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CHAPTER THREE

A PROPHETIC METAPHOR: GOD IS TO ISRAEL AS HUSBAND IS 

TO WIFE—THE METAPHORIC BATTERING OF HOSEA'S WIFE


The prophets hold a special and prominent place in Jewish tradition. Each week after the reading from the Five Books of the Torah (the Pentateuch) in the synagogue, an additional section is read, usually from the prophets, called the Haftara. This tradition turns these prophetic selections into "liturgy," sections which are constantly repeated and known by all. The rabbis who initiated the custom may have wanted to make a religious statement that the writings of The Prophets, not only the Torah, are divinely inspired.
 When the weekly portion became standardized, the Haftara also became fixed. It served, among other things, as a sort of internal commentary on, or an elucidation of, the Torah portion itself.
 


An example of this is the Haftara accompanying the first portion of Numbers. The opening chapter of Numbers, bammidbar ("in the wilderness"), is a census of the Israelites during the wilderness period. The Haftara, from chapter 2 of Hosea, refers to "the multitudes of the people who are as the sands of the sea." Hosea's message is that the people no longer listen to God's word [dabar] and, if they do not shape up, they will be in danger of entering a spiritual wilderness [midbar]. However, when (and if) the people of Israel will again be faithful to God (as they were during the period of the wilderness [bammidbar], God will renew His covenant with them. Hosea speaks for God and says:

Assuredly, I will speak coaxingly to her

And lead her through the wilderness [midbar]

And speak [dibbarti] to her tenderly (Hos. 2:16).


There is an integral connection between the associative wordplay of the root dbr, which has to do with God's word, and the wilderness. The wordplay echoes important themes and serves as a rhetorical device that unites and connects the Haftara from Hosea with the Torah portion from Numbers.

THE MARRIAGE METAPHOR


Hosea was a prophet of the 8th century BCE who, most commentators
 believe, addressed himself to the Northern Kingdom of Israel. This kingdom, according to the Bible, was destined to be exiled because of its sins. Hosea describes God's relationship to Israel in metaphorical terms as a marriage. According to Gerson Cohen, such a marriage metaphor is not found in the literature of any other ancient religion beside Israel's. He writes, "The Hebrew God alone was spoken of as the lover and husband of His people, and only the house of Israel spoke of itself as the bride of the Almighty."
 Hosea's protagonist is himself, the husband who casts out his wife for being unfaithful to him and then takes her backSYMBOL 151 \f "Times New Roman Euro"with the understanding that "she" will behave herself.
 


Benjamin Scolnic, paraphrasing Gerson Cohen writes: 

God, not Ba' al, is Israel's husband and lover....Since a wife's loyalty to her husband must be absolute and unwavering, it is a powerful analogy to the complete loyalty that God demands of the Israelites. The covenant between God and Israel made at Mount Sinai is a marriage; idolatry, which breaks the covenant, is adultery.
 

God orders Hosea to marry Gomer, daughter of Diblaim, a promiscuous woman [eshet zenunim]
 who, metaphorically speaking, is Israel, while Hosea is placed in the position of God. God/Hosea punishes Israel/Gomer for worshipping/committing adultery with other gods. However, because of "his" great love for "her," and "his" commitment to the covenant of marriage, "he" begs "her" to come back and restores "her" to "her" former state. Thus we have a male prophet, who represents a male God.


This God, however, threatens the people for not worshipping Him exclusively. Though presumably the entire community, male and female alike, sins against God, the prophet has chosen to describe the people of Israel exclusively in terms of imagery which is feminine. 


The standard interpretations of Hosea sympathize with the husband, who has put up with so much from this fickle woman and who desperately promises his wife everything if only she will return to him. The midrash depicts the relationship between God and His people in a poignant manner as a husband/master/God who cannot send His wife/subjects/people away, nor can He divorce her, for she, like Hosea's wife, has borne Him children. God says to Hosea that if

"Thou cannot even be sure that her children are yours, and yet you cannot separate from her, how, then, can I separate Myself from Israel, from My children..."


God is seen here as all‑forgiving, and the husband who cannot separate himself from his wife is the model after which Hosea is expected to pattern himself. In the Midrash, there are several fables that depict God as a king who is angry with his wife, or as a father who is angry with his son. In these stories, there are "happy endings": the king buys his wife some jewelry and they presumably kiss and make up, despite his previous statements that he will divorce her; the father scolds his son for not going to school and then afterwards invites him to dine with him.

 
Despite the sympathetic overtones in the midrash, we see that in the biblical text the "poignant relationship" is achieved at a price. The possibility of violence in this intimate relationship is stated. We see it played out in a midrash, on the verse "If thou Lend money to any of My people" (Exod. 22:24), which compares God to a wifebeater. This midrash describes how, after Israel was driven from Jerusalem, their enemies said that God had no desire for His people. Jeremiah asked God if it was true that He had rejected His children:

"Hast Thou Utterly rejected Judah? Hath Thy soul loathed Zion? Why hast Thou smitten us, and there is no healing for us?" (Jer. 14:19). It can be compared to a man who was beating his wife. Her best friend asked him: "How long will you go on beating her? If your desire is to drive her out [of life], then keep on beating her till she dies; but if you do not wish her [to die], then why do you keep on beating her?" His reply was: "I will not divorce my wife even if my entire palace becomes a ruin." This is what Jeremiah said to God: "If Thy desire be to drive us out [of this world], then smite us till we die." As it says, "Thou canst not have utterly rejected us, and be exceedingly wroth against us! [Lam. 5:22], but if this is not [Thy desire], then "Why hast Thou smitten us, and there is no healing for us?" God replied: "I will not banish Israel, even if I destroy my world," as it says, "Thus saith the Lord: If heaven above can be measured...then will I also cast off all the seed of Israel...[Jer. 31:37].

This midrash depicts a zealous emotional bond that has developed between God and His people, which can be seen as resulting in Israel's being gradually taken prisoner during a pathological courtship that may result in annihilation.


The psychiatrist Judith Herman, in Trauma and Recovery,
 describes a woman who becomes involved with a batterer and interprets his attention as a sign of love. The woman minimizes and excuses his behavior, because she cares for him. To avoid staying in this relationship, she will have to fight his protestations that "just one more sacrifice, one more proof of her love, will end the violence and save the relationship."
 Herman writes that most women are trapped by the batterer because he appeals to "her most cherished values. It is not surprising, therefore, that battered women are often persuaded to return after trying to flee from their abusers."
 This is precisely what the midrash has expressed in its interpretation of Jeremiah.


Turning back to Hosea, we see that our text details very explicitly a case of domestic abuse. We see this in the punitive measures Hosea plans to take. In verse 5, God/Hosea threatens to

strip her naked and leave her

as on the day she was born;

And I will make her like a wilderness, 

render her like desert land, 

and let her die of thirst.

In verse 8, God/Hosea threatens to

hedge up her roads with thorns 

and raise walls against her.

 In verse 11, God/Hosea says he will humiliate her by taking back

My new grain in its time 

and My new wine in its season, 

And I will snatch away My wool 

and My linen that serve to cover her nakedness.

If this depicts the real state of Hosea/God's and Gomer/Israel's relationship, we have here a very troubled marriage. Gale A. Yee, in the new Women's Bible Commentary, writes that "Chapter Two pushes the marriage metaphor to dangerous limits, whereby [God's] legitimate punishment of Israel for breach of covenant is figuratively described as threats of violence against the wife."
 Hosea begins with the threats to strip her naked. These threats escalate with the children being abused by association with the mother's shamelessness. The next thing he does is to isolate his wife from her lovers by "building a wall against her," so that she is totally dependent on her husband. Then he withholds food from her and publicly humiliates her by uncovering her nakedness.


Many biblical scholars and rabbis do not view this harshly. For example, Benjamin Scolnic's reaction to Hosea 2 is that it is "just a metaphor" never intended to be taken seriously or carried out.

 
However, F.I. Andersen and D.N. Freedman, the commentators on Hosea in the Anchor Bible series, are not so sure that Hosea's threats are benign. They hint that God's threats of death in Hosea 2:5 (see above) might have been carried out when the people betrayed God in Hosea 6:5.

That is why I hacked them with my prophets;

I killed them with the words of my mouth.

My judgment goes forth like the sun (Hos. 6:5). 

Scolnic, however, minimizes these threats, viewing them as an act of prophetic desperation. These threats, he writes, are "about love, not wife‑battering. They are about forgiveness, not punishment...[The perspective is] of a man who has the right to ...strip her, humiliate her, etc., but doesn't and, instead, seeks reconciliation."
 The commentators of the Anchor Bible disagree that these passages are just some mild form of verbal abuse. They write, "the passage expresses both an ardent will to reconciliation and an indignant determination to use coercive or punitive measures to correct or even to destroy her."


One can argue that by using the marriage metaphor we are allowed to glimpse the compassionate side of God.
 Because of the intimate relationship, God is more accessible to His people. Not only do we have descriptions of an intimate relationship with God, but, also, we have allusions to the idyllic, pre‑expulsion relationship of equality between God and humanity.
 

In that day, I will make a covenant for them with the beasts of the field, the birds of the air, and the creeping things of the ground....And I will espouse you with faithfulness; then you shall know [yada] God intimately (Hos. 2:20-21).

However, unlike the relationship between Adam and Eve, the relationship between God and Israel is one-sided. God would like the uncomplicated pre‑expulsion relationship, before the people "knew" [yada] about choice. God promises the returning nation an intimate covenantal relationship with Him despite the fact that knowledge [da'at] was the reason Adam and Eve were punished (see Gen. 3).

 
Jeremiah, too, depicts a God who loved his young, eager, naive Israel, yet turns on His people when "she" grows up and wants some independence. When God decides to espouse Israel forever with faithfulness, it is so that the people will "know" [yada] only God. If Israel wants to know more than just God, if she wants to take fruit from the tree again, the implication is that she will again be expelled from the Garden of Eden, stripped naked and left as on the day "she" was createdSYMBOL 151 \f "Times New Roman Euro"with nothing (Hos. 2:5). God is telling Israel/Gomer that she can either be intimate with Him (her husband) or with other gods/lovers but not with both of them at the same time. She can have knowledge of good and evil from Him or from others. If she chooses others, He will destroy her. So despite the potential glimpse of a compassionate God, He is accessible to His people only on His own terms.
 


Finally, one can argue that the marriage metaphor is "only a metaphor" and the motif of sexual violence is "only a theme of the metaphor." H.L. Ginsberg, in his articles on Hosea,
 has pointed out that Hosea's important innovation is the "husband and wife allegory."

The doctrine of God's jealousy and His insistence that His covenant partner Israel worship no other gods beside Him [is a] factor favorable to the birth of such an allegory....This, however, was heavily outweighed by a horror of associating sexuality with God, and only the need of the...hour overcame this inhibition to the extent of giving rise to the wife metaphor, or allegory...


In his discussion of the commentators on Hosea, Ginsberg writes that the rabbis of the Talmud "accepted literally the divine command to Hosea to marry a prostitute,"
 and that Rashi was still satisfied with such a view. But Ginsberg's sympathy is clearly with Ibn Ezra, Kimhi, and Maimonides, who maintained that the story was "but accounts of prophetic visions."
 Even if we accept Ginsberg's view that Hosea is not a real description of a husband/wife relationship but only a metaphorical, allegorical vision, that does not mean that such metaphoric imagery has no power, no force. As many have pointed out, it is no longer possible to argue that a metaphor is less for being a metaphor. On the contrary, metaphor has power over people's minds and hearts. As Lakoff and Turner write,

...For the same reasons that schemas and metaphors give us power to conceptualize and reason, so they have power over us. Anything that we rely on constantly, unconsciously, and automatically is so much part of us that it cannot be easily resisted, in large measure because it is barely even noticed. To the extent that we use a conceptual schema or a conceptual metaphor, we accept its validity. Consequently, when someone else uses it, we are predisposed to accept its validity. For this reason, conventionalized schemas and metaphors have persuasive power over us.

 
One of the side effects of thinking metaphorically is that we often disregard the differences between the two dissimilar objects being compared. One source of metaphor's power lies precisely in that we tend to lose sight of the fact that it is "just" a metaphor. What this means in our case, writes Renita J. Weems, is that "God is no longer like a husband; God is a husband." If "God's covenant with Israel is like a marriage, ...then a husband's physical punishment against his wife is as warranted as God's punishment of Israel."

DANGEROUS ASSUMPTIONS 


In this case, the marriage metaphor became part of Jewish religious understanding and rhetoric to account for Israel' s destiny: her being chosen by God and her later exile from the land. Jewish theology attempts to comfort the people by linking her behavior (idolatry) to her punishment. Thus God' s actions are not arbitrarily cruel. There is a reason for them: the people have sinned. However, what may work as a theological explanation is bad for human relationships, especially when one partner is stronger than the other.


 We have already seen two aspects of the metaphor used by the prophets as inherent in the halakhic conception of marriage; namely, that only the wife/Israel can go astray, and that the husband/God, in some sense "owns" the wife as a result of the marriage bond. The marriage metaphor became a favorite both in the classic period and in contemporary times. The first classic example appears in a midrash that connects the Torah portion of Numbers to the Haftara from Hosea. The purpose of this midrash is to describe God' s unquenchable love for Israel.

R. Hanina said, "Only in ignorance could one think that what He meant by saying 'I will not be to you' was that He would not be to you for a God. That is certainly not the meaning; what then does the phrase, 'and I will not be to you,' mean? It means that even though you would not be My people and would seek to separate yourselves from Me, yet 'I will not be to you'; i.e., My mind will not be the same as yours, but in spite of yourselves you will be My people...'As I live, saith the Lord God, surely with a mighty hand, and with an outstretched arm, and with fury poured out, will I be king over you' (Ezek. 20:33). All this teaches us of God' s affection for Israel.

One can look at this extraordinary proclamation in two ways:


1) Positively, as a sign of God's devotion; no matter what the people does He still loves them. Or: 


2) Negatively, as a sign of psycho-pathology. God' s sense of selfhood is so entangled with controlling his people that the possibility that they might reject him cannot be countenanced. There is no mutuality or room for dialogue. 


This is all against "her" (the people's) will. There has been no discussion, no ending of mutual recriminations. "He" does not recognize the writing on the wall. "She" does not want "him," she has had it with "him"; sick of "his" mighty hand, outstretched arm, and fury. She has decided to leave him, but he refuses to face facts. To him marriage means "I will espouse you to me forever," even if it does not work out. She feels she has no option, that she is trapped in the marriage.


The contemporary midrash is that of Rabbi Shlomo Riskin.
 His midrash is on The Song of Songs, generally considered to be an allegorical depiction of the mutual love of God and Israel: 

When God knocks in the middle of the night, He wants the Jewish people to let Him in and end their long exile...But the nation answers...that it is too difficult to dirty oneself by joining God in His Land, stepping into the "mud" of a struggling country.... Rejected, God removes His hand from the latch...Only then does the nation grasp the significance of her hesitation and her innards begin to turn as she rises to open the door. Unfortunately, her actions, because she is smothered in perfume, are dull and heavy, her arms and fingers dripping with cold cream and Chanel No. 5. By the time the latch is opened, God is gone, and she goes on searching desperately everywhere for her beloved.


Here Riskin, in his reading of the Song of Songs, has chosen to use the metaphor of a sinning woman to depict the entire nation (both men and women!), which does not heed God's call to settle in the Land of Israel. He does this without being in the least cognizant of the anti‑female bias of the metaphor. The ancient metaphorSYMBOL 151 \f "Times New Roman Euro"God as male and the sinning people as femaleSYMBOL 151 \f "Times New Roman Euro"is alive and well in present day rabbinical thinking.

 
Behind all of these passages is the assumption that God is an aggressive, domineering being who is master over His passive, female, adoring people. There is a need to eradicate the self through an intense sexual relationship. The implication is that in order to find God one must sacrifice one's sense of self‑hood.
 


But this type of thinking is dangerous both to women and to society in general. I argue, along with other feminist commentators,
 that the language of Hosea, and the other prophets and rabbis who use "objectified female sexuality as a symbol of evil,"
 has had damaging effects on women. Women who read of God's relationship with Israel through the prism of a misogynist male prophet or rabbinical commentator, and have religious sensibilities, are forced to identify against themselves.
 


Fokkelien van Dijk‑Hemmes asks the salient question: 

Why is Israel, first the land but then also the nation, represented in the image of a faithless wife, a harlot and not in the image of e.g. a rapist? This would have been more justified when we look at Israel's misdeeds, which YHWH/Hosea points out in the following 4:1-5:7....And beyond that, it is the men who are held responsible for social and religious abuses; it is the priests who mislead the people (4:4-6) and the fathers who force their daughters to play the harlot (4:13-14).
 

Why did it not occur to Riskin to say that "Israel was too busy fiddling with his computers or tinkering with his cars or watching football on the Sabbath to have time to pay attention to God"?

 
The problem is that the ancient metaphors of marriage, in order to emphasize God's love, take for granted the patriarchal view of women's subservient role. They represent God's punishment of Israel as justice. According to Ilana Pardes, God's severe response to Israel is "almost moderate, given her ingratitude. One is expected to take pity on God for having to play such a violent role, for having to suffer so for the sake of Law and Order."
 Prophets and rabbis should not be enshrining the legal subordination of women in metaphor.
 In my view, love, punishment, and subservience are not compatible concepts.


Why should this concern us at all, since presumably the metaphor only expresses the social reality of the biblical period? In fact one can argue that understanding "the historical setting of prophetic texts may provide a perspective of 'moral realism' which allows them to be read as sacred writing."
 However, the argument for an historical setting recedes if we realize that, because of the sanctification of Hosea 2 in a fixed Haftara, it plays a role in perpetuating biblical patriarchalism into our own day.
 Because of its morally flawed allegory, the message of the prophets can be understood as permitting husbands to abuse their wives psychologically and physically.

PROBLEMATIC RELATIONSHIP


An argument for the continuance of this fixed Haftara in the tradition might be that of its so‑called "happy end." If we examine God's declaration of love to "his" people superficially, it appears to be a monogamous declaration by God to "his" formerly faithless people. Hosea 2:16‑22 goes as follows:

I will speak coaxingly to her 

and lead her through the wilderness

and speak to her tenderly....

There she shall submit
 as in the days of her youth, when she came up from the land of Egypt.

And in that daySYMBOL 151 \f "Times New Roman Euro"declares the LordSYMBOL 151 \f "Times New Roman Euro"
you will call [Me] Ishi [husband],

and no more will you call Me Ba'ali.

For I will remove 

the names of the Ba'alim from her mouth,

and they shall nevermore be mentioned by name.

In that day, I will make a covenant for them with the beasts of the field, the birds of the air, and the creeping things of the ground; I will also banish bow, sword, and war from the land. Thus I will let them lie down in safety.

And I will espouse you forever:

I will espouse you with righteousness and justice,

and with goodness and mercy,

and I will espouse you with faithfulness;

Then you shall be devoted to [yadat et] the Lord.

 
One might claim that in a polytheistic society, the assumption of total faithfulness on God's part and the demand of faithfulness to a single God on the people's part was revolutionary. The prophet's use of the marriage metaphor, "You will call [Me] ishi [my man/husband], is a new vision of a God who will not tolerate a polygamous association. "And no more will you call me Ba'ali [my husband/lord/master]. For I will remove the names of the Ba'alim [pagan gods]..."
 The monogamous aspect of marriage on the part of the husband is clearly unusual, but it still does not address the problematics involved in monogamy when one side controls the other. 

Mary Joan Winn Leith argues that 

The rejected form of address, Ba'al, implies not only a different deity, but also a different, more dominating relationship....God's new title, "husband" [ishi], signals a new beginning, a new betrothal, and a (re)new(ed) covenant, whose inauguration sounds strikingly like a (re)creation of the world.


There is a terrible assumption here in Leith's argument. Israel has to suffer in order to be entitled to this new betrothal: "she" has to be battered into submission in order to kiss and make up at the end. She has to agree to be on the receiving end of her husband's jealousy. The premise is that a woman has no other choice but to remain in such a marriage. True, God is very generous to Israel. He promises to espouse her forever with righteousness, justice, goodness, mercy, and faithfulness. But despite the potential for a new model of a relationship between God and Israel, it is not a model of real reciprocity. It is based on suffering and the assumption that Israel will submit to God's will. Hosea, however, rejoices in this transformation and in the "ordeal [which] has fit the woman for a new, enhanced relationship with God."


The reader who is caught up in this new betrothal and renewed covenant overlooks the fact that this joyous reconciliation between God and Israel follows the exact pattern of abusive relationships that battered wives know so well.
 Israel is physically and psychologically punished, abused, and then seduced into remaining in the covenant by tender words and caresses. The religious images may be as beautiful and profound as Leith has pointed out, but, as Yee writes, 

studies have shown that many wives remain in abusive relationships because periods of mistreatment are often followed by intervals of kindness and generosity. This ambivalent strategy reinforces the wife's dependence on the husband. During periods of kindness, her fears are temporarily eased so that she decides to remain in the relationship; then the cycle of abuse begins again.


God is not suggesting a full‑fledged partnership, despite his declarations. Hosea's portrayal of Israel as a sinning woman returning abjectly to the open arms of her husband who graciously accepts herSYMBOL 151 \f "Times New Roman Euro"after her great suffering, and providing she repents SYMBOL 151 \f "Times New Roman Euro"has limited the potential of the relationship. Thus, the prophet's marriage metaphor is problematic. It makes its theological point at the expense of women and contracts rather than expands the potential of partnership.


One might argue that Jewish tradition did try to expand the potential partnership. This can be seen in the assumption that Jewish males gain sensitivity from their obligation to recite the concluding phrases from the Haftara (Hos. 2.21-2) when they put on their tefillin [phylacteries] every morning. 


What does it mean to daily identify with a woman's position? For that is what the male does. The male wraps the bands of the tefillin around his middle fingerSYMBOL 151 \f "Times New Roman Euro"almost like a wedding ring. He repeats the words God says to his bride. He affirms and re‑affirms his binding relationship with God. Clearly God is binding Himself to Israel as a groom binds himself to his bride. The male who puts on tefillin identifies with the bride. Since the male (identifying with the female) is in a subservient relationship to God in this daily re‑run of the ritual of marriage, does he gain any insight from this experience which forces him to subconsciously reverse roles? Can this ritual act be a basis for re‑interpreting Hosea?

REINTERPRETING HOSEA

There are two midrashim that shed light on this question. One of them, a midrash on a verse from Parashat Ekeb (Deut. 7:12), looks promising as a basis for reinterpretation. This midrash connects the covenant between God and Abraham with the marriage of a king and a noble lady who brings two valuable gems into the house. In this partnership type of relationship she brings gems and he also brings gems. When she loses the gems, he takes away his. When she finds them, he restores his and decrees that, 

a crown should be made of both sets of gems and that it should be placed on the head of the noble lady....God, too, set up two gems corresponding to them, namely, loving kindness and mercy....Israel lost hers....God thereupon took away His....And after Israel has restored hers and God has given back His, God will say, "Let both pairs be made into a crown and be placed on the head of Israel," as it is said, "And I will betroth thee unto Me, yea, I will betroth thee unto Me in righteousness and in justice, and in loving kindness, and in compassion. And I will betroth thee unto Me in faithfulness; and thou shalt know the Lord" (Hos. 2:21).

The greater context of this midrash is that of Deuteronomy. In this book Israel is constantly being berated and threatened by God. If Israel behaves as God demands, Israel will be treated well. If Israel strays from the narrow path, Israel will be punished. However, the rabbis have made a tremendous conceptual leap forward by allowing us to imply from the relationship that God has with Abraham a potential relationship a man might have with his wife.


However, in another, less-promising midrash, which connects the passage "For the Lord your God is a consuming fire, an impassioned God [el kana]" from Deut. 4:24 with the passage, "I will espouse you with faithfulness" (Hos. 2:21), we have a different kind of relationship: God as a jealous husband. In contrast to those who merit the next world [olam habba] are those who are consumed by a great fire. The rabbis ask, How do we know that God is jealous? The answer is, Just as a husband is jealous of his wife, so is the God of Israel.
 Thus, the use of the tefillin ritual could become a means of reinterpreting the Haftara from Hosea only if it is accompanied by specific interpretation.


We now move on to see how metaphor can directly influence halakha.

THEOLOGICAL IMPLICATIONS


It is almost a truism to speak of God as having the power and authority to control and possess. However, it is theologically debatable whether God wants to use this power to interfere in our lives. Unfortunately, the prophets persisted in representing God as having and wanting the same authority to control and possess that a husband has traditionally had over his wife, including control over her food, possessions, and earnings. This metaphor expressed the hierarchy of husband and wife in the patriarchal society, and elevated that hierarchy to a theological tenet, a description of how God meant the world to be. In this hierarchy, the woman can always be suspected, as we saw in the case of the Sotah (Chapter Two). The assumption is that the husband can use the absolute and arbitrary power entrusted to him to question his wife's loyalty. These biblical metaphors are basic to the mentality of men and women in Jewish society and can find concrete expression in Jewish law, halakha, which rules their lives.
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