovopiag gou, ob yap 8Gvy ETt oikovopelv. 3 gimev 8¢ &v
EquT® 6 oikovépoc: Ti motfow, 8Tt & kGPL6G pou GdaipeiTar Tiv oikovouiav
&m £po0; okdmTely o0k ioxbw, énaiTelv aioxbvopat. 4 Eyvwv i motjow, Tva
STav peTacTadd £k Thg oikovopiag déEwvTal pe €ig Tolg oikoug ABTAV. 5
Kol TPOOKaAEGdpEVOg éva EkaaTov TOV XpeoPelAeTdv ToD Kupiou EauTod
EAeyev T TpdTw méoov Gdeiderg TH kupiw pou; 6 6 B¢ EIMEV" EKATOV
Batouc ZAaiou. 6 &t eimev adT®  8éEan gou Ta ypdppata kai kabBicag Taxéwg
yfo’upov nevTiikovTa. 7 Emeita ETépw elmev: ob 8t méoov ddeiderg; 6 8¢
gimev EkaTdv képoug oiTou. Aéyel adT®" SEEar cou TA ypdpparta kai ypdyov
dydorikovTa. 8 kai émfjvecev 6 kUplog TOV oikovépov Tiig &dikiag 6T
dppovipwg émoinoev: 61 ot vioi ToD ai@vog TovTOU PpovipwTEPOL UTEP TOUG
violg To0 ¢wTdg €ig TNV yevedv TNV eauTdVv eiotv. 9 Kai éyw Opiv Aéyw,
gEaquToig motfjoate ¢piAoug éx ToD papwva Tig &dikiag, iva OTav ékAimm
SéEwvTan Opag eig Tag aiwvioug oknvég. 10 °0O moTog év éAayioTw kai &v
TOAA® mMOoTAg €0Tiv, kai 0 év £AaxioTw &dikog kai £v MOAAD &dikdg £0Tiv.
11 €i o0v &v T® &8ikw papwvad moTol odk ZyéveoBe, TO dAnOLVOV Tig Opiv
moTevoet; 12 kai el év T® dAAoTpiw moTol 0Uk éyéveabe, TO OuéTepov Tig
opiv duoet; 13 O0deig oikéTng dvvatar dual kupiolg douvAelelv: 1 ydp TOV
éva piofoet kai TOv ETepov dyamnoel, | Evog GvBEéEeTar kal ToD ETépou
xatappovioet. ob dUvacBe Bed doulelelv kai papwvd. 14 “Hkouvov 8¢ TadTa
nmavta ol Papiodiot piAdpyupot OmdpyovTeg kai EEcpukTipiEov adTév. 15
kai €imev adToig" OMEIC 20Te 01 S1KAIOOVTEG EQUTOVG EVWHTIOV TOV
GvBpuwTwy, 6 8¢ Bedg yivokel Tag kapdiag Opudv: 871 TO &v dvBpumolg
OYnAov BdéAuypa Evimov To0 Be00. 16 O vépog kai ot mpodfiTan péypt
“lodvvou: &mo T67e 1) Pacieia 100 B0l ebayyeAifeTon kai mag gig abTHV
BraCeTar. 17 ebkonwTepov 8¢ é0Tiv TOV 00pavov kai THv yfiv TapeABeiv 7
700 vépou piav kepaiav meoeiv. 18 [1ag 6 GmoAdwv THv yuvdika adTod Kai
YOpdv ETEpav poixeVet, kai 6 dmoAeAvpéviv 4T Gvdpdg yaudv poixevet. 19
" AvBpwTiog 8¢ Tig v mAobotog, kal EvediiokeTo mophUpav kol Plocov
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goppatvépevog kad’ fuépav Aaumpds. 20 mTwxog &€ Tig évopaTt Adfapog
EBEPANTO TiPOG TOV TLAGVA adToD eidkwpévog 21 kai émBupdv xopTacHijval
amod TOV MuTévTwy &md ThHe TpaméCng To0 mAouaiou dAAG kai ol kUveg
gpxduevol éméderyov T& EAkn adTol. 22 EyéveTo 8¢ GMOBAVETV TOV TTWXOV
kai GmevexBfvar adToV OMO TAV dyyéAwv gig TOV kOATov ~APpadu” dnéBavev
8¢ xai 6 mAolotog kai éTddm. 23 kai év 1@ @dn éndpag Toug GPOaApoUg
adTo0, Omdpxwv év Paocdvolg, 0pd “APpadu &mo pakpdBev kai AdLapov év
T0ic KOATOIC adTOD. 24 kai aVTOC dwvroag eimev: TATep ~APpady, EAénadv
pe xai méppov Aalapov iva Bayy 10 dxpov Tob dakTUAoL adToD UdaTog Kai
xaTapUEN TV YABOOdv pou, 6Tt dduvdpat &v T dAoyi TauTy. 25 einev 8¢
ABpady” Tékvov, pviioOnTt 6Tt dnéAaBeg Ta dya®d couv év Tij Lwij gou, kKai
AdGopog dpoiwg T xaxd: vOv 8t 08e mapokaAgiTal, o 8¢ dduvaocal. 26 kai
¢v maol ToUTolg pETAEL M@V kai Opdv xdopa péya éoTipikTal, 6mwg ol
BéAovTeg SraPijvan €vBev mpog Opag pn duvwvTtar, undé ékeibev mpog Nuag
Sramepdory. 27 einev 8¢ 2pwTd gt odv, mdTep, Tva mépPye adTov £ic TOV
oikov 70D Tatpdg pou, 28 Exw yap mévte ddeAdolc, Emwg StapapTipnTal
avTolg, iva pi kai adtoi EABwotv gig TOV Témov ToOTOV Thg Pacdvou. 29
Aéyer 8¢ “APpady’ Exouat Mwicéa kai Toug TpodriTag: dkouodTwoav adTdv.
30 6 8¢ eimev: oOxi, maTep *APpady, GAN Edv TiG GmO vekpdV TOPELOT TIPOC
adTodg petavorigouoty. 31 eimev 8¢ adT@ el Mwicéwg kai TdV TPoPNTAV
o0k dkovouatv, 008’ édv Tig K Vekpdv dvaoTh meladnioovTar.
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