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THESIS SUMMARY : .

Title: Intermarriage from the Bible to the Mishnah

_Author: Jeffrey Wolfson Goldwasser

™

Number of Chapters: Three ¢hapters with separate
- introduction and conclusion. ’ :

Contribution of this Thesis: This work demonstrates how
trends favorinq and opposing exogamy were in conflict
from before the time of David through the redaction of
the Mishnah. The work shows that, despite the common
assumption that exogamy was universally condemned
during this period, there were leading factions within
Israelite and Jewish society that permitted it during
the biblical and tannaitic periods. This analysis
suggests that modern efforts to_dccg;nndate ,
-intermarriage in the Jewish community are an extension
of, rather than a break from, historic trends.

What the Goal of the Thesis Was: This work has sought to
illuminate the ways in\ggibh intermarriage was viewed
in the Jewish past and how the laws regarding
intermarriage were understood in the time of their
creation and subsequently. This goal was undertaken in
order to help evaluate the approach to interfaith
marriage in the‘present day.

How It Is Divided: Thrqe chapters each analyze texts from
one of the periods in the development of the Israelite/

Jewish responses to exogamy — biblical Seopnd Teiplc
" and tannaitic. g

What Kinds of !gggrials Were Used: The primary sources. for
‘this study are the Hebrew Bible;-the Apocrypha and

— Pseudepigrapha, the writings of Philo‘and .Josephus, the
Mishnah, Tosefta, and the Babylonian and Palestinian
talmuds. Secondary materials include works of modern
scholarship related to these texts, with particular

sk thq:.lxplores the historical

context i v e texts were written.
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INTRODUCTION -

Up until the 1960s, American Jews-uere considered by
socielogists-to be -the classic case of.“voluntnry endogamy”
— a group ehat chooses to marry only within its owh'iind

despite the ready availability oé other prospective mates.'
| ﬁven today, when Ameriéan Jews can no longer be expected to
| marry members of their own religion, the eocial pressure.to
marry “in the tribe” has remained strong.

Many Jews fear thet Qa;rying a non-Jew will result ih
children who feel confused ahd ungrounded in religion,
marriages in which partners~never fulli understand each
other’s: culture, and a sense of betrayal of the Jewish
people. When questioned more’ﬂeeply about these fears, many
Jews say that they feei\efdbnqection between their hopes for .
their i§q1vidua1 futures and their understanding of the
common Jewish ppagi '

'~ Jews tend to think of tﬁepselves as e people_who have
struggled threq§h ﬁ;stofy. One of the_daninpht j?the of
ﬁeeish survival is based pe imﬁges of Jews ‘sficking
toqether' through a hxstory“of _persecution and assimilation.
As a result, many Jews respond to c;eee;;erary intermarriage

as an aftront'to Jewish higtoxy. without_knowing the

! Susan Weigman-Sthneider, Intermarriage: The
0 C!u.ueayé" cﬁvmg with Differences Between Christians
and Jews (New York: Macmillan-Free Press, 1989) 6.
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specifics of Jewish history, many Jews seem to know

intuitively that the Jewish antagonism toward intermarriage
15 very old, even ancient. But how oid is it? How did it
arise? _

These are questions that have become important for the

Jewish community to be able to answer. 0ver the last three

.decades, American Jews have become increasingly preoccupied

with intermarriage.
In 1971, the results of the National Jewish Pdpulation

Survey, “rang out like a thunderclap in the Jewish

»? The survey showed an internarriage rate of

more than 30% among Anerican Jews. Qs that rate climbed

community.

ahove 50% in the 19905, organizations from across the

spectrun of the American Jewi{h community made “Jewish

\\
continuity” a top priority. This slogan for preventing

intermarriage and ;etaining the children of intermarried
couples has now passed somewhat from vogue, but the

intensity of discussion, énergj and money directed to the

issue has not.

 Yet, there appears to be little discussion ‘of the
history of internaxriageﬁln ‘all this tu:noil. Hany seen to

believe that the current rates of 1nterlarriage are

-

Tradition: Marriage
"Christians (New York: Plenum, 1985)
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uﬁpreqedbntéd in the history of the Jéwish people. Many are
comvincéd that Jewish tradition spe@ks unequivocally against
‘marriages between Jews ang non-Jews. Aré these assumptions
true? Did Jews nafely intermarry before the permissiveness
aﬁd»barrier-crossing of the late twentieth genturyf. Has
Judaism from its origins uttgily rejected intermarriage?

As with all historical questions Q-espec;ally where
origins are concerned — there can never be definitive
answers. There are oniy scratches on papers handed down
through the centuries to teli the étory of the Jewish past,
and historians are notorious for shadiﬁé their
.interpretations with the. hues ofltheir bﬁn_ﬂreconceptions.
Yet, thé desixe to discover.the.éa;liest Je;ish beliefs and
uhderatandings.cannot be-déte;{fdpby':;ésé difficulties.
This work seeks to take a fresh ipbk‘at the texts in which
Jggish tradition originated to discover clues about how the
people of Israel ﬁave dé;;t with 1nternarria§e from their

earliest times.

Terms of Discussion

--L\ _-— - iai®

This exploration should begin with an hxadlna;ion of
some basic terms. Thg meaning of the word '1nternarriage”

is, of course, dependent upon context Not 1ong ago in

American sociagg,._ ge between an Italian Catholic and
- ¢ -.l_;f‘-,r_.‘(-&!..: /‘_____. .
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‘an Irish Catholic could be termed an “intermarriage.”

Today, nerriagés between people nr different religiens are
so_ common that many do not consiaer them fiﬁtermarriages' at
all.’ So,-too, the meaning of @ntermarriage within the
Jewish community has changed with rime‘andvplace.

This work shal;ﬁpresent, for example, biblical evidence’
that marriage between members bf-dif@erenr tribes were once
considered a form of intermarriage. In ihe time of the
Mishnah, marriage between Jeﬁs and converts to Judaism was a
controversial and hi@hlf'debdted form of intermarriage.
Among American Jews today, the‘rerm “intermarriage’
generally means marriage to a Christian. At the same time,
in Israel, the same term is used to refer to marriages
between Jews of Ashkeggrip ag; Sephardic descent.

Because 'intermarrigge" tends to be a term of hidden
assumﬁtions, the;sdcioiogidal term “exogamy” — marriage
outside or a defiped group — will often be preferred'in this

study. The‘conpanion term “endogamy” referS'tq;nerriage

- within a group — whether that group is a tribe, a netion'or

a religion. It should be noted that exognuy and endogamy

”L‘ =

‘are not, strictly speaking, oppositeé hn‘endoganous

® Egon Mayer provlﬂes an amusing illustration. A
stranger who saw him reading an article on
‘1nternnrr1age as ~Is GHEt really an article about
marriage 1 ple from different religions? .. I

.those things mattered anymore to anyone.

.!ou iust be a professor.” Mayer 123.
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daxri&bd be;ueen two Jews, for éxaaple, mdy at the same time
be an exogamous marriage betweén people of two different
cultures, two different towns or evéd two different
families. Thia uori will attempt to define the meanings of
., these terms in each of the times ?dd placeg cddsidefed.
Texts and Tradition
A word must also be said at the ontdet about attitudes
toron the texts' analy;ed.iﬁ thid work. The first chapter
addresses ihe historical analysis of the Hebrew Bible (or,
Tanach); the third deals with the‘ﬁishnah and other
tannaitic statements in the.Babylonian}ddd Palestinian
taimuds. To Jews, these texts are not just historic
documents. They are sacred scr{/tures of the Jewish people.
That duality forces\\he uodefn, pious readers to do two
diffe;entﬂkinds of rgading sinultaneously‘ Synchronic
readings.of the texts view theﬁ as,unchdngiqg expressions of
the rélationship between God and humanity. Diachronic
readmngs view thel as evidence 1n the puzzle of scientific
discovery of the-past. Synchronic readings either do not
admit contradictions in thé‘texta‘dr view‘pontradictions_
_Jdnly as paradoxes that result frdm our-inconplete human

understanding. Diachronic readings rewel in contradictions

4% as markexs "of hisgggtbﬂéﬂlﬁﬁe g5 ¢ development. The
7 _t_v‘-""w .

i
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chaliehée'fqr modern Jews is to draw fron:these text§ both
holy inspiration and historic evidence.

While the present work engages'ﬁaiﬁly in diachronic
reading to tufther fhe goals of historic analysis, i;,is not

~ . unaware that synchronic reading i?-a necesaitf-for an

appreciation of the san?tity that resides within them. &he
Bibie and the talmuds beckon readers to weigh their words
with care — to find meaning in_them, nof'juSt about the
past, but also fér our ;elveé. 'Hé enter the words with the
hope of reaching new understandings — of Jewish tradition,

the Jewish past and our lives.

4 7
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CHAPTER I: INTERMARRIAGE IN THE HEBREW BIBLE

The most cdnspicuous feature;of'the Hebrew Bible’s
attitude toward intermarriage is its inconsistency.
Frequently the Hebrew Bible is completely uncritidéi-of
marriages between Israelites anh members of other nations.
At times, it even regﬂrds interparriage as positive. Moses’
' marriage to a Midianite woman' and Ruth the Moabite’'s
marriage to Boqi’ are not regarded with even the least
opprobriuh in the biblical text. In fact, Moses’ wife,
Zipporah, was credited for siving the life of Moses’ son’
and Ruth became a direct ancestor of King David.'

-quever, in other paésagea; na:}iaqe with these s;me
foreign nations is rbgardqd aT/a_sérlous breach of the
covenant between God and Israel. In Numbers, chaptér 31,
Moses commanded that, rather than be taken as wives, all the
adult H;diqnite women captﬁrad.in battle must be put to
death. Hoapitea-ara singled out as a people who may never
“enter the cohgregétion‘ot Israel,”’ a phrasg ihich, as we
shall see, implies anrriage; ﬁor§ sweeping cohdgnnﬁt;dhs

A o -
against intermarriage are made in Deuteronomy which

1 Exodus 2:21. 5
aRuth ‘3'13‘5 53 ___;“: - ‘ 2R
> Exodus  4:25=260%5"

e RESNETI. L=

* Deuteronomy 23:4-7.




" prohibits marriage with seven Canaanite nations,® and the
books 6f E;ra (cﬁaptera 9-10) and Nehemiah (chapters 5, 10
and 13), which call upon Israelite men to senﬁ away their
foreign wives. y

Any attempt to find an invariable biblical law against
exogamy is bound to fdil. At the same time, a rule of
'endoqa-y is sometimes apparent ;ﬁd sometiﬁes completely
absent in the RFbrew Bible. “The Old Testament reflects
both [endogamous and éxoganous] systems in operation,” sajs
biblical schﬁlar Vict&r P: é&ni}ton. “Sometimes the two
different types of marriage exisélside~by side, but more
gfteh than not, one exists to the vi?tual exclusion of the
other.”’ ~ ‘- : |

Later Jewisli tr-.adig.?‘n\ — the rabbis of the Talmud and
their successors — would cnne.tO'ita own conclusions
regarding exognny‘based on their attenpts to resolve the
contradictions in the biblical text. In order to understand
the intentions ot the biblical authors, hovever, one must
first try to sepnrnte out the m;ny contradictory voicea in
the text rather than resolve thenm.

The appenrance of such stron; contrndicttbns 4in the
Hebrew Bible is consistant with the “doculcntary
hypothesis,”

‘pioneered by Julius Wellhausen (1844-1918).

~*%Peuteronomy 7:1-5.
’ Hamilton 563.
T <O



Wellhausen, who viewed the Hebrew Bible from an historical,

rather than theological, perspeétive observed distinct .

authors, .or author groups, whose-‘docuients' were fashioned

by a redactor into the text we see today in the Pentaﬁeuch

.and the Early Prophets (Genesis through Kingﬂ) These

documents are referred to as J, for the ao—culled Yahwistic

narratives which was compiled around the 10th century; E,

for the so-called Elohist narratives which wefe~compiled

_around the ninth century; D, for the Deuteronomic history of

the book of Deuteronomy and the Early Prophets compiled in

the seventh century; and P, for the Priestly texts, mostly

ey 2 : : /
laws and genealogies, compiled after the returh from

Babylonian exile, perhaps in the fifth cénturf,' (’ -
HellhausQn placed each 6f these doculéht§ intp a scheme

of historic and theological developments.® Although, much

of Hgllha;sen'aqwnrk now has been cqntfadicted.or questioned

by subsequent scholars, his insights still set the agenda

for all biblical scholarship — much as Freud’s work, now

largely replaced in the cannon of ppfcholoqy, ptili'sgts the

agenda for that discipline. P R
Follouing weIlhausen 3 preliae that the Hebrew Bible is

a polyvocal docunant with strands fhat reprmsent difterent

voices. uithin ;he hiatory of a develo : tibﬁgﬂtt“ia
e . aa Sy o5

* Joseph Blenkinsopp, !ﬁeipuntateuch (New York:

o



possibie to describe the Hebrew Bible’s varying attitudes
toward exogamy as the manifestation of different trends
" within Israelite soc;ety. New trend? developed with changes -
in Israel’s cﬁlture, politics and theology. Each was backed
o by a faction within Israelite society in cqnflict with other
factions. i
Since the Hebrew Bible is not an objective reporter,
but the biased creation of factions that wishgd to advance
their positions aLd discredif the positions of others, it is
necessary to look for ciuea‘iﬁ-the text that shed light on
the broader spectrum of Israe;ite‘éocietx.and its
conflicting trends.. Concerﬁing-the‘atﬁitude toward exogamy;
one is able to identify sevérgl g;endsithat unfold with the

(

Hebrew Bible’s story. S v

Trib;l Anon the Pa£ iarc

The enrliest trend is seen in the attitude of the
patriarchs toward narriage.b Both the J and B stories of the
patri;rcha assume that marriage within the tribe,is a :
signiticant value in choosing a prospective mate. In xhis

‘ —— e
trend, aversion to exogany was merely-axcorollprx to the 2

—t

preference for endoga-y -ﬁnarriage within the fanily tribe.

As Louis Epstein has observed, “In the earliest biblical
<> y et -

recerd, wmdmm uotive for the tendency against

PR -
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1nterlarfiage. No poiitical enmity, no religious antagonism
is harbored toward the heathen neighbors.”*

Degpite the numerous endogamous marriages thaé define
this trend in the Hebrew Bible, there are no examples of
laws requirlﬁq endogamy or proscribing exogamy in the
patriarchal period. Epstein notes, 'Tu;t cousin marriage
was .not actually required by biblical law is evident from

the many marriages between strangers recorded without

explanation or apology.”'
Some examples of endogamy strike the modern reader as

strange, indeed. For example, Abraham’s brother Nahor is
1 a2 '
reported to have married his niece: J

oi2-ng T2 137 139K Ting-ng ORK-NE "r*mma mmﬂ'fm
ua'z'mnmsm 10T K3 IATZIR TIKD 13K MR *3§<7% 1) i)
wmw-wm-mw’mﬂmmmwms ov o)

Now this is the line of Terah: Terah begot Abram,
Nahor, and Haran; and Haran begot Lot.” Haran died
in the lifetime of his father Terah, in his native
land, Ut of the Chaldeans. Abram and Nahor took
themselves wives, the name of Abram’s wife being
Sarai and that of Nahor's wife 'Milcah, the

daughter of Haran, the father of Hilcah and

Iscah."

: L. M. Epstein, Marriage Laws in the Bible and
the Talmud (1942; Ca.bridge, Mass: Harvaxd U. Preas,
1968) 149. e
» Epstein”146. .

: ' JPS Hebrew-English Tanakh (Philadelphia: Jewish

Publication Society, 1999) Genesis 11:27-29. All
translations.of the Hebrew Bible. in this work are based
onh the JPS ttranslation. Reflecting Ly
intended audience and use . ible” rather
than an “academic Bible”*{pp. xiii-xiv), it attempts to
preserve some features of tradition and piety that nuy

: -12=-

-



i

-

' Before attempting to explain Nahor's marriage to his

niece, one must explore the meaning of marriage in the

- Hebrew Bible.

There 1s.no sinéle verb in Biblical Hebrew to refer to
the marriage of a man to a woman. | The use of fhe verb n?b,
usually translated “to nge,' in this and many other
biblical passages means “to marry:' There is some evidence
in the Hebrew Biyie of special ce;qnsnies to mark the
beginning of larriage - ‘Jeremiah speaks of the sounds of
celebrating brides and grooms, for example.!’ Intercourse
appears to be a decisively definiﬁé moment for parriage,“
although intercourse_alone‘ia not Sﬁffﬂcient to secure
marriage.’* Marriage in the'nghrgw nibie has been described
as a covenantal arfan@é-ggf §9t£;en families. Millar

Burrows has written that hib}icil marriage was primarily,

interfere with an understanding of the text as it was
understood by its earliest audiences. In particular,
the use of the English phrase “the Lord” in translation
of God's four-letter name; M — after the pharasaic/
rabbinic custom of reading the name as Y™ — may
obscure the polytheistic background of the text. I
have rendered the name of the God of Israel as '!nun'

to avoid such confusion. In other places, I have ;
retainad the JPS translatfiom and pointed out alternate
translatious in the analysis. : 3 e

- 2 Jeremiah 7:34; 16:9; 25:10; 33:11.

U As in Genesis 2:24 '("a man clings to his wife
so that they become one flesh”), Genesis 29:22-23
(Laban brought Leah to Jacob’s tent and he cohabitated
with her), (the levir cohabits with
his brpothey*s Wile).
' ‘i aAs in the case of Shechen, who negotiates for
a13s




. “the concern of the family, the clan and the tribe,” and

that “this was done.hy a\gift,'creating an obligation,
sealing a contract, and establishing a family-alliance.”

It is noteworthy that the verb 1M1, which means “to

 marry” in modern Hebrew, means “to form a family alliance

through marriage” in biblical Hebrew. The verb is sometimes

derived from a root in Arabic meaning “circumcision” on the

theory that a man would be c%rcumcised by the pattiarch of

his bride’s family.'® The biblical verb is never

accomplished by bride and bridegroom, rather, a family

p%triarch'nay “1m*” his son or daughter to a prospective

: : : : ' J
spouse, Or a man may “Jmm” a patriarqh by marrying his

- daughter.” The import of biblical narriag7/is the forging

of an alliance between families.  “_

The marriage of nahor to his brother s dnughter does

‘not provike any objection in the text, it is related as a

nornal occurrence. Indeed, marriage between uncles and
nieces is notnbly absent from tha list of forbidden

marriages between close relatlva in Leviticus 18 and 20.“

narriaga_;o Dinah after he has rapedfﬁai“(cguuuia_ggjl‘
5 Millar Burrows, The Basis of Israelite Marriage
(1938; New Haven: American Oriental s°c1ety. 1970)
9,15.
'* Francis Brown, S.R. Drivet and Charles A.
Briggs, A Hebrew and English Lex ~the=0ld

 Testament (1906; Oxford: s, 1951) 368.

" aAs in Demtefonomy 7:3; I Samel 18:21=223 I
Kings 3: 1; and II Chronicles 18:1.
-14=
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Such unions may have been considered meritorious through the
time of the Talmud. There, the sages are reported to praise
a man who marries his sister’s daughter along with one “who
loves his neighbors, who befriends his relatives, ..and who
gives a sela to a poor man in his hour of need. """

There are many other examples of close endogamy in the
Bible. When Abimelech accused Abraham of lying about
Sarah’s relationship with him — he had said that she was his
sister — Abraham replied, “*?-"im "aR-n3 &Y T8 ®11 “38-N3 ring nJRK-03)
TYX?,” “And besides, she is in truth my sister, my father’s
daughter though not my mother’'s and she became my wife.”?
Although Abraham offered this excuse while defending himself
against a powerful potential adversary, there is reason to
believe his statement. Sarah’s genealogy is notably absent
from Genesis 11:29 (see above), in which the ancestry of
Nahor’s wife Milcah is given. Marriage to half-sisters is
forbidden in Leviticus,” but this cannot be taken as
evidence against Ab;ahan’s statement. Jacob also broke a
Levitical marital law by marrying two sisters,? Leah and

Rachel, who are also his cousins.®

'* Although marriages between aunts and nephews
are forbidden in Leviticus 18:12-14 and 20:19-20.

¥ B. Yevamoth 62b-63a.

* Genesis 20:12. 3

% Leviticus 18:9, 20:17.

 In violation of Leviticus 18:18.

? Genesis 29:12.

=15=
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The preference toward endogamy among the patriarchs
has, as § corollary, an antipathf toward exogamy. Abraham
-directs hif servant to find an appropriate bride for his‘son

Isaac fro; among his own people:

: wmmmwhmwn X7 TR TR TR OmE TR T R
* PIF'? 332 TR ) T20 *RT2i0-2K) TFR-2K 73 113773 20 233K

I will make ycu swear by YHWH, the God of heaven
and the God of earth, that you will not take a
wife for my son from the daughters of the
Canaanites among whom I dwell, but will go to the
land of my birth and get a wife for my son
Isaac.* .

Abraham’s determination that his son ndt n;rry a
Canaanite %s inseparable from his determinatioq that hé.
marry a woman from “my. birthplace” (°nTon). The:use of thig
term suggests that Abraham desired a wife for Isaac{fron hia

own stock. ~The eventual choice of Rebekah, Rh:aﬁﬂl‘s niece,
may confirm this 1nterpretatiqn.

It shéuld b€l noted that'lbrahanﬂs_9§tern1nation to
larry-Isnac to a woman of his country has nothing to do with
“religion.” Rebekah was the sister of Laban, who referred
to YHWH only as “the God of your fathers,” (enppisis'

. added)® and who kept household gods.“ There isnp
‘suggestion that Rehekah came fron a Yﬂun-worshipping hone

‘Abraham’s primary concern was that Isaac marry a clan-

\‘ ¥

! . : el
: * Genesis 24:3-4. PR
; » Genesis 31:29. .= PR
% Genesis 31:19,
: =16~
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member, not a co-religionist.

- There is also little indication that Abraham’s distaste

for a anaapitﬁ daughter-in-law is the result of antipathy
towards Canaanites or members of other nations. When
' Abraham defeated thé four Mesopotamian kings who had warred
against Canaan, the Canaanite kings blessed Abraham and
offered rewards.” Abraham bargained for YHWH's mercy for
the city of sodom.” He made a covenan%lwith the Philistine
King Abimelech after settling a dispute concgrning wells.”
After the degih of Sarah, Abraham negotiated a 1&5&'
ncquisition £ron the Hittites to secure a graveuite.
Abraham had stated to Ab:l.:_nelech, “ TR P ORRR z; et m
PBYR 37-77 N3 W3 GipR3 O NET, © “°1 thought,” said Abr
‘surely there is no fear of God in this place‘ngdfthey will
 kill me because of my wife.’”” The implication is that
Abraham knew that §he Geraritea‘uonld not. taint themselves
with adultery,_but feared that they had nc scruples agaipat
murdering a foreigner. He. imagined that they might kill him

in order to have sex with Sarah.” This, along with the

1—-...\ ;__

?'Genesis 14:1-24.

* Genesis 18:22-32.

¥ Genesis 21:22-34.

. . ™ Genesis 23:3-20. BLL 8 !

- " Genesis 20:11. : A s
' . % Nahum M. Sarna, The JPS _ :

Genesis (Philadelphia: Jewish Publication Society,

1989) 143.
17=




- treatment of Lot by the Sodomites,® does suggest a biblical

view that the inhabitants_of the land practiced sexual

deviancy, but Abraham never stated this as a reason not to
1n£;tlaxry'with them.

' -Abraﬁdh's relations with the natives of the land that
YHWH had promised him are generally bﬁsiness-like - he
negotiates, buys and sells with them. On the oiher.hqnd; he

appears wary of them. When the king of SQdan offered

. Abraham a reward for the defeat of the four kings, Abraham

_repl_ies with an oath, *mxn u‘n '\‘g-m-':ap rsm__t-m_q 'm_-qiw 9 DIND-DR

:ng;;n;mm &, ” “I will not take so much as a él;read or a
sandal étrap.of;uhaf is yours; you shhllfnoi saf, Fft is 1
who made Abram rich.’”* There is also an ﬁndortoéé of
distrusf in Abrahal's'neéotiations‘ﬁithngpron fhehﬂittite
for the gravesi#e at Machpelah. The eariiést audience of

the text wjuld have understood qe11 the tension inherent in

e resident alien (3¥im-u), as Abraham describes himself,®

attempting to buy land as a pernanant posaenaion (73pm?) . >
-Abraham’'s reticence appears to have been shaped by his

insecurity as a foreigner surrounded b!-ﬁeﬂﬂrful natives.

' He chose to ‘maintain a distinct identity from these pedble. x

\ 5 GGMi.S 19:‘-11- 4 ’ i 2 . ___‘: s
| Geriesis 14:23. . e b
* Genesis 23:ds< =" o

% Genesis 23:18.
' -18-



even as he lived among them. His insistence on tribal
endogamy was his ultimate statement of that desire.”
Isaac and Rebekah seem to have shared Abrahgi's

distaste for intermarriage. Their son, Esau, married two

Hittite women who were “mpini,” “a bitterness to the
spirit” of Isaac and Rebekah.” Later, Rebekah began this
exchange with Isaac by referring to Esau’s wives:

nn-nagn PR PY p?-OR N0 M3 e 03 R¥R POY-7K P3N KM
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Rebekah said to Isaac, “I am disgusted with my
life because of the Hittite women. If Jacob:
marries a Hittite woman like these, from among the
native women, what good will my life be to me?”
"So Isaac sent for Jacob &nd blessed.him. He
instructed him, saying, “You shall not take a wife
from among the Canaanite . Up, go to Paddan-
aram, to the house of Bethuel, your mother’'s
: father, and take a wif\exthere from among the
daughters of Laban, your mother’'s brother.””

As in the Abraham stories, Isaac and Rebekah’s concern
is not for Jacc;b to m;rry a woman from a fm-\prshipping
home. Indeed, as stated, £he Eakt SEEein iD suggestion that
Laban’s family was YHWH-worshipping. Isaac and Rebekahs

distaste £or the “native women” appem to be t.hat they are

’—v\ .

"_. ¥ In this regard the Sister/Wife storie$ in- -
Genesis 12 and 20 are somewhat troubling. Why wuld
Abraham risk mixing his line with those of Egypt and
Canaan? The answer may be connected to Sarah’s status
+as an TRY (Genesis 11: 30), mmor bearing
- children. . ;
‘ M’Q‘E“'u-as. e £
» Genesis 27:46-28:2.
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not.fronlthe family clan.* , '

Isaac and Rebekah's feelings effect Esau. He, too,

" becomes deterliqed to marry a clan nenﬁer in ordet to regain
the favor of his parents. He marries his cousin, Mahalath,
%he daughter of his father’s half-brother, Ishmael.“

Esau’s marriage to thalath may be regarded as ironic.
Although his intentions are good, he ends up marrying the
granddaughter of Ha?ar, the Egyptian handmaid who was the
ultimate “outsider” in the house df Abraham. There is no
report that this harriage'at 5li-a£f¢cted Isaac and
Rebekah’s affections toward Esau. |

-Jacob’s eventual-marriaégs to R@éhpl and Leah, of
course, become the mythic oriﬁin of the ﬁeople called
“Israel.” “One modern aéholgffkapé;rﬁ Oden, has seen the
pariiqular endogamous natufe of these marriages as the means

4 of Israel’s cultural self-definition. Oden points out that

J

these marriages are between cross-cousinsh— that is, a
sister{s son and hpr htother'a daughter. Baaaﬂ on tpe
sociolégical theory .of Levi-Strauss, Oden asserts that such
narriagﬁs are commonly preferfad among many cultureé because

——

they contain ‘all of the elements of kinship(= sibling

“ In tact. the text does not directly state any
.reason for their-distaste for Cnnaanlte'uo-en Rashi
‘follous the Tanchuma’'s ‘

Rebecca’s uives of Esau was based on
"their their 465&:;5553 practices (Rashi on-Genesis 27:1).

Y Genesis 28:9.




relation, relation between generations, and relation by

marriage.

Oden writes of the cross-cousin marriages, “The
relationship which creates and thus defines the descendants
of Israel in the patriarchal narratives is the same

relationship by which many societies first define themselves

culturally through their kinship systems and through myths
in which those systems are recounted.”*

The trend away from exogamy based on clan endogamy
appears to weaken after the marriage of Jacob. Three of
Jacob's sons are reported to have married outside the family
clan. In a brief passage — easily missed in casual reading
= the sons of Simeon are reported as, “Jemuel, Jamin, Ohad,
Jachin, Zohar, and Saul son of a Canaanite woman” (emphasis
added)." It is significant that special mention is made of
Simeon’'s Canaanite wife - suggesting that all of the other
wives were from the family clan — however, there is no
suggestion of reproach against Simeon for his exogamy. It

may be that the son by the Canaanite (listed last) was

‘* Robert A. Oden, jr., “Jacob as Father, Husband,
and Nephew: Kinship Studies and the Patriarchal
Narratives,” Journal of Biblical Literature 102/2
(1983) 199. Oden does not raise the question of
Bilhah and Zilpah‘s status in relation to his theory.
If the relationship between Rachel, Leah and Jacob
defines Israel, what of the four tribes (Dan, Naphtali,
Gad and Asher) that are the progeny of the handmaidens?

Y Genesis 46:10.
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aécorded lower status because of his heritage.

Judah is also reported to have married a Canaanite

- woman, identified only as “the dauqhtef of Shua.”** As with

Simeon, there is no explicit criticism against Judah’'s

exogamous marriage. However, Judah does emerge chastised in

the story that follows, buf he is faulted only for the
treatment of his daughter-in-law, Tamar, whp is denied her
right to marry one of Judah’s sons after her husband dies.
The specification oé Judah’s wife as a Canaanite may have
been intended to Associaté‘audhﬁlwith sexual enticements, a
theme that plays an important role id'Tanar{s story.

The most thoroughly uncri?icized ipternnrriage in the ;-

Book of Genesis, though, is stgph's. When Pharaoh put

Joseph in charge of Egypt,\&t_fgumgded him with some of the

trappings of his office.
WWmmw-mnm m"mmomw-wwm
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Pharaoh gave Joseph the name xaphannth-paneah; and
he gave him for a wife Asenath daughter of Poti-
phera, priest of On. Thus Joseph emerged in :
charge of the land of Egypt.‘

There is no criticism offered against Joseph’a

: sl e | _ e
! exoqanous marriage. This may be due'fu‘cixculstance‘-

Joseph lived his entire adult life separated fron his

people. Besides, Joseph’s marriage to the daughter of a
~ £ e g

——,

Miﬁ*ﬁw e
"cemis 41:45.
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foreiﬁn priest was necessary for him to fﬁlfill his role as
his falily'ilpouerful savior. That may be why he is not
criticized. )

Joseph‘s story; though, also contains within it the
seeds of the next major trend in Fie Bible’'s attitude toward
exogany. Joseph repreqénts the ultlm;te victory over a'
foreign power in Genesis. Abraham had merely grown wealthy
by tricking Pharaoh' and Qbimglech“, bui he is just a
small-time hustlLr compared\to steph. Joseﬁh used.his
guile to rise to the tbp of Egypt, the most powerful nation
on earth. Joseph elevated the pioqeny of Abraham from a
mere family clan to a player in 1nterqationa1 politics. .
Hith Joaeph, Israel began to become -a nation ana a rival to
other nations. After J?:fph, éiogany would be an issue of

national prestige and national animosities.

J's Hatioggiig;-refsgggtive.

The next trq#ditook_fbrn as the growing people of
Israel began to- ee'the-seIVQs as a nation livipghalbngsidg
other, competing nations. ‘A biﬁs against exogamy with Yhese
nations was a -anitestatfaﬁ“éf :1va1:;gp;gygx‘jgsourées,
histories of antagonisn,jbr sheer cultnr;i Gliasyinisn. - _As

this trend davéloped, exogu-y was not merely a cultural
. . 2 :

“_ﬁggcc!ﬁ’Ii”TTf::T’“a

e Genesis 20:1-16.
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taboo,.it could be elevated to the status of treason., There
was no formal law against the practice of exogamy, but it
‘could lead to punishment.* ) |

The trend begins in texts assoqiated with the pre-

" exilic J document. J does not by any means vilify all
exogamy. In fact, it iq;J who tells the story of Moses’
marriage to the Midianite, zippordh, without the least
criticism. Exogamy alone is.not a problem for J; it is when
foreign marriage Lhreatens tﬁe theological and cultural
underpinnings of Israelite Qoéiety_that J polemicizes
against it. b

'In J's story of_Jacob;q daughtér,lbinah, one reads bhaﬁ
the woman “went out to, visit the‘gathiers of the land.”* A
Hivite naned Shechén,”soQ\?f,a {;qalichieftnin, raped  her
(myn).* But Shechem also ﬁqd tender feelings for Dina and
4 he asked his father, Hamor, *mnmnz’m-hu 2-np, " “Get me
this girl as a wiféi?“ Hamor approachea Jacob and his sons

with a marriage offer that included a proposal for a new

““ The only passage generally attributed to J that -
includes a legal prohibition against exogamy is Exodus
. 34:11-16. However, as shall' Be discussed in a later
'_section, there is reason to believe that tfils is-a D
passage. ; 4 .
* Genesis 34:1. .
: * The translation of the piel of Nly as “rape” is
+ also seen in Deuteron :14;.32+24, 29; Judges
19:24; 20:5; a1 :12,14,22,32; Ezekiel
22 :-I.aﬁi-:"-’;di'i'ﬁ_' Lamentations 5:11. _ .

i Genesis 34:4.

>
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relationahip between their peoples.
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Intermarry with us: give your daughtera to us, and
take our daughters for yourselves: You will dwell .-

_ ~among us, and the land will be open before youj,
o settle, move about, and acquire/ holdings in it,"

- Hamor offered more thpn-marriaqe between his son and
Jacob’s daughter. He offered terms 6! u-ﬂﬂ'.'l treaty
between his househo%d (understood as. all that he Iuitd).lﬂd
the household of Jacob. From other stories, such as
Joseph’s troubles with Potiphgf;s ﬁito,“ it is evident that
J could regard foreigners as untrustuotthy especially

regarding marriage and sexual morality., *hlt untzpatby

~ helps to explain the cunning (mrpﬁ}, Hith which Jageb’s

sons replied to Shechem and\kpnor:

. -7 T 10- 79 w7 anng-n Ao My L
B3} Aiz3-ng 103 :131-23 B3} Yen? g mww‘tm W Yy
4 AT 1272 RN X2-0K] ¥ OY? 1377 B30 umm;;‘t’;% »H':n

“We cannot do this thing, to give our sister to »
man who is uncircumciséd, for that is a disgrase
among us. Only on this condition will ﬂl.::::O
_with you; that you will become like us in

every male among you is circumcised, :
will give our daughters to you and take

daughters to ourselves; —and we will Mé{ ‘n
you and become as one kindred, But if you.wi

not listen to us and bccOIc clrculcilid; ve vill
take our daughter and go

. 3 Genesis 34:9-10.
WL - Genaail,gﬂﬁlwif?““ﬂ“ﬂwq
. %.garesis 34:13. e

s Genesis 34:14-17.

-
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The .brothgrs feigned to accept the :I;ntefnarriage offer
and covenant, in the very same phrasing in which it was
offered, on condition that all the s & .nalor's' kingdom
‘become circulcis.ad Hamor and Shechel accepted the covenant
f\rith circumcision as its sign. | ‘

27 " While the men of Sheqhen were in the pain of recovering
from circumcision, two of Dinah’s fill brothers, Simeon and
Levi, entered the city and killed tl.xen all:. The other
brothers plundered \the city in | reveﬁge. "

There are many unanswered questions in the story. Of
‘great interest to an understanding of the Hebrew Bible's
attitudes toward intermarriage, though, is —t.he question of :
Simeon and Levi’'s extreme re.d;:t_::lon. | th did they resort to
mass murder? Was it the rape; th@f proposed intermarriage,
or sa-ething else that mk&iéd them?

There are two biblical p;ssages that provide punishment

for a man who has sex with an unmarried woman. In Exodus,

one learns:

:wﬁmwmwmﬁﬂmﬂ.wﬁ"ﬂ

If a man seduces a virgin for whom the bride-price - 2
has not been paid, and-liés with her, hemgtuke
hcrhhiitebymtofahﬂiﬂe-aticn.__

-Danteronoly statea:
v 03] mmmﬂw-ﬁmmmww

NS

D ”M“?ﬂ zs-zs.

3 gpxodus 22:15.
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“If a man comes upon a virgin who is not engaged

and he seizes her and lies with her, and they are

discovered, the man who lay with her shall pay the

girl’'s father fifty [shekels of] silver, and she

shall be his wife._ "

It appears that Shechem expeéted to be treated
aécording to a rule liké one of these. He asked his father
to arrange the payment of the bride price® and he, himself,
offered to pay apy bride p‘rtce, even Beyond the normal
amount . * But Simeon and Levi must have viewed his crime
very differently. Since they ‘punished him with death — not
payment of bride-price and l_l_.arri-agg — in-their eyes,

. Shechem’s crime could not have been .séductioh or rape. ‘It
is unlike].y also that they wisl}od to punish hi.l for mere
intemrriage. Up to th{s point, soue intermarriages — like
Rsau"'s = had been censured, but none had been punished, let.
alone by death.®

7

Yet there is a« clue in the _épiloque to t.ha crime thaf.

S Denteronouy 22: 28-29. This law concerning a
"ravisher' has a atmng parallel in the Middle Assyrj.an
Laws (12th centurr B.C.E.), suggesting that it was part -
~ of the legal culture of the ancient Near East and knoun

to the J author. See: James B. Pritchard, Ancient Near
EBastern Texts Relating to the 0ld Testameat (Princeton-
- Princeton University Press, 1969) 184. i : i

- Genesis 34:4. !

® Genesis 34:11-12.

“ Interestingly, an _passage (Genesia X:X)
indicates that wu athered at least a child
' by a.Canamité mother. However, this text is gemnlly
attributed to the latest bibilical author (P) and likely
dates 1nng after the Dinah story took shape.
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si.-uon and Levi wanted to punish. At the story’'s end, Jacob
m angry with Simeon and Levi, again, because of the old
: patr:l.nmhal insecnrity about the native. inhabitants of the
land.

T3 "33 T 2073 I K DEAY "12- ) TV -2 S T
PP 3 RTOP3) "3 27 1K) 998 T "IK)

Jacob said to Simeon and Levi, “You have brought
trouble upon me, making me odious among the
inhabitants of the land, the Canaanites and the
Perizzites; my men are few in number, so: that if

they unite against me and attack me, I and my

: house will be destroyed.”®

Jacob, like his father and grandfather before hin, was
~wary and ]cautious in his dealings with foreigners, but his
sons were more aggresaive'. ~Jacob’s sons reprépant a new /
generation in attitude toward foreigners. They wanted to
take control of the situation. They get tl\atcry('a last
word, boldly asking Jacob, um N Sg 3193, ~ ~Should our
sister he treatipd like a whore?"’

The common translation of “mih" as. “whore” is confusing
and misleading. Dinah.was raped.' '!hei;e is no suggestion
that she was paid for having sex vith Shechem. Her bride-
price cannot he conceived as a prost:ltute's_paynent since

' _ that. would tnrn ev'ery mri.ed woman into a prostitute. now,
then, could Dinah be a “whore”?

; 31&0nandm1d1dnotsoe8hechuu ither.the

L=t

_ Lo L
9 Genesis 34:30. 77 - g
¢ Genesis 34:31.
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sedncer of Exodus or the rapist of Deuteronony who must be’

- cmpollod to pay the bride—pr:l.ce. They did not see their
eiste; as a prostitute who accepts qonej for sex. ﬁether,
thef-aev the situatioﬁ as “whoring” in the same sense as the
word is used in Numbers 25, the story of Phinehas, which
shall be considered shortly: )

« TP M7 OF KM 13§D nizg-y nia? oy M) o3 YRjy 3y
TIYRY NBYT oy YR

Hhi‘le Israel was staying at Shittin, the people
profaned themselves by whoring with the Moabite
women, ‘who invi'bed the people to the sacr:l.fices

for their god.*

l!ere, too, there is no sugqestion that the Israelites

paid tor sex. Throughout the Bebrew Bible there are )

examples ot the verb M3 being used to refer to the
attachment of Israel to a foreign god or na&i_o( . (nations
and gods were not distinguishable _ideae\i:fft‘he' ancient Near
Bast - 'l'.!m]\'éI ti.ned one nnother )", 'rhe root, N3y, and its
association with prostitution, is ap extremely prejudicial
term to use for toreign mfiage-or- for -the' vorlshi.p of
foreign gods — a term born out .og si:ronq chauvinism for

one’'s own nation over other nations.

R o-—

“ Numbers-25:1-2. C

“ M.A. Cohen, “In All Fairness to Mulb, Eretz- _
Israel, Volume 12 (Jerusalem: Israel Exploration '
Society, 1975) 90. Cohen writes that £ro- the gods of oY
tho ient*Near East »derived the laws at gowerned ’

jes, and their cults by which
paople expressed their alle  not only to those
societies but to their government as well.”
‘=@
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ihis 1% the sense ‘in which Simeon and Levi used the

term “MM” in re:ferri.ng' to Dinah’'s urringe to a foreign
'na-t:l.on. They asked their father the qu'estion, "ﬂﬁ!ﬂﬂm
,!:I.I:M‘,_' which could be understood as, “Shall he acquire our
sr:\lster as one attached to the lechery of foreign n‘mtions?"
'l‘he:lr accusation against Shechem goes far beyond mere rape
or Mtemrriage. Shechem’s crime was to at;.tach Israel to
gods and nations they perceived as abominable.* Simeon and
Levi killed Shechem because of national chauvinism.

In this regafd, the st".oryh of‘ Di_nah has much in common
with the story of Phinehas, who reacted to the incident at
Shittim (guoted above) with mtt and deadly punishment:
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When Phinehas, son of Eleazar son of Aaron the
priest, saw this, he left the assembly and, taking
a -spear in his hand, he followed the Israelite
into the chamber and stabbed both of them, the |
" Isrealite and the woman, through the belly. Then
the plague against the Israent;es was _checked. .

T in . oy I

— % his delpi.te the fact that_ Sheche.n ‘and na-or
agreed to accept a central element of Israelite ritual.

The fact that they circumcised themselves appears to be
. ironic in the story - thehoathamthoughttbeym
,‘ joining the the life of Israel in , but, in fact,

were M Yom life itself.

#Lylsre is here an. “open” break and a new
paruhahinthemctictm
=30-
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; ‘i‘hos_e who died of the plague numbered twenty-four ,
‘thousand.® YHWH spoke to Moses, saying, “Phinehas,
son of Elezar son of Aaron the priest, has turned
back my wrath from the Israelites by displaying
among them his passion for me, so that I did not
wipe out the Israelite people in my passion. Say
therefore, ‘I grant him my pact of friendship. It .
shall be for him and his descendants after him a
Y pact of priesthood for all time, because he took
impassioned action for his God, thus making
' expiation for the Israelites.’"®
Whereas the story of Dinah is attribuj:ed’ to the pre-
exilic author J, the story of Phinehas is usually associated
\ \ o :
with the post-exilic P author because it justifies the -
priesthood of Phinehas’ désc_eh&ants over other families.
‘However, the similarities between the two stories suggests
that P may only have added YEWH'S reward of perpetual
priesthood to an old J story 'al;out retribution against
Midianite women who iedhc@ I's_x_aefl to follow foreign gods.’
In both stories, an act'gf “mn” is punished by
extra:ludicial k:l.llinq. 'In both-cases, the'-nrderers act in
support of rm, hut. ggainst the v:l.ll of tenpnral authority.

Simeon and I.cv.t were explicitly repmved by Ja,cob-" and -

"!horeishumnn'opqn break and a new

parashah in the masoretic text.

- “ Numbers 25:7-13. _
2= ."Thohemotthestoryneedm~b_4n ;

Phinehas in the J version. Phinehas myste ﬁ‘ijtlropa
out of the narrative tonow:l.ng this incident. Eleazar,
Caleb and Joshua become thé leaders of the genexation
that would succeed uoua and Aaron.

" Many - commentato: _éxtended the reproof of
. Sineon and i Ry -ne Jacob's malediction against
- them is 49:5-7. However, there is no clear

1link m this and the mident in Genesis 34.




Mnehds‘ _acti.ona contravened lloses‘. co—nnd.“" Yet, in
'bath cases, ‘the killers appear to be e:onerated for their
‘action. Phinehas’ actiqn ends the plague. The bibl.tcal
author seems to‘eavtonarate Simeon and Leyi, whose compelling
.j&atification for killing (verse 31) is left upansﬁered.
Both stories contain nurdergsus hatred against foreign T
nations. Both stories manifest that hatred by harshly
condemning a form of exogamy. :

Louis Epstein a.::'guea that, \in this period, aversion o
exogamy was only a “social standard which was heeded as a’
matter of propriety,” and that, “This is all that
Mumriage meant to.the Jeva 'p'rior- io the Deut,efononic
period.”” < o4 T

' Indeed; in its hatred {Sf'gxpé;-y,tthe J source does
not ippan: to have a legal or ;héoiog_ical basis (apart from'
at.he' belief that foreign worship is tainted) as would develop
later. It is not pdu;ﬂ’ne to determine whether J's
murderous hatred of exogamy developed from the patriarchal
era’s d&s:l.re for endpguy In the time of J, h:miev_er‘, the
at.titude against int,emrriage appears to have been '

g 'V - —

; ’ng;ivated primarily by national rivalry and mlt.ural

aversion. '
; . - | : o .*wﬁ,ﬁf.w
. ™ numbers” 35:5.
s npatcin 149.
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vid n’s Inte iages of Con ‘ne_.
Since the ‘llebrev Bible is the record of Israel’'s story

told by one fact.;l.on within the society, one must read

_ between the lines to discover the voices of other factionms.

The trend just discussed 111nlinatesfJ's_argqpeni.against
exogamy based on nationalﬁn and cultural chauvinism. One
must wonder whether J spoke from some experie:ic§ when he
wrote about Israel heing tainted by .exogamy.

The biblical aut.hor, ‘J, 1is nssmd to have conpiled his -
work from older \i:itings sone “time aﬁ:.er the 10th century .
B.C.E., the time of the kings David and Solomon who were
both depicted as marrying toreign mﬂ.) Seen against this .
historical background, J's ant:l.patl/:y téw._u:d exogamy may take

B
In his forty-year rule, Davi.d managed to unite a

on new naa'niiig.

quarrelso-e and diverae group of clans — which were often in
conﬂict with one another — under 2 single crown.’ United,
they vonld dcn:lnat.o their region through most of the tenth
cem:ury Along thc. course of his .reign, David put dovn at
least thm rebollions againat him, using both nilitary

I —

" _might and political maneuvering. ‘Jon D: -w_sn‘n_.and: narugh

Halpern have argued that marriage was an important strategy

-

"See.for ample,. dmor;- “The Period of the

; ) rirst I% Wmﬂ Restoration,” A

Jewish People, ed. H.H. Ben-Sason
(Canbr:l.dqa Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1976) 96.
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in David’s political arsenal for consolidating power.™

i

The books of Samuel and Chronicles give the names of
-eight of David's wives — Michal, Ahigail; Ahinoam, Maacah,

Haggith, Abital, Eglah, and Bathsheba (called “Bathshua” in
'q_hron.tcles)." These books also augg)ee;t at least ten —
children of David by unna-?l wives and concubines.
Levenson and Halpern theorize that David’s marriage to
Abigail played an essential rqle in legitin‘ating David in

: \ { ; _
Hebron. David‘s marriage to the former wife of a Calebite

chieftain,” according to the theory, allowed David, a

Bethlehemite, to be crowned king in 'the Calebite center. ’
On the theory that a i:oyal' wife cbultjl c;:nfer royal :

st.atua on her husband, Levensorn further. Speculates that

David’s wife, Ahinoam, was act.uallﬂ the same woman as Saul’s
7

wife of the same name.” According to this theory, David

!iattapr.ed to usurp the throne by marrying a king’s wife in
the same way that Adonijah would later att'iupt to usurp

Solomon’s throne by marrying Abishag, a member of David's

r

" Jon D. Levenson and Baruch Halpern, “The : :
Political Import of David’'s riages,” The Journal of .
- Biblical Literature 99/4 (1980): 507=518.
~" ™ See I Samuel 18; 25; II Samuel 3:3- 55 115 12 1 : .
Chronicles 3:1-5. d
% 1T Samuel 5:13-16; I Chronicles 3: 9, 14:3-7.

s 7 In I Samuel 25:2 Nabal is called “very wealthy”
- (T™p¥m), and in I W*he?ﬂ'retered to as a
" Mentioneéd in I Samuel 14:50.
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‘haxei.” ‘This theory would help to explain Nathan’s
statement to David, *“-Mg 37 MK T3 T8 V3-TH) T I3-ne T2 RN
7™ YKy 3,7 I gave you your master’s house and possession

of your master'’s vives; and I gave you the house of Israel .

(B

_and_Judah.”* |
 David’s marriage to Maacah also may have béen
“politically ‘motivated juét as his marriages to Abigail anh
Ahinoam were. This “wWv; T mbn-n3, " "daughter of Talmai, -
king of éeshur{'“ was no Israelite. Geshur, located iﬂ the
south of the present-day Golan Heights had beeﬁ 1e£t‘as a
separate uncopquered kingdom by the Israelites.®” It was ;._
strategic cross-roads and.feriile oasis in that reéion'(mﬁch f
“ ~as it is today); ?he rulers of this region‘would'gave heen:
valuable allies to David. Gerald J. Petter writes that -
David’s marriage to the daughter of Geshur’s king |
”_cefﬁainly Piesuppiped, 1nc1ﬁd§&, or entgfl&d spud tfeaty

" bétween Talmai ‘and Daviﬁ, and thus bgtuéen the Geshurites
and the Israelites.”® The Hebrew Bible dbeb not contain a
hint of criticism against David for tor'nng" this alliance

——

‘with a foreigmer.

™ I Kings 2:17-23. - ;
* .11 Samuel 12:8. : .
* II Samuel 3:3; I Chronicles 3: 2
% Joshua 13:13% N
' ® Gerald J. Petter, 'Geshuriteam,m
Bible Dictionary: Volume 2,.ed. B.N. Freedman, et al.
(New York: Doubleday, 1992) 997. '
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I David used hnrriage with dohestic andvforeign al}ies
to his politic&l‘advantage, his soﬁ, Solomon, appears to
- have carried the practice to a further éitfene. The book of
Kings reports QfHSolomoﬁ: |

ALl W"H"‘F%m’lw-namsmmza YR~ ooy e
13739 D7 mpin-ng) T 3N 1n’a-m_t nin? inv

Solomon allied himself by marriage with Pharaoh

- king of Egypt. He married Pharaoh’s daughter and
brought her to the City of David [to live there]
until he had finished building his palace, and the
House of YHWH, and the walls around Jerusalem.®

In this case, the po;itical nature of the marriage is
more obvious. The verb '(m‘r,i.:: e;:ph'asi_zea the connection
between Solomon and Pharaoh, his fath;x-in-iaw (mh). Later.
in the Solomon story, one readb that.Pﬁargoh captured the

. Canaanite city of Gezer, located 1?/the foothills of the
Judean range at a strategic\ng;ﬁt on the road to
Jerusale-,“ and put it into Israelite control by giving it

as a dowry to his dgugﬁtér.“ It is possib}é that Solomon’s
marriage to the daughter of Pharach ﬁﬁs actually part of a
peace t?eaty that'ngypf,was‘forced to enter following an
111-advised military foray into the Judean hills.” The

* ST —

ey Klngs ‘3:1. | e

* william G. Dever, “Gezer (Place),” The Anchor
. Bible Dictionary: Volume 2, .ed. D.N. Freedman, et al.

(New York: Doubleday, 1992) 998. : :

. % 1 Kings 9:16: _
< ¥ Tomoo Ishida - ‘ iPerson), !he‘Anchor
luaa 6, ed. n.n. Preednan, et al.
(New !ork- Doubleday, 1992) 109.
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name of the bride is not given because her identity is
incidental to the alliance formed between the two nations.

The Hebrew Bible’'s mention of the marriage in
juxtaposition to Solomon’s greatest achievements — the
building of the Temple, the palace and walls of Jerusalem —
suggests that the alliance with Egypt was considered a mark
of Solomon'’'s greatness. This would be particularly
understandable if the alliance was the result of a military
victory by Israel over Egypt. The praise for Solomon's
marriage alliance here, however, is in marked contrast to
its next mention. 1In chapter 11, Solomon’'s foreign
marriages are associated with his worst sin and his
downfall:

IPRTR NieRy NiPaRia T9-13-nK| Mad nPTR) 0OV 208 MY TR
3}-X? ) 073 WAD-K? PRTP? 3328 M- WK YK 0N (PN YT
Twy 12-7m1 ;1387 702Y P33 OT3 OTT7K "0 B3337- M 102 1% 033
MY NPt Ny Y 1a%-ng 1Y) W7 Nk YoV v nikp ¥y nig
2373 YR mm-oy nwﬁn?malhnmynw'!{sw-mmm
YY) :0°j2Y YRV 037n T0¥) 373 17K NIAYY TYOX Mo T 3% TN
:‘ra m"v-n' 73R TITR T W KR ;
‘ng;w M‘Hmmmuﬁﬁ:ﬁm
-3 TRY3 M, RN TPNAK? ni
*'maltc 7 0 TI-VY VYR M) [0RY8 VR WED 2Ky 0K
PIR-N07) YR 1 YR M N ¢ .
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King Solomon loved many foreign women in addition
to Pharaoh's daughter — Moabite, Ammonite,
Edomite, Phoenician, and Hittite women, from the
nations of which YHWH had*said to the Israelites,
“None of you shall join them and none of them
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shall join you, lest they turn your heart away to
follow their gods.” Such Solomon clung to and
loved. He had seven hundred royal wives and three
hundred concubines; and his wives turned his heart

- away. - In his old age, his wives turned away
Solomon’s heart after other gods, and he was not
as wholeheartedly devoted to YHWH his God as his
father David had been. Solomon followed Ashtoreth

© the goddess of the Phoenicians, apd Milcom the
abomination of the Ammonites. Solomon did what
‘'was displeasing to YHWH)and did not remain loyal
to YHWH like his father David. At that time,
Solomon built a shrine for Chemosh the abomination
of Moab on the hill near Jerusalem, and one for
Molech the abomination of the Ammonites. And he
did the same for\all his foreign wives who offered
and sacrificed to their gods. YHWH was angry with
Solomon, because his heart turned away from YHWH,
the God of Israel, who had appeared to him twice
and had commanded him about this.matter, not to
follow other gods; he did not obey what YHWH had
commanded. And YHWH said to Solomon, “Because you
are guilty of this — you have not kept) My covenant
ahd the laws which I enjoirfed upon you — I will
tear the kingdom away from you and give it to one
of your servants. But, for thﬁfsako of your
father David, I will not do in your lifetime; I
will tear it away from your aon. However, I will
not tear: away the whole kingdan I will give your
son one tribe, for the sake of My servant David
and for the sake of.Jeruaalel which I have
4 chosen.” : 1A

The quotatlon ot Ynﬂn's couuand against 1nternarriage

appears to be a reading of Deuteronouy 7:1-4 (discnssed in

the next section). lawever. the list of seven nationu with -

uhu- 1nternarriage is forbidden-in. that_passage does not

-

include four of the five nations with whom SOYOmdn 15 said
here to have 1nternarried Hoabitea, Aunonites, Edomites

.and Phqenicians. since -hei!eve that the book of

_-;.a.a—
-_..._J_“"ﬁ‘“

" ® 1 Kings 11:1-13. s
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Kings nnd Deuteronoly were formed by the same 'Deuteronomic
‘sc_hool. or D, one night expect a mtoh in the lists of
forbidden nations between the story of Solomon and in the
-hook of Denteronohy.

ciose inspection reveals that this passage of reproof
against Solomon may have beed'compiled from some sources
that originally praised him. The boaso that Solomon had
seven hundred wives and three hundred goncubines is similar
to other passages in which widely exaggerated numbers are
used to exalt Solonon s greatness.

The constant praise of Solomon is for great size.
‘Benaiah wishes, “M7 7280 T X3 'tmm ), *hay [ YHWH]
enlarge his throne beyond the throne of mx master King
-'David "® The daily provisions\rgr Solouon s household are
desor_ibed in herculean terms — including 10 fattened oxen,
204 paature-ted"'oxen, loouf'aheep and goats® — ns. are his
stables of 40,000 hpz?ses and 12,000 horsemen.” Even
So'lon'on's‘wisdon is 'deaor'ibed in huge numeric tem - “God
endowed Solo-on =t \d.th understanding as vast as t.he sands on__ #
the seashore.”” All of these are given in the context of *

pra.toe tor Solo-on.. It might then be inferred\that tﬁe

o ; Kinqs 1: 37. In verse 47 the courtiers repeat

t_pe blessing for "enlargenent. L
_.‘ xmﬁi‘{‘o Sy et

%2 1 Kings 5:9.
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source that spoke of ‘Solomon’s vast haren may have also
1ntended to praise him. Only later did an editor relocate
the verses concerning Solomon’s harem in order to change the
context from praise to rebuke. _

TBe long speech from YHWH condemning and puhishing
Solomon is strange — it does not/fit into the narrative of
the story. This is the only occasion in the Hebrew Bible
in which YHWH speaks direohly to a king of Israel in order
to chastise him. On every othe:’occasioh, YHWH'S
chastisement is sent thfough a phopheh;”-‘nespite the fact
that YHWH spoke directly to Solomon, there.ig no-indication .
that Solomon rosponded in any way. iﬁnhl admittled his
transgression, nnde excuses, and pleaded en'confronted
with YHWH’ s rebuke,“ pavid confesagq/ “I stand guilty
before rnunn--” but Solomon said nothing. It is as if

YHWH p speech was dropped 1nto the story as an afterthought
-~ it does not fit the context and it does not alter the
narrative of Solouon s-aotions in any way. Furthermore;

. YHWH'S reason for punishing Solouon s son 1nstead of Solonon

hinaelf ‘makes no sense. Sl

. it«is} perhaps, now possible to speonlaté"éhi£hb-~-f
historic dovaloplont of .the passage that descrihes Solonon s

*3 por exa-ple, 1 Sanuel ‘153 SJ, Mmel 12-'1
‘ Rlngs 18:18. e
el smﬁf’trzc-zs. -

1T Samuell2:13.




sin and_puhishuent,: The passage as received may have been
connttuctéd from eirlier'texts, at leaht one of which

praised Solomon for the immense size of his haren and for

the political alliances he built through foreign marriages.
The source text may even have praised Solomon for the great
- { I .

shrines he built for the gods ?f the nations he had drawn

into Israel’s orbit through these alliances.

The Deuteronomic editors of the Solomon story added the

explanation of how the rebellions against Solomon were the

" result of divine punishment. They did this to solve a

theological problem. D was committed to the idea of a
Davidic covenant — a pronise by YHWH to maint’in David’s
dynasty forever." In light of. thdt covenam-., D had to
explain the division of the kingdom 1e6= than one hundred
years after David’s death. D was also committed to the idea
of divine Qeuard for rightgouanesstand punishment for
tr;isgression. The only é;planation for the loss of the.
united. kingdon would be the sin of an Israelite king.

uoqpvar, the only king, apart from David, uhoge.s;n"

‘could have resulted in the schism of the united Kingdom of

Israel in 928 B.C.E. was the man who sat on-the throne until

-

% A clear statement of the Davidic covenant can
be seen in Psalm 89:4-5;, “I have made my covenant with
my chosen one; I have s *servant David: I will
estiinsh,!snxbnﬂ!sﬂfth totever, T will cpnfirn your
throne for all generations. Selah.” —

PE | P



that very year — Solomon. But Solomon was singled out for .
?rhise in the tradition'féceived by D. It'yoqld.have been
. impossible for this seventh céntury author to have
unqérnined a three-hundred year tradition of Solomon as the .
buiﬁaer.of the Temple, the master of wisdom, and the ;ictor
over Israel’s enemies. i

D's theology is quite different from that~of'tﬁe time
of David and Solomon. rhereas Dav;d could have idols in his
home®’ and Solomon could huild'temples'to foreign gods,®® by
the time of the Deutetonomisté; eiciusive allegiance to YHWH
— henotheism — had become a.definipionqi'charaqteristic of
Judah, at least for the Deuteronﬁ?iSts.‘ éq the D autﬁors
focused on something in 501anon'a-:eign thaf_vas
6$j§ctionab1e to the standards of the ,da; and constructed-
an etpl@nation for the loss of tﬁé ﬁnited Kingdon of Israel
on&5010lon s 1nternarriages and worship of foreign gods.

This is the interpretation of SOIonon's sin as
presented py J. Robinson. - He states that the claim of
apostasy Eﬁmough-foreiﬁﬁ marriage against Solomon was .
. nothing more than D's attenpt to discover the sin against

"R ——
. —

Yﬂnn_tor uhich Solonon s kingdo- was later puhtshed

Robinson writes:

According to-[the‘neuterohoniq_principle of divine

g 0 mﬁl’b.u-ls. . I

T Iings 11:7.
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-reward and puniahnent], any king who had such a
‘successful and magnificent reign as Solomon was
reputed to have had, was bound to leave behind for
his successor a strong and powerful 'kingdom. In
point of fact Solomon did not leave behind such a
kingdom .. The deuteronomists found a reason why
Solomon’s reign should have ended disastrously in
~Spite of all its earlier greatness. It was

because Solomon had committed a grave sin. They

believed that the gravest sin into which any

Israelite could fall was apostasy.”

James A. Montgomery notes that the story of sélomon'g
sin is a composite consisting of aP early, pre-Deuteronomic
account that did not mention foreign wives and the later
Deuteronomic version that included this theme “to explain
the king’s deféction.”’® The many references to foreign

. + 1 " . .
wives who *turned [Solomon’s] heart from YHWH” is D’'s |
addition to a much older story. '

The authors of the D source did not qtfcp tge list of
Solomon’s foreign vives with their own 1list ot forbidden
" nations in Deaterono-y e f either hecauae they could not or
because it was uninportant. D could not change the nations
with whom Solomon 1nt§rnnrried:hecause_they derived from a
pre-Deuteronomic t:adition.- The list in Deuteronomy, as
Qhall be diacnssed, was probably not underséood as literal

T —

or detinitive, gnyﬂay, so matching it was not inportant-~

* J. Robinson, The First aook of Kings : _
(Canbr:h:lgez Chmbridge Unims:l.ty Presa, 1972) 135=136.
: 1% James A. Mont A.Cri and Exegetical

Commentary on The Book-of Kings, 1951 (Edinburgh: T. &
T. Clark, 1975) 232-234. .
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enough to alﬁer a known tradition. : ‘
The D anthora-alao added YHWH's long apeech to state
_ explicitly Solomon'’ 3 guilt in the matter of his foreign
wives and worship of foreign gods. The speech also
exbxninéd why Solomon’s punishment would only come after he
was dead (an awkward construct&on, but one necessitated by
the fact that the division of the kingdom had come s
shortly after Solomon’s death). .The speech looks out of
place because D may hav; been-unwilliﬁg to invent plot
elements that would have made it ﬁbie plausible (a plea for
forgiveness by Solomon in response,_toriéxanple).
D's‘historic revisionism of‘golo-onfs marriages may
have been believable to a sewenthfcgntury du&ience because
££ fit some aspects of récofdeQ\Ei;tpég. Solomon’s Egyptian
wife is believed to have been the‘/d'au{;hm of Siamun, a
phifaoh of Egypt’ s 21st dynasty. . Around the year 945
B.C.E., that dynasty was overthroun and a new pharaoh,
Shishak, rqse to power. Shishak, the first pharaoh of tpe
22nd dm{-.y, was hostile toward Solomon, perhaps as a
result of the special access that the old dynasty had to

e o U =

Solomon’s court through its daughter. ' — g'-_,_ -

-

The achian between Solomon.and Egypt’'s pharaoh spurred
opportunistic rebellions against SOIolon in Aram'™ and in

| renida- M"‘”(M 5.2 %
0 Kings 11:23-25. '
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Edom,'” apparently with the assistance of Egypt.’ 1In the.

rebellions, Solomon lost important trade routes and their

accompanying revenue. As a result, Solomon had to ,s'pend
much of his depleted treasury on his army and physical
defenses.'” Shishak also lent aid to the rebellion of

Jeroboam, '* which would eventually fracture Solomon’s

kingdom in two.

Blaming the division of the kingdom on Solomon’s
\ ‘ : :

marriage alliances with foreign nations may have contained-

enough truth to support the accompanying theology. Since it

was known that Solomon’s alliance with Siamun had proven

.disastrous tor Israel when Shisﬁak arose tojpower in Egypt,

the connection between foreign wives and the fall of the

Annited kingdom may have made s\e\nsg tg D's Yahwist audience-

of the se'v:enth century. ;

As dmnstrated, the earliest strata of the Hebrew
Bible, from the nuthor knmm as J, conld disapprove of some
marriages between Ia_raelitea and foreignera because of _
national i‘mnt:l_.litie‘s and chauvinisms. It now seems that 3
who 1ived in the times of David and Solomon, or shoruy‘

——

thereuftar. may “have had something to oonp];ain* nbout.-

To b,uild Israel’s power, and their own, David and

-

. ™ I Kings 11:14-22. &
- 104 I Kw'llzla-‘wn N
1% madmor-A06. : s,

1% 7 Kings 11:40.
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.

SGio-onﬁnede‘unrripge to foreigners paft of their political.
strategy. To them, the elimination of'exoge-y_uould have

4 Seeh counter-productive when marriage elliences could'be
used to pursue diplomatic, political and economic gain.

; ~ Furthermore, David and Solomon could not have been the.
only people in Israel who sha:pd that belief about exoqamy
David — who may have married Abigail and Hichal to alter and
form public perception — would not have ignored popular
Opinion by marrying a f;reigner against unanimous
disapproval. Solomon, too, prbbeﬁly-cduld not have survived
the rebellions against him if he had aliénated the entire
nation through exogamy. As nertiﬁ'e; cOheﬁ‘hns stated.
regarding biblical figures, “Heedé of polities do not
challenge the ideology on whicQ\Ehey J;;e to authority,
especially uhen their subjects are content with that
-idﬁglogy and might be proveked to rebellion by its
removal.”'” ‘ hJI |

There must have been some elelent; at least, within
Israelite leederehlp and general society that tound these
marriages eﬁptopriate and even desirable. Indeed, J may

s, o GO

e ¥

. c . [ o™ —and

. b TR L T e
- n.n. Oohen, “In All !'a.lrneas <o Ahab," 91.
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have been the product of a f.a.ctj.on that was suspicious of
: politically not.Lvated intermarriage at 2 time when the
-majority of the nationa_l political and culti.c est,ahlishnent

favored it.

e /
os 's Revolution )
- A close reading of the book of Kings reveals that each
king of Judah and Israel after the divisien‘of the kingdom
is judged by two cri‘teria - _loyelty' 'eo the Davidic dynaslty
and loyalty to the exclusive worship of YHWH. Because of
the first criterion, all but one kiné‘of Israel were
regarded as “evil” — for they ‘broke from the Davidic line of
succession.“" Because of the second cr:l.terion, only those
" Judean kinge who opposed the warshfp of gods other than YHWH
were regarded as “correct,”'” even if they were militarily
weak or otherwise undisting’uished 9 phe primary author of
qthe book of Kings, the’ source called D, judges everything

according to a pro-Davidic. pro-Ym ideology The identity

of thj.:_’ source can be inferred from the kings he favored the

1% parning the descript.ton “grn :ln the text.. The one

exéeptionisJehu,whomas&dugsuppor@erof?Mandan

opponent of foreign worship in Israel. L

1% There are seven kings so designated “wr” in’ the
text: Asa, Jehoshaphat, Anaziah, Uzziah, Jothan, Hezekiah
and Josiah.
s 1% por enlple, Aluiah _called “gr~ deap.lte the fact
“that II Kings 14: s how he was .captured by the
king of .¥sra€l and, how the city of Jerusalem was breached
and the Temple looted during his reign. :

-§7=




most — Hezekiah and Josiah.

D says of Hezekiah, “There was none like him among all
the kings of Judah after him, nor among those before him"'™
Josiah is described likewise, “There was no king like him
before who turned back to YHWH with all his heart and soul
and might, in full accord with the Teachings of Moses; nor
did any like him arise after him.”'? This praise might be
considered surprising considering the events of the reigns
of these two kings. Both ruled in the chaotic period
between the dissolution and destruction of the Kingdom of
Israel by Assyria in 724 and the fall of Judah in 587.
During this entire period, Judah’s existence was threatened
by Assyria and by the flow of northern refugees into its
borders. Under Hezekiah’'s rule, Assyria attacked Judah and
captured all of her fortified towns.'' As a result, Judah
became a vassal and paid huge sums to Assyria out of the
Temple and royal treasuries.'' King Josiah may also have
been an Assyrian vassal. He reigned over a bloody
repression in which adherents to all gods but YHWH were

suppressed'’® and the priests of cultic sites in Samaria were

"' IT Rings 18:5.

" II Kings 23:25. =438~
'Y II Kings 18:13.

" ITI Kings 18:15.

us 1T Kings 23:4-7.
"y . -



put to death.
Bo_th of these kings, "howev‘er, are praised in the Hebrew

Bible for their zealous attachment to two principles: 1) a-
stringant_ nationalism that rejected all foreign gods and
foreign rule, 2) loyalty to YHWH and faith in YHWH’s ability
to defend the nation. Y

" II Kinqa"zz refers to the discovery of a “mMnIwge,” a
“scroll of the Teaching” in the time of Josiahi' ﬁecause
of the resemblance of the pqlicies J_és:lah implemented after
- reading the scroll to the principles of ‘;:he'bopk of
Deu%:emn‘ouy, most scholars agree that the m:ro).;l made up the .
bulk of what we now know as Deuteronomy.- This protcj:-
Denterono-y was not so much "found, as tlte ?ok of ‘Kings
claims, as it was written by the facttog that persuaded
Josiah to follow. its course. That is the identity of D; it
is the taqr.:lon that backed Bezekiah and Josiah. It was this
faction that also was primarily responsible for compiling
(and lending its bm to) the hisij.ory that now appears in
Joshua, Judges, Salnel and Kings. '

In the chaotic times of the sevent.h@ eig}:fp

centuries, the Deut.emnonists were the mtionaust, Sro-'rm
faction that opposed foreign -alliances ‘and aupported

-

Joeq.ah-s revolution. They bitt::,w.ﬂﬂ the-policies of

us ry xi.pgs 25‘%'19"%‘# . o
W 1T Kings 22:8.
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. Hezekiah's sén, Hnnnsseh, who was a loyal vassal to Assyria
during his reign of some 45 years. Manasseh is said by D to
thavnfintxoducqq_ﬁnrahip ot the Assyrian.astral cult'® and he
participated in Assyria’s military campaigns against
Edfpt.ﬁ’ D.fegarded augh cooperation as treasonous heresy. '
.D's'tabtion claimed a desire to rid Judah of foreign
influence nnd‘sovereiqnty.ﬁ°

After the death of their hero, Hezekiqﬁ, the D faction:
had to wait sone'§5 years to return to power. Thén, iq the
eighteenth year of King Josiah'’'s reign,'® it auccéede; in
inpielpntinq itg nationalist policies against foreign .

_ voréhip and foreign'control. D differed from J by teaching:

5 ,that any alliance with other nationa was forbidden - r,
| ’ including the alliance of marriages. In contrnst,\\_pad
) X described the patriarchs and Joseph as forming several such
alliances withoﬁt any griticism. D;-fqr the_fﬁrﬁt time,

promulgated laws against foreign alliances and

unconditionally forbade exogah& with cahhnnité_nationsz

. Y% IT Kings 21:3.
~ - ' Tadmor 146-148. —
12 pegpite this position, Hezekiah was allied with
Babylon as, in all probability, was Josiah. In our own day,
too, authority figures are often more moderate than their
most ardent supporters and zealots are rarely as consistent
in polioy as t are in rhetoric. s :
@ .according to II Kings 22. The revoln an 1%
the eighth year of his reign acc ggjpgntu' icles
= =7 34:3, however, this source is conaidcred less reliable as it
' is further removed 1n time from these events.
=50~ -
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When YHWH your God brings you to the land that you
are about to enter and possess, and He dislodges
many nations before you — theé Hittites,
Girgashites, Amorites, Canaanites, Perizzites,

L Hivites, and Jebusites, seven nations much larger
than you — and YHWH your God delivers them to you
and you defeat them, you must doom them to
destruction: grant them no terms and give them no
quarter. You shall not intermarry with them: do
not give your daughters to their. sons or take
their daughters for your sons. For they will turn
your children away from Me to worship other gods,
and YHWH's anger will blaze forth against you-and

1 He will promptly wipe you out. ‘Instead, this is
" what you shall do to them: you shall tear d
their altars, smash their pillars, cut down their
sacred posts, and conaign their: inage; to the
. fire.'®# ,

/
This statelent fron Deuterono;ﬁ“Uould hecone the locus

classicus for the Hebrew Bible s proacription against
interuirriage. Its list of seven forbidden natiomns is the
most 1nc1qsiv¢.bf any pa;sagé._

This passage closely parallels a passage in Exodus,

which is usually attributhd to J:

122 pauteronomy 7:1-5.
- <81




Mark well what I command you this day. I will
drive out before you the Amorites, the Canaanites, '
the Hittites, the Perizzites, the Hivites, and the
Jebusites. Beware of making a covenant with the

- inhabitants of the land against which you are
advancing, lest they.be a snare in your midst.
No, you must tear down their altars, smash their

_ pillars, and cut down their sacred posts; for you
~ must not worship any other god, ause YHWH,

' whose name is Impassioned, is an ssioned God.
You must not make a covenant with the inhabitants
of the land, for they will lust after their gods
and sacrifice to their gods and invite you, and
you will eat of their sacrifices. And when you
take wives from among their daughters for your
sons, their daughters will lust after their gods
and will cause your sons to lust after their
m.ni

If this were a J text, it would bé unique. Nowhere
‘else does J. forbid intermarriage as D does. jill:der
Hellhnuien's “classical” documentary hypothesis, one could
not consider @ to be a cnndidnte fér ﬁhthdrﬁhip of a passage
in Exodus. Hoﬁever, the possiﬁlifiy«ot.Deuterononic
authorship of this passage and otﬁars in Exodus has been
néiiced-aa far back as 1898 when S. R. Driver wrote, “The
possibility must .. be adnittod_ that some of these passages
owe in reality their present form to Deuteronomic
1nflue£cc.'“‘ \

fhg similarity of the théiii'ﬁuxtlp°'99;1§,the§e two

— By

-

2 pxodus 34: 11-16. g
. M g R. Driver, An Introduction to the Literature of
the 0ld Testament (Edinby " & T, Clark, 1898) 99.
However, Drives préférs the explanation that the Exodus
passage was authored by J and later-imitated by D.
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passages — the displacement of the Canaanite nations, the
destruction of-thei; cultic sites, and the prohibition
against intermarriage with them — argues for a single
source. It is likely that both passages were written by
D.la )
_ / : :
G. P. Hugenberger observe} that Israel was forbidden to
form parity treaties with other nations because such
covenants would require the invocation of oaths in the name

of each nation’s gods — an impossibility for henotheistic
Yahwists. D views YHWH as a “jealous God” (Xjp &) who will
not tolerate any commerce with foreign Qoda of other
nations.'” 1In Harold Bloom's phrase, YHWH hap “a lively
anguish ot contalination.'“’. Since narriage was considered
such an alliance between families, in{;rnarriaqe with pagans
was prohibited. Idolatry uould\;icﬁasarily have ensued when
a ratifying oath was sworn.'®” t

* That covenant'vous Gére made in the name of God is

apparent throughout the Hebrew Bible.’® Evidence that

13 postein 156n. Epstein, too, régards Exodus 34:11 as

of Deuteronomic origin, calling this.-'the accepted opionion-'

of biblical scholars.”
. 1% peuteronomy 4:24; 5: 9; 6: 15, 29:19; 3&:1&; Joshua
_ 24:197 I Kings 14:22.
127 pavid Rosenberg and sarold Blool, The Book of J‘(new
York: Grove Weidenfeld, 1990) 311.
1 o P, Hugenberger, Marriage as a Covenant L!ew York:

E.J. Brill, 1994) zw T
-~ ' por example; 2:12;7 9:18-19; I Saluel 24:21;

28:10; I Kings 1:17; and 2:8. o
-53-



b T S S T T P T T

oovenant necessitated cultic worship can.be found in other
Ancient Hear Eastern traditions. “The ratification of the
eovepant was frequently associated with the sacrifice _of an
animal,” assert Mendenhall and Herion in their work on
bibliqpl covenants.'” They find evidence of this in anf
Assyrian treaty of the Late Broqﬁe Age in which an animal

. offering is named for the specific purpose.of eftecting
covenant:

l

This spring lamb has been brought from its fold

not for sacrifice, not for. banguet, not for
purchase, not for (divination concerning) a sick
man, not to be slaughtered for [..]: it has been
brought to sanction the treaty betweer Ashurnirari
and Mati’ ilu.“l : -

Polytheistic nations like Assyria ionid th have any
'objections to covenants that required tﬁen to.offer
sacrifices or meke vows in the nines/bf foreign gods. Such
an act would not threaten their relationships with their own

: gods .4 S |

According to the D passages in Exodus 34 and
Deuteronouy 7, agreenents with peoples who Horshipped other

* gods, including nnrriege, was an affront to YHHH The J

e —

“"...—

besis of national chauvinism. In contrast, the D“source
here offers a theological argument and a prohibitiog against

‘ . < - ': - m

D wﬁ:ﬁm.
131 pritchard 532.
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1ntérlarriage; ‘

it lust be relnrked, however, that even D's prohibition
;on 1ntatlarriage had linita. D established guidelines, for
example, for -arrying-a foreign woman captured in battle.*
D's prohibition is built on the premise that foreign onuaes
will exert their power over th§ family and corrupt them with
fbreiqnﬂuorahip. 1f, however, the foreigner hau no.pouer to
. wield, as in the case of a woman captured in war,
intermarriage is acceptable.

There is a debate, both in antiguity and modernity,
concerning the lists of nations to be cdnquered_in Exodus 34
and Deuteronomy 7. Such lists apﬁgﬁr throughgut the Hebrew
Blble.“" It is uncertain Hhe;her.éhgy aré n;hnt to be taken
Iiéerally or symbolically. If litegalf;, then the
prohibition against 1nternarria;;_;ight apply only to the
sevgn nations in Deuteronomy 7. 1f they are symbolic, the
list might be regarﬁed as‘i typology for all foreigners and
the prohibjtion exténded to all mations. As we shall see,
the books oi Ezra and Nehemiah read the list as syubdlic;
whereas the rahbis of the Talmud took the bantateuchal
prohibittons as applying only‘tg_;;eﬂievun natinml : j_

shaye Cohen argues that the lists are literal baaed on

-

+« ' Deuteronomy 21:10-14.

~ 12 pxodus 3:8,17 1M 3372; 34:11; Numbers
13:29; Doutaxnnﬂlr‘ ; 20:17; Joshua 3:10; 12:8; 24:11;
Judges 3:5; I Kings 9:20; Ezra 9:1; IT Chronicles 8:7.
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the context of the exodus story. He erites, “Moses commands
the Israelites to destroy the seven Canssnite nations
‘beoause they threaten Israelite religious identity snd live
on the land uhichnthe Israelites will conguer.
Intprnarriage with them is prohibited.~”!* |

. Yet, there is a problem éith this assertion. The
nations listed do not necessarily correspond to discrete
ethnic or national identities. Archeologists have
identified a 'Csnasnite" civilizstion; but the tern often is
used in the Hebrew Bible to refer to all the non-Israelite
inhabitants of the land,'” and it even i3 used occasionally
to nean,‘netchsnt."” The term ﬁiotite‘isleVen more
confusing. Joshua refers to s.people that" live near the
Euphrates‘” that can possibly Qs_conn£;ted to a Hittite
empire hssed in Asia Hinor or to the Neo-Hittite kingdoms of
nogthern Syria.’™ But the references to 'Hittites" in the
lists of nations to be conquered could not bave been these
people because they did not extend into Pslestine.

Tne.iists_of nations and their order also change.

134 ghaye Cohen, “From the Bible to_the Talmud: The
Ptohibition of Ihterssrriage,' EEbrEU'AnnusiZRe!iew 7.‘1983)
25. :

" Genesis 50:11, for example.

1% Hosea 12:7; zephanis 1:11. : A
4 Lk Joshua 1Y Ve
nm in the OT,” . The Anchor
'Bible B : Volume 3, ed. D.N. Freedman, et al. (New

!ork. Doubleday, 1992) 233,
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There ire-ld lists of nations 1nhabiting the land ﬁromised :
td‘Israel in the prinnry history (Genesié to Kings).'” Nine
list the names of six nations (Hittite, Amorite, Canaanite,
Peri;zite. Hivite, and Jebusiie), three list seven (adding
Girgashite), and two list only five (one omitting Canaanite,
the other Perizzite). Eight of /the lists put the names of
the nations in a unique order. Changes in the inclusion and
‘exclusion of nations do ﬁét appear ‘to correspond in any way
to the context in which the lists appeaf.

: Such variations céuld be eiplainéd as the result of the
compilation of various oral traditions. Héweverb the
evidence that Sone of the nations én these lisia never
existed as intact sovereign nationa in Canaan suggests a
ditferent explanation. The listgx?ffnn(ions may have been
no more thap-sylbols for “native Canaanites.” This could be
cbup!red to the.ﬁiy a aode;p American might spegk of “The
Cherokee, Comanche, Navahof;pd Sioux,” to refer_to the
entirety of Native North America. The lists are fluid

. because tha'individual nations included or excluded are

unimportant. The lenninq of the lista, hovaver, is aluays

o Y

the same — “non-Israelites living in the 1and.'~';’-ﬁ,{._

This 1: the explanation for the apparent aupertluity,

3+ ook fnty k5
1 pxodus 3:8,17: {223; 33:2; 34:11; -Deuteronomy
7:1; 20:17; J6%hdua 3:10; 9: 1, '12:8; 24:;11;- Judges 3:5; and I
Kings 9:20.
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in the description of the nations that Solomon enslaved to
mount his building projects: “m 1183 AN *ioK7-Io Wit oy3-%3
i PRIV *330-%2 WK 0, “All the people that were left of

the Amorites, Hittites, Perizzites,'nivitgs, and Jebusites, .

who were not of the Israelite stock.”'* | Naturally, ﬁhese
'pationS‘uere “not of the Israélite stock.” The text only
adds that phrase to make clear that it is speaking generally
of non-Israelite residfnts. The ;1sts of nations must be
understood as a symbol for all the inhabitants of the land
who are not accepted.as 'Isr;él;ﬁeﬁf"'nqt as lists of
discrete races or nations. ‘ :

During the entirety of the ﬁirét T@ﬁp}d{periOd, there '
were many people of various, national origihé who lived in
Canaan: Some of these ﬁeople\\h Jgof;ed under Saul and
later ﬁaqtd's banners as 'Israeli;es' for military defense,
pg}lafily agaiist.the Ph@lihtines;. Most, bu# nét all, of

these nations were later identified as one of the “twelve

tribes of-Israel,' tue1vé‘being a number that connotes

'uholenbaé' in the biblical context, perhaps because of the

twelve lunar cycles in a year.““

IR

® .#:he native people who did not join thE'eoandn:ation

are called by different names.. The ones whom the biblical

-

~ % 1 Kings 9:20, emphasie-¥8ded.”
* 19 por. exemple Genesis 17:20; 25:16; Exodus 15:27;
umen 33:9; Joshua 18:24; 19:15; T Kings 12:7.
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writers like are identified as the “313W,” “mixed
multitude, "' that ioinéd israel in the wilderness, and as
"Wm‘h" “the strnngers with you, 7'¥ toward whom
Leviticus commands kindness. The ones whom the biblical
: ,wr_it.ers dislike are identified by the inconsistent 1ists of
nations that YHWH ordered Israel to;. destroy entirely. But,
,as I Kings 9:20 (quoted above) makes clear, this genocide
_never happened; there rennined many "foreigners" in the land
at least until the time of Solonon.

The D faction’s general dislike of the foreigners who
resided in its land can be understood by looking at the
historicsl context. D lived in a time' when A.ssyri;a had been
relocating foreigners into what had been the northern
kingdo:e 4  When these foreigners begsn t.o ‘introduoe worship
of their gods on the land, D responded by vilifying these
intrudegs and calling for their eradication.

In contrast, D’'s distaste f.or foreigners and foreign
marriage is sohewhat tsnpered ‘against peoples vhose native
1nnd was ranot.e from the lnnd promised by YAWH. This is

W pxodus 12:38. :

Y Leviticus 25:6. o — :

"4 1T Kings 17:24-29. There is no problen 2 with {the .-
fact that the people listed here — from Babylon Cuthah,
Avva, Hamath, and Sepharvaim — do not match the nations
listed in Deuteronomy 7. As discussed, that list is a.
{solog! of all non-Israelites residing in the land. The

in II Kings 17 is an att e actual
origins of the new . 5 :
: S r1 Kings 17:24-27. —
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evident in Deutéronony 23:

TRI3A TT-Yi3g K- <1 g oy M) I DRI UK i
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No man shall marry his father’'s [former] wife, so
as to remove his father’s garment.* No oneé whose
testes are crushed or whose member is cut off
shall be admitted into the congregation of YHWH.*
No one [misbegotten?] shall be admitted into the
congregation of YHWH; none of his descendants,
even in the tenth generation, shall be admitted
into the congregation of YHWH.* No Ammonite or
Moabite shall be admitted into the congregation of
- YHWH; none of their descendants, even in the tenth
generation, shall ever be admitted into the
congregation.of YHWH, because they did not meet
you with food and water on your' journey after you
left Egypt, and because they hired Balaam son of

. Beor, from Pethor of Aram~naharaim, |to curse you.
— But YHWH your God refuse