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Abstract

In this article the relationship between Ezekiel 47:22–23 and Malachi 3:5, on the topic of the status of the immigrant in postexilic Judaism, is examined. The research has two focal points: the prophetic eschatological context of both prophetic pronouncements and the normative impact of the Law of Moses on both, although the first is guided by the ‘Holiness Code’ and the last by the ‘Deuteronomic Code’. This requires a discussion of the relationship between both ‘codes’ and an evaluation of their teaching on the status of the immigrant. This is followed by an examination of the literary and theological context in which the immigrant appears in both the texts examined. This article contends that Malachi 3:5, denoting the present time in prophetic eschatology, should be read against the background of Ezekiel 47:22–23, denoting the future time in prophetic eschatology. Compliance with the Law of Moses is in both cases a covenantal obligation anchored in the redemptive past.
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Introduction

In the postexilic prophetic literature, the gēr occurs only in Zechariah 7:10 and Malachi 3:5, bracketed together with the orphan and the widow as in pre-exilic literature (see Awabdy 2011; Bosman 2018; Carroll 2013; Friedl 2016; Gowan 1987; Onishi 2017; Van Houten 1992; 2012; Wünsch 2014; Zehnder 2017). Some relate this limited number to the postexilic ethnic exclusivity as found in Ezra–Nehemiah. This did not create a welcoming climate for people coming from outside to settle in the closely-knit, small community of native-born Jews, who had just returned from exile, fighting to survive the dire circumstances of Persian Yehud (Brett 1996:11; Smith-Christopher 1996:124).1 Whatever the reason for this exclusivity, the gēr appears in prophecies that shape the eschatological future of the Jewish community in the postexilic era.

This article contends that an explanation for the appearance of the gēr2 in Malachi 3:5 could be found in Ezekiel’s eschatological vision for postexilic Israel in Ezekiel 40–48. The gēr is explicitly mentioned in Ezekiel 47:22–23. Both texts function in the prophetic eschatological discourse in postexilic Yehud, but the question is how they are connected and why.

In view of the reference in Malachi 3:22 to the Law of Moses (Wielenga 2019:2–8), the question arises how its teachings could have influenced Malachi 3:5 on the issue of the gēr. In Ezekiel 47:22–23, the influence of the Law of Moses can be pointed out as well. However, a different ‘law code’ is employed in Ezekiel 47, namely the Holiness Code (HC), Leviticus 17–263 and in Malachi 3 it is mostly Deuteronomy 12–26 – The Deuteronomic Code (DC).4 This requires a short review of the relationship between these two ‘law codes’5 concerning their specific position on the gēr. This will be done in the first section preceding the one dealing with the specific teachings of these ‘law codes’ about the gēr. This will be followed by an investigation in Ezekiel 47:22–23 in the context of Ezekiel 38–39 and 40–48. The last section will deal with the function of the gēr-reference in Malachi’s eschatology.6

The gēr in the Old Testament (Hebrew Bible)

In some Bible translations, the term gēr is rendered as ‘resident alien’ or ‘sojourner’. In this article, it is translated as ‘immigrant’, conforming to the modern praxis to call people ‘immigrants’ who have attained a permanent resident status in the land where they were not born (Hartshorn 2010:1–5; Oommen 1997). In contrast to other terms for foreigner in the Old Testament (OT) (like toshab, nokri, zar [see Awabdy 2012; Burnside 2001:12–19; Wünsch 2014:1138–1144]), only the gēr is described as a resident with permanent status in Israel, having been forced to leave his own country to settle in Israel by the usual disasters such as war, drought and famine. He had not yet full citizen’s rights, among which the lack of land and property rights impacted his position most severely. Therefore, lacking the protection and support from the natural social networks like family, clan or tribe, he belonged to the class of vulnerable inhabitants of the land (together with the orphan and the widow). Some restrictions were placed upon his participation in Israel’s religious life (Wünsch 2014:1144–1147). Nevertheless, he was just like the native-born, required to observe the teachings of the Law of Moses. In contrast with the nokri or the toshab, the gēr should be received as a fully-fledged member of society.

The relationship between the ‘Holiness Code’ and the ‘Deuteronomic Code’

To understand the immigrant’s position in Israel according to the two different ‘law codes’, this article posits that the narrated time, assumed in the historical texts of the Pentateuch (Awabdy 2012:39–40; Wünsch 2014:1134), best explains their differences and similarities. The ‘law codes’ were accessible in the postexilic era to the people in the authoritative ‘book’ of the Law of Moses that Ezra brought with him to Jerusalem from Persia (Ezr 6:18; 7:14; Neh 8:1, 14; Wielenga 2013:3–4).7 It is then plausible that the ‘law codes’ were read from a postexilic perspective and understood accordingly, minimising the significance of their differences when implementing the directives concerning the immigrant in the new historical situation.

Typically, the ‘law codes’ in the OT occur within a narrative context. As Wright (2006) formulates it:


The narrative expresses the indicative. Here is what has happened in your history, and these are the things that YHWH your God has done. Then the law expresses the responsive imperative. Now then, this is how you must behave in the light of such facts. (p. 59)



The ‘law codes’ are related to the stages of the narrated history in which they were promulgated. This is at least partly, an explanation for the differences between them that remained unharmonised in the final text (Wünsch 2014:1133). Hence, it is plausible to read DC as an update of HC (Zehnder 2017:198, 230–231), having been originated from different historical contexts with their own perspectives. The one ‘code’ was not devalued at the cost of the other; both were rather considered to be complementary. The history, narrated in the Pentateuch, suggests that HC was pronounced at an earlier stage than the DC.8

In the Pentateuchal narrative, HC was given by God through Moses during Israel’s time at Mount Horeb to make viable the dwelling of the holy God among sinful Israel (Ex 25; 32–34) in the promised land. The focus of HC is on God’s holy presence among the people, with consequences for the purity of the land and the sanctification of its inhabitants (Awabdy 2011:38–39; Bosman 2018:572; Joosten 1996:132–135). The emphasis is on the distinctness of Israel’s way of life from that of the other nations (Lv 18:2–3; 19:2), because Israel’s God was incomparably distinct from the gods of these nations. Their quality of life should reflect the character of the Lord, the Holy One (Lv 18–20). Holiness was not only ritually but also ethically conceived. The position of the immigrant in Israel is addressed in HC to enhance God’s holiness and Israel’s reflection of it in their daily life from Mount Horeb onwards.

At the border of the promised land, DC is given by Moses ‘according to all that Yahweh commanded him’ (Dt 1:1–3). The narrative stresses that this ‘code’ was written down, and placed next to the ark of the covenant (Dt 31:24–26) to be used in the teaching ministry of the priests inside the promised land (Dt 10:5, 8; 30:10; 31:9–13).9 DC focuses on the holiness of the people in the promised land, where they should develop a God-pleasing society that would attract the nations to Israel and so to God (Dt 4:5–8; 28:9–10).10 The precise instructions about the organisation of society from Deuteronomy 14 onwards, are preceded in Deuteronomy 12 by God’s directive to Israel to participate in worship at the place chosen by God, as the condition for his blessing their efforts to develop the envisaged society. In this context, DC deals with the position of the immigrant from a perspective different from, but not in conflict with HC.11

Against this background, this article tries to understand how both ‘codes’ in conjunction have impacted the eschatological discourse as expressed in Ezekiel 47:22–23 and Malachi 3:5. As will be shown, the narrative of redemptive history (the Egypt-experience) is effectively used by the prophets as a ‘powerful motive for practicing social justice’ (Wright 2006:449). The origin of the ‘law codes’ as well as their implementation are embedded in the narrated history of redemption and its consequences.

The position of the immigrant in the ‘Holiness Code’ and the ‘Deuteronomic Code’

The relevant texts in Leviticus 17–26

Exodus 12:38 mentions ‘a mixed multitude’ (NASB) leaving Egypt with Israel (Onishi 2017:38). Right from the start, Israel had to accommodate these fellow travellers within its religious and social space.12 Right from the beginning, the Lord already taught Israel through HC how to behave towards these travellers during their journey to and their stay in the promised land. The following examples should suffice to understand the nature of HC’s teachings.

In Leviticus 17:8–15, the immigrant is included among those who handle sacrifices and blood of animals as prescribed by God (Lv 17:11; see also 22:17–25). He, too, should abstain from sexual immorality (Lv 18:6–23; 20:10–21). The contrast with the nations, dispossessed of the promised land and ‘vomited out’ with their detestable practices (Lv 18:3, 24–28), is strongly emphasised. Israel had to reflect the holiness of God who dwelled among them. The immigrant too was obliged to reject these ‘detestable’ practices and should disown them if they formed part of his own cultural inheritance. The assumption here is certainly a far-reaching form of integration of the immigrant in the Israelite community, that in the postexilic era must have been accepted as authorised by the Law of Moses, facilitating his full assimilation as proselyte.

This integration is even more clearly expounded in Leviticus 19:33–34, which is connected with 19:14 (the care for the disabled) and with 19:32 (the support for the elderly) by the concluding expression, ‘I am the Lord’ (Tidball 2005:244). Observance of the directive to love the immigrant as yourself, despite his ethnic descent, meant to include him in the social care system that Israel had to develop in the promised land. In Leviticus 19:5–10 an example is given (Tidball 2005:237): the immigrant should be included in the sharing of food, be it at the meal of the fellowship offering (Lv 7:11–15) or in the gleaning of the fields at harvest time (Lv 19:9–10). The focus is, however, on God whose holiness should be reflected in ethical purity in a society focused on the vulnerable classes- the immigrant included. Extra attention is given to the immigrant by evoking the memory of Israel’s redemption as immigrants from Egypt (Onishi 2017:55–56). This should prompt the native-born to include the immigrant in their community on equal grounds.13

The Jubilee legislation seems to differentiate more distinctly in Leviticus 25:47 between the position of the immigrant and that of the native-born, than one would have expected based upon Leviticus 19, for instance a reason for some to ascribe to Leviticus 19 a pre-exilic and to Leviticus 25 a postexilic date (Van Houten 1992:235–236). Whether this postexilic date is historically plausible or not, the Mosaic provenance of this directive was not under discussion in postexilic times. One should first look for reasons for the apparently unequal treatment of native-born Israelites and immigrants in the Jubilee legislation in pre-exilic times.

Leviticus 25:23 looks like a good starting point (Jokiranta 2014:661), where the land-issue is settled once and for all. The land is mine, says the Lord; as the Lord’s tenants, the Israelites were not owners of the land; it was allotted to them by God (Jos 15–22) for a purpose (Gn 12:3). As divine Owner of the land, God had his own redemptive plan with his land with which its inhabitants had to comply (Wright 2006:292). In this context, the position of the immigrant was protected but should not be exploited by him to the detriment of the native-born, God’s chosen people. The issue is not so much that an immigrant would become rich, but that he would take advantage of the misfortune of the native-born (debt slavery) who had welcomed him in their midst. In a land with its holy Owner present, rampant poverty, social inequality and ill-treatment of the socially vulnerable, be they native-born or immigrant, would reflect badly on his character and it would make them impure. The focus in Leviticus 25:47 is on the holiness of the Owner and his land, and that should be the concern of its inhabitants, both native-born and immigrant (Joosten 1996:125–132).14

The relevant texts in Deuteronomy 12–26

One could divide the legislation of Deuteronomy concerning the immigrant into several categories, covering all aspects of social and religious life as envisioned in the narrative of Moses and written down by him in DC. This starts with instructions about worship, followed by poverty relief and the legal status of and labour policy regarding the immigrant (Awabdy 2012:60–91; Carroll 2013:447–450). However, the covenantal basis for the DC immigration laws should be investigated first.

Burnside (2001:3–5), Friedl (2016:181) and Wünsch (2014:1 136) correctly point out that the immigrant laws too presuppose the Shema in Deuteronomy 6:4–6 as precondition for a successful integration process of the immigrant in the Israelite society (Dt 26:1–11). The covenantal love for God (áhab)15 should motivate the people to show compassion not only for the native-born, but for the immigrant as well with whose position they were familiar due to their experiences in Egypt (Dt 10:12, 18–19). This basic confession of faith had to be foundational throughout Israel’s history in the promised land; hence, the emphasis on the teaching ministry at home and in the temple needed to keep the Shema alive in their communal and personal memory.

This teaching ministry (Wielenga 2019:2–3) should have an impact on the observance of the immigration laws as well. They should be remembered and observed from generation to generation (Dt 6:7–10; 11:18–21; 31:10–13). It is relevant to bear in mind that the communal teaching ministry took place especially during the great festivals celebrated at the place chosen by God (Dt 12:1–5), in which the immigrants were also allowed to take part. Native-born and immigrant together were confronted with the same instruction in the Law of Moses on how to ‘fear the Lord and to walk in obedience to Him’ (Dt 12:12).

The question arises how to characterise DC’s societal vision for the promised land. Is it an ideological perspective foreign to the reality on the ground after settlement in the land, originating in a completely different historical situation (2 Ki 22–23)?16 Or is it intended to be a model (‘decrees and laws’) that should be observed carefully, ‘for this will show your wisdom and understanding to the nations’ (Dt 4:5)? This article understands DC to be about the implementation of a theocratic model, in which politics and religion are one, based upon the covenantal relationship between God and his people (McConville 2002:43–44). The fact that sacral and secular laws are collocated in the Pentateuchal ‘law codes’, supports this contention. DC was meant to be implemented in God’s land to create a contrastive society (Dt 12:1–4), intended to attract the neighbouring nations to God (Dt 4:5–8; 28:9–10).

It is with good reason that DC starts in Deuteronomy 12 with ‘the laws and decrees’ about worship, giving direction to all what subsequently follows (Wielenga 2019:5–7). The absence of any identification of the place chosen by God for worship, fits the historical timeline of the narrative.17 That the place must be chosen by God receives, however, full attention (Dt 12:5, 11, 14, 18, 21, 26) as well as the antithetical nature of the worship taking place there, which should have consequences for the sanctification of all areas of life (Arnold 2016:165; Cook 2013:124; Wielenga 2019:6–7).

Worship at the chosen place, where the Lord as the only Owner of the land was actually present (Dt 12:7,12,18), was conceived mainly as a family event (Dt 12:7) in which, among other socially vulnerable people, the immigrant was also invited to participate, living as he did ‘at the gate’ of a household (Awabdy 2012:51–52).18 Apart from the Passover (Ex 12:48–49; Dt 16:1–8), he was invited to the Festival of the Weeks (Dt 16:11) and the Festival of the Booths (Dt 16:14), communal feasts celebrated in God’s chosen place. In Deuteronomy 26:1–11, the immigrant shared in the first fruits and tithes brought to the place chosen by God – charity was a fruit of worship (Awabdy 2012:73). Clearly, the immigrant was not excluded from the worship at the chosen place, even if there were some restrictions placed upon his participation dependent on his full assimilation in the community of Israel (circumcise or not) as becomes clear in Deuteronomy 14:21 as well (Awabdy 2012:64–65).19

As indicated, poverty relief followed directly from worship as also the triennial tithe (Dt 14:22–29) shows, also used to sustain the immigrant (Dt 26:12). The gleaning right given to him (Dt 24:19–21), pointed to the care the native-born had to give to the immigrant as well (Awabdy 2012:60–61; McConville 2002:363) in accordance with the command to love him as God loves him (Dt 10:18–19).

The directives concerning poverty relief are anchored in the teaching of the fourth commandment about the sabbath rest (Dt 5:13–15). One could call this a piece of labour legislation benefitting the whole of society, including the immigrant living ‘at the gate’ of the household he was attached to (Carroll 2013:449). This affected the immigrant as a day labourer as well (Na’adav 2008:249). He too had the right to receive his wages before the end of the day (Dt 24:14–15). It points to a thoroughly egalitarian society as the politically downgraded position of the hypothetical king (Dt 17:14–20) also shows (Halpern 2013:168, 170, 175). This requires the impartiality expected from the courts (Dt 1:16–17; 17:8–13), the fairness of judges and town elders, the lowest level of Israel’s judicial system (Dt 24:5).

DC has been literarily integrated in the covenantal substructure of Deuteronomy (Vogt 2003:26; see also Cook 2015:201–206; McConville 2002:387). There is not only a deliberate literary but also a definite theological connection between DC and Deuteronomy 27–30. The immigrant appears again in these chapters describing the covenant renewal ceremonies where the people were confronted with blessings and curses attached to the covenant document as was usual in the ancient Near Eastern vassal-treaties (Vogt 2003:25–27). The pronouncement of blessings and curses was not an incidental, but an intentional addition to DC.20 Devotion to God and observance of the people’s covenantal obligations were stimulated in this way.

In this way, the protection of the immigrant was a feature of the covenant renewal ceremonies, to start with the one in the fields of Moab (Dt 26:16–19; 29:1). Among the futility curses (Dt 28:43–44), the immigrant was mentioned in the list of covenantal sanctions.21 His position should also be safeguarded in the future, as the covenant renewal ceremony on Mount Ebal (Jos 8:30–35), in which he was allowed to participate (Josh 8:33), shows. His protection was taken care of in the form of a covenant curse (Dt 27:19; McConville 2002:393).

The future of the immigrant in Ezekiel 47:22–23

The reference to the immigrant in Ezekiel 47:22–23 appears in the last section (47:13–48:35) of Ezekiel 40–48. This section provides an eschatological view on the equal redistribution of the land among the tribes of Israel that returned from the Babylonian exile (Joyce 2005:189). In Ezekiel 40–48 its future is envisioned from a strongly theocentric perspective influenced by (P and) HC.22 Hence, Ezekiel 40–48 opens with the return of God to ‘his land’ (Lv 25:23) to dwell right in the centre of it in the temple (Ezk 43:1–7), surrounded by priests and Levites. That covers ‘the holy portion’ of the land that belonged exclusively to the Lord (Ezk 45:1–7; 48:14). Special care is taken to separate this sacred centre of the land from the surrounding profane portions, allotted equally among the tribes (Ezk 48:1–29) in territories located in direct contrast with the pre-exilic set-up. This was done to overcome the ancient rivalry between the southern and northern tribes (Le Roux 1987:132). The building of the wall of partition around the temple needed 63 verses to be described (Ezk 40–41), revealing the importance attached to segregating holy and profane (Ganzel & Holtz 2014:215, 224; Joyce 2005:153). The theocentric focus is also highlighted in recounting the rebuilding of the altar after God’s homecoming to the temple had been described (Ezk 40:5–42:20; 43:13–27). This theocentric holiness has consequences for the purity of the land and the sanctification of its inhabitants. Leviticus’ priestly worldview has been absorbed by the Zadokite priest Ezekiel in his prophecies.

One of the first things to notice, is that God’s repossessing of his land as the real Owner, is correlated with the renewal of the life of the returnees, as expressed in Ezekiel 34–37 (Wright 2001:327–329; Zimmerli 1969:979). In a covenantal context, the indicative of grace is correlated with the imperative of a renewed life, inspired by a new heart (Ezk 36:26–29). The creational renewal of the land, however, is not forgotten as the fruit of God’s homecoming, as the reference to the ‘covenant of peace’ indicates (Ezk 34:25). The message of Ezekiel 47:1–1223 is connected to this covenant, which comprises the Noahic covenantal teaching in Genesis 9:1, 8–11 (Batto 1987; Wielenga 1996:459–463). Ezekiel’s vision has decidedly cosmic dimensions, as is not unusual in (proto-) apocalyptic eschatological prophecies (Hg 2:6–9, 20–23; Zch 14:8–11; Ml 3:20; English Version [EV] 4:2). It is in this eschatologically reconfigured land of the future, that the immigrant would receive from its divine Owner, land tenure equal to that of the native-born, which could not be taken away from him.

This vision does not focus on the imminent future in postexilic Yehud after the first return home from exile in 539 BCE. Ezekiel 38–39, a deliberate editorial insertion between Ezekiel 33–37 and 40–48, clearly shows that in Ezekiel 40–48, the ultimate eschatological future is in view.24 After the return home, the returnees would live in peace and prosperity (Ezk 38:7–14); but ‘after many days’ (an eschatological time indicator) the mythical Gog from Magog, commanding the imaginary enemy from the North, will come to bring death and destruction to God’s people. It would be God who would bring Gog upon his people, but he would also be the One to completely wipe out the enemy. Because God could not display his glory among the nations and his people (Ezk 39:21–23) in a land polluted by corpses, he left the cleansing of the land to his people (Ezk 38:14–23; 39:12–16) in the aftermath of the battle. The message for exiled Israel in the present (573 BCE) (see Ezk 40:1) was that, in the eschatological future, there would be ultimate peace, protected by God (Cook 1995:97–103; 2003:98–99; Wright 2001:316–317), who, faithful to the redemptive past, remembered the fortunes of Jacob (Ezk 39:25) in accordance with the promises in Ezekiel 37:24–28 (Block 1995:172–182).25

The imminent future of the returned exiles is addressed in Ezekiel 39:25–29 (Block 1987:266; Cook 1995:117–120; Wright 2001:322–324). The message of the ultimate removal of the threat of the North in Ezekiel 38–39 and subsequent peace in Ezekiel 40–48, should re-energise their faith and trust in God to fulfil in his compassion, his ancient promises to Jacob after their return home to the promised land (Ezk 39:25). This promise is in a covenantal context related to the remorse and repentance of the people (Ezk 43:10; 45:29), prompted by seeing the beauty of temple, city and land in this God-given vision (Zimmerli 1969:1082; Wright 2001:338). Back in the land of their ancestors, the people should live expectantly, awaiting the ultimate future beyond judgement as eschatologically portrayed in Ezekiel 40–48. In this in-between time, their lives should reflect the glory of God whose incomparable holiness would also become known among the nations (Ezk 39:27–28), but first among the returned exiles in the reconstructed temple (Hg 2:4–5).

The immigrant, mentioned in Ezekiel 47:22–23, formed part of this eschatological future. He would receive his own place among the tribes of Israel in their inheritance, just like the native-born. He should be fully accepted presently, because once he would be fully integrated into the renewed community of Israel’s tribes. The treatment of the immigrant in postexilic Yehud during the in-between time, had to anticipate the one he would receive in the ultimate future. In this waiting time, God’s holiness should be reflected in treating the immigrant as set out in Leviticus 19:33–34. In the priestly structured worldview of Ezekiel, the focus on God’s holiness is never discussed without paying attention to the ethical purity of his people in ‘his land’ in which the immigrant one day would receive a portion equal to that of the native-born. This full integration is perceived as an eschatological event that should be anticipated in the present according to the Law of Moses.

The prophecies from Haggai to Malachi show that Ezekiel’s vision did have an impact on the postexilic eschatological discourse (Ezk 40:4; Hg 1–2; Zch 14; Ml 3). This did not mean, however, that the anticipated future already shaped the social realities in Yehud post-539 BCE as it should have done according to the Law of Moses in HC and DC.

The immigrant during the in-between time (Ml 3:5)

This eschatological worldview elucidated in Ezekiel 38–48, is also found in a postexilic prophet like Haggai (Kasher 2009:575–582; Wielenga 2015). Thematic correspondence between both prophets is evident as far as the theocentric eschatology with its cosmic dimensions is concerned. As part of the Book of the Twelve Prophets (Boda 2007:113–131; Nogalski 2007:125–136),26 synchronical links can be expected between Haggai and someone like Malachi (Wielenga 2016:3), sharing a common worldview and living in the same socio-political dispensation as well. The influence of Ezekiel’s visionary prophecy can be recognised in Malachi, be it mediated through Haggai. Only, in Malachi the complaint was that the promised future had not arrived (Ml 2:17). The people’s hope had died, and the eschatological future did not shape life in Yehud in the present.

In the next two paragraphs, firstly the decline in eschatological expectation will be described as background for the ill-treatment of the immigrant in postexilic Yehud; secondly, the ill-treatment of the immigrant, as stated in Malachi 3:5, will be analysed in the context of Malachi’s call to remember the law of Moses in the in-between time, created by the delay of the Day of the Lord (Ml 3:22, EV 4:6).

The decline in eschatological hope

The root cause of the spiritual crisis, addressed in Malachi, is the failure to live up to the theocentric teachings of Ezekiel and Haggai. It already started right after the return from exile in 539 BCE (Wielenga 2015:2–5). It was not the temple that was built first, but rather the altar (contra Ezk 43:1–12, 13–27). Therefore, the rebuilding of the temple was the focus of Haggai’s prophetic ministry from 520 BCE onwards. According to Ezekiel’s vision, this temple, insignificantly small as it was (Hg 2:3), would become the epicentre of the cosmic shake-up of creation and of the redrawing of the geo-political world map by the Lord Almighty. This would occur on the eschatological Day of the Lord (Hg 2:6–9, 21–22), establishing his Name among the nations, and subsequently peace on earth forever. As sign of things to come, the land would begin to heal (Hg 2:19; Zch 8:12). This Ezekielian vision should motivate the dejected people to continue the temple-building process in anticipation of the promised future.

The prophets, following Haggai in the Book of the Twelve,27 cherish the same eschatological hope (Zch 8:20–23;14:8–21; Ml 3:20–24), but in changed circumstances. In Ezekiel’s vision, the temple and its ministries take central stage (Ml 1:6–2:9; 3:2–4). Only since the completion of the temple rebuilding in 516 BCE, they played an insignificant role in the life of the people. The eschatological fervour re-ignited by Haggai, was quenched. Malachi deals extensively with the cause of this spiritual crisis and puts the blame squarely on the temple staff and its failed ministry of teaching the Law of Moses (Zch 3:1–3; 7:5–6; Ml 1:6–2:9). In the terms of Ezekiel’s vision (Ezk 47:1–12), from the centre of the land, the temple, not holiness but impurity emerges, polluting the land and desecrating its inhabitants. In this context, Malachi pronounces judgement on the Day of the Lord either as a refiner’s fire for the repentant minority (Ml 3:2–4, 16–18), or as a burning furnace, leaving nothing but ash, for the unrepentant majority (Ml 3:19–21, EV 4:1–3). The future promised in Ezekiel 40–48 is still open, but now beyond judgement for a remnant only. The immigrant appears in Malachi 3:5 (and Zechariah 7:10) on the scene during this spiritual decline in the eschatological expectations in Yehud from around 539–460 BCE.28

The immigrant in Malachi 3:5

Two perspectives on the position of the immigrant in Malachi’s time are developed in the following section. Firstly, in the context of Malachi 2:17–3:7a, the judgement announced (Ml 3:1b) is deferred, granting a time of grace for the ministry of the messenger of Malachi 3:1a to be completed, affecting the treatment of the immigrant as well. Secondly, in the context of Malachi 3:22–24, EV 4:4–6, the awaiting of the arrival of the Lord (Ml 3:1b; 3:20–21) during the in-between time should be done in compliance with the Law of Moses (Wielenga 2018, 2019), likewise affecting the treatment of the immigrant.

The ministry of the messenger29

The delay of judgement on the Day of the Lord is an intrinsic component of the Old Testament teaching on eschatology (Hays 2016) that explains the two-sided perspective on the deferral: on the one hand, it is caused by the covenant-breaking behaviour of the people (Ml 1:6–2:9; 2:10–14; 3:5; 3:6–8), but on the other hand, it is granted as a time of grace by a faithful God (Ml 1:2–5), for the messenger to complete his prophetic ministry. These two sides are kept together in prophetic eschatology in covenantal tension (Wielenga 2018:3, 5).30

In Malachi 2:17–3:7a, the ‘sudden’ and therefore incalculable arrival of the Lord to his temple to sit in judgement, will be preceded by God’s messenger, identified as the prophet Elijah, preparing his way to come in the editorial addition to the book in Malachi 3:23, EV 4:5 (Wielenga 2018:3–6). The three great offenses to be judged are the failings of the temple staff and the men’s maltreatment of women (Wielenga 2019:5–8), but withholding the tithes from God is not a less indictable offense (Ml 3:6–8).31 These transgressions of the Decalogue, the covenantal constitution of the nation (Dt 10:1, 5; 31:9–13) listed by Malachi, evoked the wrath of God. The prophetic ministry of the messenger, however, needs time to be completed and causes judgement to be postponed, creating space for a remorseful return to God and for the repudiation of the evils mentioned. In that case, judgement as a refiner’s fire would not be God’s final word, and the sun of righteousness with healing in its wings, would rise above the earth (Ml 3:20, EV 4:2; Ezk 47:1–12).

This should have beneficial effects for the immigrant, bracketed together, according to DC, with defrauded day labourers, widows and orphans. Together with other socially vulnerable classes (see also Neh 5:1–5), the immigrant was exploited in this era of spiritual decay and of dashed eschatological hope. A lack of fear for God was the hallmark of the spiritual character of the most of God’s people (Ml 3:13–15). The Lord who comes in judgement, will take up the cause of the immigrant according to the teachings of DC, and confirmed by the eschatological vision in Ezekiel 47:22–23. Rhetorically the reference to the illtreated immigrant in Malachi 3:5, is intended to open the eyes of the people for the injustice done to him, but also for the judgement, delayed but not abrogated, waiting for them on the Day of the Lord (Ml 3:20, EV 4:1).

Compliance with the Law of Moses

Anticipating the future to be ushered in at the coming Day of the Lord, when the immigrant will be made co-heir of the land with the native-born, the Law of Moses should inform Israel’s treatment of the immigrant in the present time (Ml 3:22, EV 4:6).32 DC especially should shape the people’s behaviour towards the immigrant in the in-between time- a behaviour anchored in the redemptive past (the Egypt-experience) and shaped by the anticipated future. The preaching of the Day of the Lord in Malachi is double-edged: positively to avert judgement executed on it, and negatively to impress upon the people the serious consequences of indifference to the prophetic exhortation.

However, fear for judgement should not be the driving force behind the change in their attitude and behaviour towards the immigrant. Covenantal faithfulness and righteousness should motivate them (Lv 19:33–34: Dt 27:19; 28:43–44). Rhetorically, the emphasis on divine judgement on the Day of the Lord serves to motivate the people not to exclude the immigrant from justice, but on the contrary, to include him in accordance with the instructions in DC (Wielenga 2018:7–8). Awaiting the eschatological future with confidence cannot be done without justice for the immigrant. That this requires the permanent teaching ministry in the Law of Moses at home and in the temple, can be inferred from the expression to ‘remember’33 this Law (Wielenga 2019:2–3). The warning against ‘forgetting’ the Law of Moses (Dt 4:9; 8:11, 14), includes the instructions about the treatment of the immigrant.

Conclusion

The appearance of the immigrant in the postexilic text of Malachi 3:5, can be explained against the background of Ezekiel 47:22–23 where the immigrant emerges in an eschatological context as well. Both prophetic pronouncements are informed by the Law of Moses on the status of the immigrant in Israel in the past, present and future of salvation history. Ezekiel, however, has been mainly influenced by HC and Malachi by DC.

The two ‘law codes’ are not in conflict with one another, but in complementary harmony. They were received, certainly in post-exilic times, as part of the authoritative Law of Moses, which had to be remembered and therefore taught in the temple ministry and at home. The Law of Moses, the servant of the Lord (Ml 3:22), connected both prophets in their specific teachings on the position of the immigrant. Ezekiel influenced Malachi through Haggai. Because the immigrant would have an integrated status in the eschatological future, he should also have one in the present time, based upon God’s redemptive actions (the Egypt-experience) in the past.

Lastly, the significance of biblical eschatology for a fair treatment of the immigrant in the present time, should not be underestimated. The relevant prophecies of Ezekiel and Malachi too should inform the teaching and praxis of Christian communities of faith the world over, to stimulate and guide their approach towards the immigrant.
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Footnotes

1.A socio-anthropological and socio-psychological approach to the exilic–postexilic context is advocated here (see Rom-Shiloni 2005:1–45), rather than a theological one, followed in this article (Wielenga 2013). Awabdy (2012:258, 266–268) points out that ethnicity does not play a role in Israel’s legislation concerning the immigrants among them, different from the contemporary ancient Near Eastern praxis.

2.For the widow (and orphan), left out in this investigation, see Heller (2007) and Friedl (2016:190–191). See Na’adav (2008:276–278) for theories about the composition of the triangle (plus Levite a quadrangle), orphan, widow and sojourner (immigrant).

3.See Bergsma (2015) for the direction of influence between HC and Ezekiel. Re the question which Code influenced Ezekiel, it should be considered that only the HC-influence on Ezekiel re the immigrant is under discussion here. Gile (2013:287, 290–296, 300), for instance focuses on Ezekiel’s theology of exile in his argument for influence of HC and Deuteronomy (4; 29–31) both on Ezekiel. These positions are not mutually exclusive.

4. DC = Deuteronomic Code (Dt 12–26), and HC = Holiness Code (Lv 17–26). CC, the Covenant Code (Ex 20:22–23:19), is not included in this investigation. P = Priestly Code (here only Lv 1–16), will be included where needed. See Schwartz (2009:1–12) for a discussion about the relationship between P and HC.

5.See Wielenga (2019:3) for the character of the ‘law codes’ with reference to Braulik (2012:555–557): they do not comprise enforceable legislation, but rather covenantal instructions people felt compelled to observe. Theologically the ‘law codes’ are not ‘law’, but ‘gospel’. Hence the quotation marks around ‘law codes’.

6.See the insight of Wielenga (1994:224–235; 2015:2; 2016:1; 2018:1) for the methodology employed in this article.

7.See Schniedewind (2015:305–321) about the scripturalising of texts as source of their authority.

8.This position differs from the usual one (see Bosman 2018:572, Hieke 2015:78 and Van Houten 1992), and is rather based on a synchronic approach.

9.About Deuteronomy 1:1–5, see Arnold (2017:139–149) in his discussion about the vox or the verba ipsissima Moysi in Deuteronomy.

10.Awabdy (2012:258–270) and Gowan (1987:343) refer to the different ways in which the immigrants were treated in Israel and in the ancient Near East.

11.See McConville (2002:33–45) for the approach to Deuteronomy followed in this article.

12.In Numbers 12:1 mention is made of Moses’ Cushite wife, plausibly a member of this crowd (Adamo 2019:3–4).

13.See Onishi (2017:55–77) about the different functions of the two motivation clauses in the ‘law codes’: ‘you were slaves in Egypt’ (Dt 5:14–15; 16:12; 24:17–18, etc.) is a warning not to ill-treat immigrants; ‘you were immigrants in Egypt’ (Lv 19:34), positively prompted Israel to treat immigrants equally as part of their holy life in the land.

14.There is not enough evidence in the OT that this law was ever observed before or after the exile. However, in postexilic Yehud, this perspective on social justice and equality (see e.g. Is 61:1–2) must have been accepted as part of the authoritative ‘book’ of the Law of Moses (Wielenga 2013).

15.See Arnold (2011:560–561) for the unity between the affectionate and the cognitive components of covenantal love (cf. also Wielenga 2019:6).

16.Halpern (2013:183) calls DC ‘a constitution’, limiting the power of the executive (king), ensuring independence of the cult and sequestering the judiciary in response to the cultural flux in 7th century BCE.

17.For the ongoing extensive scholarly debate about the Weinfeld thesis re centralisation of the cult and its secularising and demythologising effects, see Arnold (2014:236–248; 2016:175) and Vogt (2003:42–46, 67–95).

18.See Na’adav (2008:279) for the gate as the central place in town for the poor to gather, among which the day labourers and immigrants.

19.Deuteronomy 14:21 concurs with Leviticus 17:15 in that meat of animals found already dead made a native-born ritually unclean. However, Deuteronomy stipulates that the gēr, not being a full integrated member of Israel could eat it. The difference with Leviticus 17 could be the result of a difference in focus between HC and DC (McConville 2002:250–251).

20.See Schniedewind (2015:316–318) for this use of blessings and curses analogous with ancient Near Eastern vassal treaties, conferring authority to the text they are attached to.

21.In Deuteronomy 28:43–44, Leviticus 25:47 is reconfigured: The advanced position of the immigrant is now understood as a covenant curse for the infidelity of the native born. In both texts, however, the immigrant’s position is not determined by social immobility, but he could rather move upwards as the literary career of Obed-Edom (from 2 Sam 6:1–12 to 2 Chr 25:24 via 1 Chr 13:13) shows.

22.In Ezekiel 40–48, the expression ‘You will know that I am the Lord’ is found 20 times (of the 54 times in Ezk 1–48). The expression ‘for his own name’s sake’ is also indicative of the unmerited intervention of God in the history of (the remnant) of his people (Van Rooy 2018:133–136). See Joyce (2005:148) and Greenberg (1984:203–204) for the influence of P and HC on these issues in Ezekiel 40–48.

23.The river, flowing from the temple towards the Dead Sea, represents God’s power to recreate the earth, focusing on the cancelling of the covenant curse in Leviticus 26:42. Zimmerli (1969:1192) refers to Genesis 2:10–14.

24.For the discussion about prophetic and apocalyptic eschatology in the Old Testament, see Gowan (2000), Grabbe and Haak (2003), Arnold (2007:23–39), and Wielenga (2016). The transition from the one to the other form of eschatology is fluent, as can be inferred from Ezekiel 38–39 as more proto-apocalyptic and in 40–48 as more prophetic eschatological. See Cook (1995:85–122) and Wright (2001:317–324) about the proto-apocalyptic nature of Ezekiel 38–39.

25.The introduction of divine judgement on the Day of the Lord (Wielenga 2018:2–5) in postexilic eschatological prophecy, has been prepared by Ezekiel 38–39. Pre-exilic Day of the Lord traditions are not included in this investigation. For the significance of the redemptive past in eschatological prophecy, see Wielenga (2015:4–7).

26.Beuken (2018:143–150) argues from the position of the Book of Hosea, as the first of the minor prophets right after the Book of Ezekiel in the canon of prophetic books of the OT, that an intertextual connection between them could be examined. See also Ganzel (2011:13, 16) about the thematic connections between Ezekiel and Haggai through Joel.

27.For Joel, see Wielenga (2018:2–3) with literature references. Also 3 Isaiah (56–66) plays a role in this time period, see Wielenga (2016:4–5).

28.For Zechariah 7:7–10, see Boda (2017:31–50) and Beuken (1967:119–138). For Malachi 3:5, see Snyman (2015:128–142; 2018:159–166).

29.See Wielenga (2016:6–7) for a discussion about the identity of the messenger and his ministry.

30.The concept of ‘dual causality’ (Sonnet 2016:73–74) refers to the same sort of tension. In this article it is reused in a covenantal context.

31.Robbing God of the tithes due to Him also affects the immigrant who had a right to receive a part of it.

32.The covenantal character of Malachi’s theology is generally classified as Deuteronomic; see Wielenga (2016:2, 2019:3–4) with literature references. In Malachi 3:22, the Law of Moses does not exclusively refer to DC, but it has been one of its main influences in Malachi. The expression, ‘remember’ the Law of Moses in Malachi 3:22, appears in Deuteronomy 4–11 (6:7, 9; 11:19) and 27–32 (31:9–13).

33.Memory has a ‘transformative quality’ (Hwang 2013:146), motivating to observance of the Law of Moses. See also Ellman’s (2011) thorough analysis of the function of memory in Deuteronomic and Priestly traditions.
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