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ABSTRACT

Sojourn is alLeitwort (leading word) in the ancestral narratives of Gene
appearing 17 times in its various forms: verbaf gdr; and nominal3 ger and
7R magor. Sojourn is an indicator of alienation and esteangnt from land and
community, yet it is repeatedly accentuated as raportant descriptor of the
patriarchs’ identity and experience. What accoufds this counter-intuitive
emphasis? This thesis makes the case that thetinardevelopment of sojourn in
Genesis contributes to a strong communal identoty Hiblical Israel. Detailed
exegetical analysis of the texts shows sojourntriengthen biblical Israel’s ethnic
identity in ways that are varied and at times paxadhl. Its very complexity,
however, makes it particularly useful as a resofwcegroup identity at times when
straightforward categories of territorial and soeffiliation fail.

This study draws upon the sociological theory ofthlamy D. Smith to
structure its investigation of sojourn as a contiglb to ethnic identity. Smith’s
understanding of ethnic myth emphasizes the cefiraitions of an ethnoscape (a
symbolically significant geography) and a myth dection (an account of
chosenness) in constructing communal identity. Etinmyth uses the history of a
communal past, constructed around these dual etsmtn create a vision with
directive capacity for the future of thethnie that is, to shape the ethics of the
community. Smith’s categories of ethnoscape, eaci@nd ethics provide analytical
tools that reveal a distinctive role for sojourrstrengthening Israel’s ethnic myth.

The Genesis sojourn texts are divided into threeigs according to literary
form: itinerary notices, promise speeches, andatige dialogues. The tri-part
division corresponds with a focus upon each of Bwmiithree categories above,
respectively. Close readings of each text in itsateve context result in an overall
portrait of sojourn as a significant contributor tlee strength and durability of
Israel’s ethnic identity.
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INTRODUCTION

All of these died in faith without having receivie@ promises, but
from a distance they saw and greeted them. Thefeseed that they
were strangers and foreigners on the earth, forgbeavho speak in
this way make it clear that they are seeking a Hanie

Hebrews 11:13-14 (NRSV)

The author of Hebrews describes the heroes of thek f Genesis as
sojourners in the land of promis€hristian tradition looks to the sojourn of the
patriarchs as exemplary; the author of Hebrews aflegheir alien existence in
Canaan as a faith stance for believers to imitBées New Testament writer is not
the first to invoke a lesson from ancestral sojounnthe Hebrew Bible, 1 Chron.
29:15 and Psa. 39:13 reference the sojourn of dtigefs as a pattern repeated
through time? and several motive clauses attached to laws abeatment of the
alien urge the remembrance of past sojourn in Egypt

These references to past sojourn as a model foprrsent (in addition to a
number of texts mentioning patriarchal sojourn fither reasond) suggest a
significance for patriarchal sojourn in the biblitedition. Turning the spotlight on
the book of Genesis itself reveals a textual emphais sojourn that confirms the
impression gleaned from the allusions throughoet ¢anon. Sojourn appears 17
times in the patriarchal narratives of Genesiserimes in its verbal formyfn),

! The Greek verbropoikéw (“to sojourn”) in Heb. 11:9 is used in the LXX tmnslate the Hebrew
verb for sojournyT1, every time it appears in Genesis.

2 F.A. Spina maintains that the designation “fathérshese texts most likely indicates the patrieaic
ancestors; D.J. Estes and J.E. Ramirez Kidd argue fbroader interpretation encompassing the
patriarchs and subsequent generations togethemk FAnthony Spina, “Israelites agerim,
‘Sojourners,’ in Social and Historical Context,” Tihe Word of the Lord Shall Go Forth: Essays in
Honor of David Noel Freedman in Celebration of ISixtieth Birthday ed. Carol L. Meyers and M.
O’Connor (Winona Lake: Eisenbrauns, 1983), 321;iBlah Estes, “Metaphorical Sojourning in 1
Chronicles 29:15,CBQ 53, no. 1 (1991): 48; José E. Ramirez Kidderity and Identity in Israel:
The Nl in the Old TestamenBZAW 283 (Berlin: Walter de Gruyter, 1999), 107.

3 Exod. 22:20; 23:9; Lev. 19:34; Deut. 10:19; 23 Bese texts may refer to the sojourn experience of
the exodus generation, but some authors have arthatdit refers to the experience of earlier
generations starting with Jacob and his sons. $eeif@z Kidd, 90-98; Sung-Jae Kim, “Ther and

the Identity of Ancient Israel: Socio-literary Agals and Deconstructive Interpretation” (ThD
dissertation, Graduate Theological Union, 19963.42

“ Exod. 6:4; 1 Chron. 16:19; Psa. 105:12 refer toigrghal sojourn in Canaan; Deut. 26:5; Psa.
105:23; Isa. 52:4 refer to patriarchal sojourn gyg. In the New Testament, Acts 7:6 and Acts 13:17
refer to sojourn in Egypt; the first text quotesnG&5:13.
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and eight times in its nominal form;_(or‘ﬁ:rg).5 Sojourn is associated with each of
the stories of Abraham, Isaac, Jacob, and Josephyith all the major geographical
settings of the narrative—Canaan, Egypt, and Paddam. It is often situated in
high-visibility positions at the start, climax, olose of stories. It occurs in a variety
of literary forms, ranging from narrative reports dialogue between characters. It
appears several times in the divine promises, simgtimately related to this central
theme of Genesis. The relatively high frequency awen distribution of its
occurrence, together with its connection to primidugmes, settings, and characters
of the narrative, qualify sojourn for classificatias a_eitwort, or “leading word"—

a word or root that is meaningfully repeated witkanliterary work, directing
attention to its chief themesAs an important literary element in the Genesis
narrative, sojourn commands interpretive attention.

The accent on sojourn in Genesis is, however, s¢raewurprising. In a
narrative concerned with instituting a strong tegvieen the ancestors of Israel and
their divinely appointed homeland, sojourn soundesoée of discord. Recurring
emphasis on sojourmvithin Canaan suggests alienation from the land that is
supposed to be lIsrael's home. In addition, repeaidods of sojournoutside
Canaan, as the patriarchs are depicted departing ifragain and again, describe a
reality of distance and estrangement from the ttepri where their destiny is
projected to unfold. Sojourn seems a jarring armalilling counter-note to the
establishment of an ancestral claim in Canaan. &dnieier has found that
patriarchal sojourn was sufficiently disquietingdocasion Jewish suppression and
emendation of the texts during some ér&®journ does not square easily with a
strong bond to the promised land; the logic ofétsurrence in Genesis is not readily
apparent.

N 12:10; 19:9; 20:1; 21:23, 34; 26:3; 32:5; 35:27;4.7): 15:13; 23:477012: 17:8; 28:4; 36:7;
37:1; 47:9 (x2).

® M. Buber first coined this term. Martin Buber, ‘ibeortstil in der Erzahlung des Pentateuchs,” in
Die Schrift und ihre Verdeutschungd. Martin Buber and Franz Rosenzweig (Berlinhdg&en,
1936), 211-238 (ET Martin Buber,L&itwort Style in Pentateuch Narrative,” i8cripture and
Translation ed. Martin Buber and Franz Rosenzweig, Indianadi8s in Biblical Literature
[Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1994], 1128).

" For definitions (all closely overlapping), see Bub‘Leitwortstil,” 211-12 (ET, 114); Robert Alter,
The Art of Biblical NarrativdNew York: Basic Books, 1981), 95; Shimon Bar-EfiNarrative Art in
the Bible (London: T. & T. Clark International, 1989), 21Xairah Amit, “The Multi-Purpose
‘Leading Word’ and the Problems of its Usagerboftexts9, no. 2 (1989): 109.

8 Reinhard Feldmeier, “The ‘Nation’ of StrangerscibContempt and Its Theological Interpretations
in Ancient Judaism and Early Christianity,” Ethnicity and the Bibleed. Mark G. Brett, Biblical
Interpretation Series (Leiden: E.J. Brill, 199637249.
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What, then, accounts for the frequency and pront@esf sojourn in the
patriarchal narratives? This study seeks to angwat question by a thorough
investigation of the contribution made by the sojoweferences to the Genesis
narrative. To bring definition to the project, IMeaselected a specific approach that
provides a distinctive lens through which to vidwe texts. The heuristic tool | use to
shape my textual reading is the sociological theofyAnthony D. Smith, a
contemporary scholar working in the area of etlypicEmith’s theory offers an
analytical template relating territorial affiliatioand communal election within an
understanding of ethnic identity. His categoriesoad well with the principal themes
of the patriarchal narratives in Genesis, and ddféelpful matrix for relating ideas
of land and community. Since sojourn relates clogel both these concepts,
adopting Smith’s thought as an interrogative framewfor this study affords a rich
payoff.

The first chapter of this thesis sketches the etgmef Smith’s theory that
structure the discussion in the exegetical sectifmiiswing. The basic case |
construct over the course of the study is thatwsojon the patriarchal narratives
contributes to a strong ethnic identity for biblitsrael® The ways in which sojourn
works to serve this purpose are varied and at tppaeadoxical. Yet a close reading
of the texts, diagnostically sharpened by Smithieotetical understanding of
ethnicity, shows that the sojourn texts all playo& in strengthening communal
identity for the people of Israel. My reading thdemonstrates a constructive
rationale for sojourn’s prominence in the Genesisrative, and satisfactorily
resolves the apparent incongruity that sojournt firesents for the reader.

Parameters and Method

This study investigates the use of the nominal aedbal expressions for
“sojourn” in the book of Genesis. It is a delimitstidy of the verbal forms derived
from the root and the various forms of the two noumsand1R, exploring the
meanings they communicate in their specific nareationtexts. The project is not a
lexical study; it does not address cognate wordkearother Semitic languages, or the

° By “biblical Israel” | intend the idealized commitinreferred to as “Israel” in the Hebrew Biblegth
putative descendants of Abraham, Isaac, and J&aother references to “Israel” or “the people of
Israel” in this thesis refer to this literary congtt, not to any specific manifestation of the ddite
community in historical time and space.
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use of the forms beyond Genesis or in any extraibliterature® It is likewise not
a comprehensive study of a concept; it does naneearelated fields of meanings
such as the stranger, foreigner, or outstd@his study, rather, is an investigation of
a particular literary feature of the book of Geseshe appearance of the word
cluster V=11 / =3 / Jun as aleitwort in the patriarchal narratives. This thesis
examines the phenomenon of sojourn’s repetitioglbge readings of each instance
of the Leitwort in both its immediate and its larger narrative tegts. Primary
attention is given to the contribution made by eastance of théeitwortto central
themes of land and community in Genesis, using émghD. Smith’s theory of
ethnicity to define and frame the primary conceptisdegories discussed. Smith’s
thought helps organize the themes discussed, lmtsthdy is not a “Smithian”
reading, in that its focus is not on a contributianthe realm of the sociological
theory employed. Rather, the core of the projestngply a close, contextual reading
of the Hebrew texts, with its exegetical resultsiatied within Smith’s theoretical
framework of interpretation. The method of this dstuaptly serves its ultimate
conclusion, that sojourn is used atatwort in Genesis in order to strengthen the
ethnic identity of biblical Israel.

| have chosen the translation “sojourn” for thergvolustery=1 /=3 [,
and throughout this study will use the English tésojourn” (or varying forms of
the same English word, such as “sojourner”) todatd any one of the individual
Hebrew forms. Several translations of the Hebrew auwrrently in vogue as
alternatives to “sojourn,” which has been critiquesl archaic¢? | prefer the term
sojourn for two reasons. First, it maintains coumityn between verbal and nominal
forms of the word, allowing for smoother and moosase prose on the topic, as
well as closer correspondence to Hebrew style igli&m translation (compare the
more cumbersome translation, “resident alien/tadeess an alien”}> Second, it
avoids modern social and political connotations kedo by some alternative

1 The study also excludes homonyms Il and Ill, whizbvide alternative meanings unrelated to
sojourn and do not occur in Genesis. See FranasviBr S.R. Driver, and Charles A. Briggh,
Hebrew and English Lexicon of the Old Testan{@xford: Clarendon, 1907), 158-59.

"' Relevant Hebrew words aB8/¥R and™7)2), both of which appear in Genesis, although onlgeon
each (23:4; 31:15). '

12 5pina, 323.

13 S.R. Driver makes a similar case. S.R. Drivar,Critical and Exegetical Commentary on
Deuteronomy3rd ed., ICC (Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1902),612
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translations proposed, such as “resident alieminfigrant,” or “client.”™ While
“sojourn” may be an old-fashioned word, it remamselpful translation of the
Hebrewy=11 /73 /771 for the purposes of this study.

The meaning of the sojourn word gronpia / =3 [ 7 as it is used in
Genesis is best arrived at by consideration ofistsge in actual narrative contexts.
The exegetical portions of this study will highligtarticular aspects of sojourn that
are emphasized in different texts; for exampl€el 4B sojourn is contrasted with the
possession of land, whereas in 19:9 the socialevability of the sojourner is the
textual focus. Still, it is useful to begin the brsés with a basic definition of sojourn
in hand, to which the various texts add furthernuga Some definitions have cast the
net wide to construct a description that includes gociological features of sojourn
gleaned from an aggregate of the known biblicahgxas, or have imported into the
Genesis texts a legal description of sojourn takem the law codes of the
Pentateuch regarding sojourners within Isfaeffind it most useful, instead, to start
with the simple definition provided by C. Bultmarinesiding in a place where one
did not originally belong This working definition of sojourn will be the laching
point for reflections on its usage and contributionthe various texts of Genesis
where it occurs.

Analyzing 17 references requires an organizati@ealeme to structure the
exegesis, and simply following the narrative ordeappearance does not allow for
coherent discussion of thematic and formal featstered between texts that are
widely spaced. | have found a division of the tdxgditerary form to be the optimal
scheme for managing this wide-ranging analysisW@stermann proposes a broad
division of Genesis texts by form-critical cate@sriinto three groups: narrative,
enumerative (genealogies and itineraries), and isesh The exegetical analysis in
this study is divided into three sections followinlge trio of literary forms

4 See R. Alter’s similar reasoning. Robert Alt&enesis: Translation and CommentgNew York:

W.W. Norton and Co., 1996), 109.

15 See for example Ludwig Koehler and Walter Baumuarteds.HAL, vol. 1 (Leiden: E.J. Brill,
1995), 193 (ET Ludwig Koehler, Walter Baumgartnand J.J. StammiHALOT, trans. M.E.J.
Richardson, vol. 1 [Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1994], 201)

16 Christoph BultmannDer Fremde im antiken Juda: Eine Untersuchung zomiasen Typenbegriff
‘ger’ und seinem Bedeutungswandel in der alttestalithen GesetzgebungFRLANT 153

(Géttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1992), 17.

" Claus WestermannGenesis: 2. Teilband, Genesis 12-3BKAT 1/2 (Neukirchen-Viuyn:

Neukirchener, 1981), 20 (ET Claus WestermaBenesis 12-36: A Commentarrans. John J.
Scullion [London: SPCK, 1985], 36).
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Westermann discerns. Each group of texts is adebleissa separate chapter of the
thesis. Chapter Two addresses itinerary notices, rthtes which describe the
geographical setting of narrative episodes. Sojasinunsed six times in this manner
(12:10; 20:1; 21:34; 35:27; 36:7; 37:1). ChaptereBEhdiscusses promise speeches, in
which there are four references to sojourn (151138; 26:3; 28:4). Chapter Four
examines references to sojourn in the form of diaés between characters in a
narrative. This category comprises seven occuree(®9; 21:23; 23:4; 32:5; 47:4,
9 [x2]).

The literary form of the texts in each chapter abes the type of analysis
used in the exegesis; this leads to some varian¢bel amount of narrative detail
assessed and the relative length of the analydiseba the different chapters.
Chapter Two on the itinerary notices is the shortesitinerary notices are primarily
structural devices, and their treatment involvasftha big-picture view of the units
of text they frame or connect. Structural analydmninates the exegesis in this
chapter. Chapter Three on the promise speeches igt@sgreater length in
investigating the narrative units in which the refeces are located. Still, promise
speeches can be somewhat isolated from the flavawative (e.g., in the case of ch.
17), so that the narrative analysis required ises@nat limited. The exegesis in this
chapter leans toward thematic analysis of ideaste®lto the promises speeches.
Chapter Four on narrative dialogues is the longeih, the highest number of texts
to analyze, as well a rich narrative setting toneixe in each instance. Analysis in
this section focuses on details of narrative dgualent.

While individual texts may prompt different emphssen particular
dimensions of analysis, | attempt in all the chepte provide balanced readings that
attend to all noteworthy linguistic, historical, camarrative features of the texts.
Overall, my method has resonances with literaryhoetof exegesis. It does not,
however, exclude historical issues. | have chosefodus primarily on the “final
form” of the text, indicating by this term the Mastic text published in thBiblia
Hebraica Stuttgartensid® This choice is not a blanket decision dictated asy
exclusivistic literary approach, but a relative g of priority in which textual
history recedes slightly. My reason for de-emphagizistorical criticism lies in
observation of the actual distribution of the tesiscording to classical source

18 Karl Elliger and Willhelm Rudolph, edsBiblia Hebraica Stuttgartensja2nd ed. (Stuttgart:
Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft, 1984). All English slations of biblical texts are my own.



7
divisions. The table below shows a general praffiehe allocation of the sojourn
texts by source, along with the morphological fafheach instance of the lexertte.

JE (or non-P) P
12:10 verb (infinitive construct)
15:13° noun ()
17:8 noun (111)
19:9 verb (infinitive construct)

20:1 verb (waw-consecutive imperfect)
21:23 | verb (waw-consecutive imperfect)

21:34 verb (perfect)

23:4 noun (3)
26:3 verb (imperative)

28:4 noun (1)
32:5 verb (perfect)

35:27 verb (perfect)
36:7 noun (1)
37:1 noun (111)
47:4 verb (infinitive construct)

47-G1 noun (1)

noun (1)

The table shows a relatively equal distributiorsojourn references between
Priestly and non-Priestly sources (nine in JE aades in P)* Dividing the
references by literary form as in this study’s deajplivisions also yields fairly even

¥ This table reflects a general consensus glearmed fhe work of several scholars. See Antony F.
Campbell and Mark A. O'BrienSources of the Pentateuch: Texts, Introductionsnofations
(Minneapolis: Fortress, 1993), 260-62; David M. IC&eading the Fractures of Genesis: Historical
and Literary ApproacheglLouisville: Westminster/John Knox, 1996), 124-Z89-40; George W.
Coats, Genesis, with an Introduction to Narrative Literedy FOTL 1 (Grand Rapids: Wm. B.
Eerdmans, 1983), 30-33; S.R. DrivAn Introduction to the Literature of the Old Testarh 6th ed.,
International Theological Library (Edinburgh: T. &. Clark, 1897), 11, 15-17; Richard Elliott
FriedmanWho Wrote the Bible@New York: Summit Books, 1987), 247-49; John Skiné Critical
and Exegetical Commentary on Genggad ed., ICC (Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1930);a06
WestermannGenesis: 3. Teilband, Genesis 37-8KAT 1/3 (Neukirchen-Vluyn: Neukirchener,
1982) (ET Claus Westerman@enesis 37-50: A Continental Commentanans. John J. Scullion
[Minneapolis: Fortress, 1986]); Westerma@enesis: 2

2015:13 is problematic, with no clear consensus gingrexcept that it may be a later addition; it is
not, however, generally considered the work of P.

L From among the scholars above, A.F. Campbell, \b&rien, G.W. Coats, and R.E. Friedman do
not designate 47:9 as P. Campbell and O’'Brien, 28aits, 33; Friedman, 249.

22 A further breakdown of J vs. E results in almogtia distribution as well, with five references
allotted to J and four to E. See Drivertroduction 11, 15-17.
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groupings: in the itineraries both JE and P haveetiheferences each, in the promises
each has two, and in the dialogues JE has fourewRilhas two. A linguistic
breakdown shows a prevalence of verbal forms egprg@sojourn in JE and nominal
forms in P, but exceptions in each direction wealietase for unique usage (see
table above). The only distinctive feature readibpparent is P’s use of the particular
nounaian, which does not appear in the non-P materialhén dontext of a larger
portrait for sojourn that features a strong preseincboth JE and P, however, the
case can still be made that the frequency of sojosira literary feature shared
between the different historical sources of the t#xGenesis. There appears to be
low potential yield in arguing for sojourn as atufistive literary phenomenon in any
one source. It is on the basis of this observattiamn | have chosen to de-emphasize
historical critical questions in my textual anadysiocusing attention instead on the
ideological contribution made by each referencehwithe context of the larger,
final-form narrative of Genesis.

Accenting ideology, however, raises a question tedlato the source
distribution of the texts. While sojourn may showteong presence across the lines
of source divisions, does it serve similar ideatagiends in the different sources?
Here a number of scholars, primarily German, hawelena case for a distinctive
sojourn idea in the Priestly souré®.P, they contend, introduces the idea of
patriarchal sojourin Canaan this novel and intriguing notion is not sharedtbg
“older” sources®® The argument is usually based on a distinctiorweet the

% Reinhard FeldmeieDie Christen als Fremde: Die Metapher der Fremdeder antiken Welt, im
Urchristentum und im 1. PetrusbrieWUNT 64 (Tubingen: J.C.B. Mohr, 1992), 44; Feldeng
“Nation’,” 243; Theodore HiebertThe Yahwist's Landscape: Nature and Religion inlE#srael
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1996), 88-89; fad von RadPas erste Buch Mose: Genesis
6th ed. (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 19669-70, 214, 356 (ET Gerhard von R&gnesis:
A Commentarytrans. John H. Marks, OTL [Philadelphia: Westrténs1961], 195, 245, 402-03);
Gerhard von RadTheologie des Alten Testaments: Band |, Die Théslagr geschichtlichen
Uberlieferungen IsraelsEinfiihrung in die evangelische Theologie 1 (Mtni€hr. Kaiser, 1957),
172-73 (ET Gerhard von Ra@)d Testament Theology Volume 1: The Theologyraélls Historical
Origins, trans. D.G.M. Stalker [San Francisco: Harper@e|lil962], 169); K. Schmid, “The So-
Called Yahwist and the Literary Gap between Genasis Exodus,” inPA Farewell to the Yahwist?
The Composition of the Pentateuch in Recent Eumopeterpretation ed. T.B. Dozeman and K.
Schmid, SBL Symposium Series 34 (Atlanta: SocietyBiblical Literature, 2006), 43; Josef
Schreiner, “Muf3 ich in der Fremde leben? Eine Frdge alten Israel,” iDynamik im Wort; Lehre
von der Bibel, Leben aus der Bibeld. Josef Schreiner and Joachim Gnilka (Stutt¢@tholisches
Bibelwerk, 1983), 135, 140; Georg Steins, “Frensited wir...”: Zur Wahrnehmung des Fremdseins
und zur Sorge fir die Fremden in alttestamentlicRarspektive,” Jahrbuch fur christliche
Sozialwissenschafte3b (1994): 146-48.

4 Feldmeier acknowledges the presence of the idéaeimlder sources, but lays heavy emphasis on
its development in P. Feldmei®ie Christen 43-44; Feldmeier, “Nation’,” 242-43.
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locations of sojourn designated in the textualrefees’ Six of the eight references
to sojourn in P (all the texts except 47:9) cledolate patriarchal sojourn in Canaan.
On its own, this observation is noteworthy. JE ne&riees, however, locate patriarchal
sojourn in Sodom (19:9), Gerar (20:1; 26:3), ancerBsheba (21:23), locations
which are on the borders of Canaan, but at leashancase of the latter two, are
included within the territory promised to the patchs® Furthermore, both JE and P
include references to sojourn in Egypt (JE 12:1044P 47:9). A sharp distinction
between the geographical designations of sojoutdEivs. P is unwarranted. Going
to the lengths of identifying Israel's homelandexglusively in the hill territories in
order to eliminate Beer-sheba and substantiatetandiive P ideology, as T. Hiebert
argues, is taking a case to the extréfighe different sources of Genesis all include
the notion of the patriarchs sojourning in the ldhdt is promised to them as an
eventual possession. Minor variations in emphasig exist, but in the absence of
striking and exclusive trends within one sourcdp@us on source differences lies
beyond the level of detail possible in a studyhis tength?®

In the exegetical portions of this study, therefasbservations related to
source criticism are offered at points where therpretive payoff is high. Otherwise,
however, the section above serves as the mainesauteal analysis of this study,
validating thereafter an overall exegetical apphothat is free to focus on the text’s
final form. Accordingly, the source critical sectiabove is also the chief portion of
the thesis where German secondary literature isrdiorh In the remaining sections
of this study, a preponderance of Anglophone schbip may be noted,
corresponding with the study’s emphasis on literagthod.

Related Publications

This study addresses a topic not previously exglaoredepth. While the
material concerning the sojourner (or “alien”) iretlegal collections of the Hebrew

% G. Steins makes a slightly different argument dase P’s use of the nominal forrand its
redeployment in the law codes; K. Schmid also cta@xclusive use of the nominal form in P. Steins:
147-48; Schmid, 43.

% Thorough discussion of the promises relevant ésehocations follows in the pertinent exegetical
sections.

" Hiebert, 88-89.

%8 Another proposal has been made suggesting thapdgtsait of sojourn in Egypt is more positive
than the other sources. The argument is primaolycerned with texts beyond Genesis. See E.W.
Heaton, “Sojourners in EgyptExpTim58 (1946): 80-82.
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Bible has received extensive scholarly attenffahe depiction of the patriarchs as
sojourners has been largely overlooked. That saderal published works do touch
upon the texts concerned, albeit briefly or incombgdly. In this section | survey the
most prominent of these studi@sysing the conversation to highlight various aspect
of my own treatment of sojourn in Genesis. Theulson below moves from longer
works offering surveys of sojourn (Ramirez Kidd dreldmeier), to shorter works
touching on sojourn in Genesis (Miller and Hauge)nonographs on land theology
(Davies, Habel, and Brueggemann).

J. E. Ramirez Kidd

Ramirez Kidd’s monograpAlterity and Identity in Israel: Thé&.? in the Old
Testamentfollows a word-study approact. Ramirez Kidd argues for a sharp
distinction between the nound and the verby 1), however, and on this basis
launches an exclusive study of the noun form aldihe. distinction is overdrawi,
and leads Ramirez Kidd to an overly selective apgrowhere texts that are
proximate are alternately included in his analymisexcluded based solely on the
criterion of noun vs. verb form®> The overall picture he paints thus exhibits
substantial lacunae. Three examples highlight d teattend to these gaps.

First, Ramirez Kidd suggests that a positive depicof sojourn in Egypt,
connected with the patriarchal stories, becomasfgignt during the exilic periotf:

29 See for example two monographs published relativetently: Bultmann; Christiana van Houten,
The Alien in Israelite LawdSOTSup, vol. 107 (Sheffield: JSOT, 1991).

%0 A large number of short articles offer definitiomssurveys of sojourn in the HB. Most are focused
on the legal references and thus do not contrisigtaficantly to this discussion. Some authorsfhyrie
mention patriarchal sojourn as a type for the peaplisrael; see Karl Ludwig Schmidt, Martin Anton
Schmidt, and Rudolf Meyer,ntipoikog; mepoikia; mapoikéw,” in Theologisches Worterbuch zum
Neuen Testamened. Gerhard Kittel and Gerhard Friedrick (Stuttg®/. Kohlhammer, 1932), 845
(ET Karl Ludwig Schmidt, Martin Anton Schmidt, anBudolf Meyer, ‘*tapoikog; Taporkic;
mepotkéw,” in TDNT, ed. Gerhard Friedrick and Geoffrey W. Bromileyrg@d Rapids: Wm. B.
Eerdmans, 1967], 846); R. Martin-Achar@)1? gir als Fremdling weilen,” imfHAT, ed. Ernst Jenni
and Claus Westermann (Munich: Chr. Kaiser, 1971 4ET R. Martin-Achard, M3 g0r to
sojourn,” inTLOT, ed. Ernst Jenni and Claus Westermann [Peabodydritéson, 1997], 309).

%1 Ramirez Kidd, 10.

%2 |In explaining his five reasons for making the idision Ramirez Kidd repeatedly cites exceptions
to his argument, making his decision to excludeaathlysis of the verbal form from his study too
sharp a distinction for the evidence marshaledl. Jli5-30.

% For example, he excludes Deut. 26:5 from his prymenalysis while including other texts in
Deuteronomy, and cites Gen. 15:13 and 23:4 buégisds the numerous other references to sojourn
in Genesis. The 19 references that couple nourvari forms together in one verse, Ramirez Kidd
simply analyzes as instances of the noun, disngsia accompanying verbal forms as dependent.
Ibid., 17.

* Ibid., 91-98.
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This proposal warrants exegetical attention tophgiarchal narratives, but because
Ramirez Kidd has excluded the veyD1) from his study he is not free to pursue
such an analysis. Second, Ramirez Kidd notes aection between pilgrim
theology in the Psalms and ancestral sojourn ir@anbut again does not treat the
relevant Genesis textS. Third, Ramirez Kidd briefly outlines the conneatio
between the LXX translation of sojourn texts and ttevelopment of the idea of
sojourn in the New TestamefftHe highlights the sojourn of the patriarchs as
foundational to Christians’ self-identification as alien people, while neglecting
direct analysis of these influential texts. In &kamirez Kidd's analysis suggests a
greater significance for the sojourn texts in Gen#dsan the parameters of his study
allow. My study aims to correct this omission, aheé integration of verbal and
nominal forms of sojourn in one study is an esséelement of method serving this
end. A full examination of references to patriatcd@gourn in textdeyondGenesis
is beyond the scope of this study, but a thoroughtment of the Genesis texts
themselves lays a solid foundation for further stigation of the larger connections
Ramirez Kidd suggests.

R. Feldmeier

Feldmeier, a New Testament scholar, has publishddnsive work on
sojourn®” His explorations of the termsipoikoc/mapolkéw/mapoikio address their
HB antecedents?a / 731 / 2732, making his work a valuable conversation
partner for this study. Feldmeier focuses on thesBly document’s presentation of
sojourn in the patriarchal narratives, calling it s&riking and programmatic
emphasis® Feldmeier associates this accent on sojourn wiilic éhought; in this
context the foreignness of the patriarchs wouldehaad “a reassuring function,” for
“the patriarchs too were strangers, to whom no teonged.?

Feldmeier's emphasis on ideological features giwsa highlights an aspect
of method that is significant for this study. Fekdar maintains that “there is more
than historical memory” behind the narrative depittof patriarchal sojourf’
Instead he proposes that P is programmatically rezing an ideology which speaks

* |bid., 104.

% |bid., 118-29.

37 See especially Feldmei@ije Christen Feldmeier, “Nation’,” 241-70.
3 FeldmeierDie Christen 44; Feldmeier, “Nation’,” 243.

% Feldmeier, “Nation’,” 243.

0 bid.
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to the socio-historical situation of its time. Faleier explicitly places his exegetical
focus upon the ideological shape of sojourn corscegptd the resulting range of
impact they have on communities of faith. In ddsog the powerful effects of the
sojourn idea he writes,

The affirmation and positive interpretation of thewn strangerhood

has contributed substantially to the fact that Jeeattered in the

diaspora—and even more so Christians, who werdenntinority,

outsiders in society—were able to see themselvetheagpeople of

God, despite all attempts to make them into enerntoesxclude them,

and despite all pressure on them to assimffate.

Feldmeier emphasizes here the influence of anratb@r than the residue of
a concrete situation; clarifying the distinctiom, Wwrites, “The surprising thing is that
Israel does not fall apart as a result of theseativgy experiences bus able to
interpret this experience of alienation theologigalnd thus to integrate it in its self-
understanding and its relationship to G64.

Exegetes of HB and NT sojourn material encoungaatrallel structure: social
circumstances of communal alienation, and the oifsa literary theme portraying
sojourn as a category of identity. Two camps in &kegesis center around (1) a
sociological interpretation, put forward by J.HIi&t, maintaining that the sojourn
theme in Christian literature reflects concreteiaoestrangement of the Christian

community,*?

and (2) a metaphorical or ideological interpretati of which
Feldmeier is a leading example, emphasizing thetiom of sojourn ideology in the
formation of Christian identity? Feldmeier's methodology is much more fully
explored with relation to the NT debate about swjolt raises a question, however,
which is equally relevant for exegesis of this tkemthe Hebrew Bible.

In parallel with Elliott’'s sociological reading tfie NT sojourn material, F. A.
Spina argues for a concrete socio-historical sojoexperience underlying the

sojourn references in the Hebrew Bibléde draws a connection betwe2M3 and

“bid., 242.

“2|bid., 245. Emphasis original. See also Feldm&#e,Christen 46.

“3 For Elliott's distinction between socio-politicastrangement and its literary or figurative
interpretations, and Feldmeier's critique of Elkoaipproach, see John H. Ellios, Home for the
Homeless: A Sociological Interpretation of 1 Petés,Situation and StrategyPhiladelphia: Fortress,
1981), 35, 42-43, 448-49, 130-32; Feldmelzig Christen 203-10.

“ For a thorough discussion of the dichotomy in Nehadarship on this topic see Benjamin H.
Dunning, “Aliens and Sojourners: Self as Other he Rhetoric of Early Christian Identity” (PhD
dissertation, Harvard University, 2005), 14-36.

> Spina, 321-35.
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B°72Y as sharing in common the meaning “outlaws, fuggiand immigrants,” and
harmonizes this past experience of social alienatidh the Mendenhall-Gottwald
hypothesis for the genesis of Israel. His goaltesdrgue that this fgim] tradition
preserves a genuine historical memdf/Spina’s article follows in the sociological
tradition of M. Weber’s argument that HB dualigtisider/outsider ethics draw their
shape from the Jews’ status as a “pariah” or “gupsbple, evolved from partly
metic roots?’ These works are undoubtedly relevant to the sojcineme as
sociological investigations of “historical memonyhich serves as a backdrop to the
theme’s literary development. In this thesis, hogveV do not evaluate the validity
of such historical claims. My concern, rather, éstricted to the way in which
sojourn ideas are ideologically developed withia texts of the Hebrew Bible. In
Feldmeier’'s words, the sojourn material contain®renthan historical memory.” It
is this “more” that commands the exegetical attentf this study.

Feldmeier’s analysis focuses on the “affirmatiod gositive interpretation of
their own strangerhood” in the case of both diaspdews and early Christians.
Undergirding this notion opositivere-interpretation is the valuation of sojourn as a
fundamentallynegativecategory to begin with. Feldmeier underscoresnigative
associations of sojourn repeatedly, and describggis as “a ‘thorn in the flesh’
against any kind of national hubri®He finds the deployment of sojourn as a
category of identity “unusual,” “a remarkable spécfeature of Israel® and
remarks that it is surprising that the categorgtoingeness comes to the fore (if only
occasionally) in the Hebrew Bibf€. This fact is even more striking when the
Hebrew Bible is placed in contrast with early Jéwigerature, where Feldmeier
finds the category of sojourn used only in refeestlife outside the promised land.

The relatively rare Old Testament self-descriptdrine nation or of
individual believers as “strangers” is not taken inpvast tracts of
early Jewish literature. Indeed it is even supmes# is emphasised
that the Jews are, and always were, full citizemdsrael...Quite
deliberately, thenljving in the land as a situation of fulfilled prose
is contrasted with the existence as strang@fge corollary of this is
that in its own land Israel is not a sojourner lgtlaut a full citizen,
designated as such by God. This connection isas®dhat even the

“®bid., 322.

4" Max Weber Ancient Judaismtrans. Hans H. Gerth and Don Martindale (Glent¢beFree Press,
1952), 3.

“8 Feldmeier, “Nation’,” 244.

9 Ibid.

*%bid., 242.



foreignness of the patriarchs, so frequently emigkdsn the book of 14

Genesis, is suppressed and the text is emendertiamly.>

Feldmeier's observations tease out a certain codtplen the sojourn
concept. On the one hand, early Jewish interpogtatif HB texts viewed the
valuationof sojourn as negative, correlating with tbeation of sojourn outside the
promised land, and thduration of sojourn as limited to the past period of life
outside the land. On the other hand, another dreaf development (furthered in
the Christian interpretation of HB texts) conceivefdthe location of sojourn to
include life within the land itself (or abstracted the position of humanity before
God), extended itdurationto encompass the present (or all of life), anckited its
valuationto a positive, religious category expressive mélationship to Yahweh.

While different traditions of interpretation mayueaemphasized one of the
sides above to the exclusion of the other, in dityuaoth valencies of sojourn can be
traced within the HB, and especially within the rizathal narrative$? Genesis
portrays sojourn that is negative, temporary, amide the land, but it also depicts
sojourn that is positive, permanent, and pervasifee second type of sojourn is
surprising, as Feldmeier notes, as it seems tdataliagainst strong ethnic identity
and attachment to the land. Yet it not only appéarthe Genesis texts, but also
exists alongside and in interaction with the figgte, which is more easily reconciled
with ethnic sentiment. The exegetical portion a$ ttudy will attempt to unpack the
complexities of the Genesis texts, clarifying tledypalent and occasionally counter-
intuitive ways in which sojourn contributes to coommal identity. | will argue that
the Genesis narrative employs both types of sojoasmwell as a spectrum of
depictions ranging between them, to strengthereliseaethnic identity. Sojourn in
Genesis is a complex theme capable of holding nsio® two seemingly opposed
values, both of which are important for the identit the people of Israel.

*L Ibid., 247-48. Emphasis original.

2 Feldmeier leaves open the possibility for bothitpas and negative understandings of sojourn in
references within the HB to the patriarchal storf€@b diese Neuerzahlung der Vatergeschichten nur
beabsichtigte, die Israeliten der Treue Gottes emes Zusagen zu versichern und so in ihrer
Hoffnung auf Rickkehr zu vergewissern, oder obi@sen Texten die Fremdlingsschaft auch an sich
selbst als etwas Positives gesehen wurde, kannnidét entschieden werden.” Feldmei@ie
Christen 45.



15
P.D. Miller, Jr.

In an essay “Israel as Host to Strangers,” Millgpleres what he calls
“sojourning stories” in the Hebrew Bib?& His essay contributes valuable analysis of
narrative material in Genesis, although its coveresgnot comprehensive. Miller's
primary aim in this essay is to underscore the esadfi hospitality as a biblical
injunction. To this end, he interrogates “sojougnstories” with the sole query of
whether they depict good or bad practices of habpit Thus the patriarchs and their
wives exhibit exemplary hospitality; the Hittitesale of land to Abraham typifies
appropriate welcome; and inhospitality in Sodom &iggpt dramatize the plight of
vulnerable aliens. Ancestral experiences of sojotinen, whether in Canaan or
Egypt, serve the purpose of providing a foil to kimed of ethics Israel is enjoined to
practice in the legal codes, where it occupies rible of “host” in relation to
sojourners in its midst.

Miller adroitly traces links between narrative stsrof ancestral sojourn and
legal material concerning sojourners, highlightitigg motive clauses which are
instrumental in this connection. His essay providesameo model for the larger,
more comprehensive project suggested above inifueission of Ramirez Kidd's
book, that of tracing how HB texts deploy the meynof ancestral sojourn in
statements about Israel’s identity. In Miller's &gshowever, only a single strand of
this polyvalent theme is treated. He calls attentio hospitality and ethics of
interaction with the Other, and these do represestgnificant dimension of the
sojourn theme that will receive extensive treatmanChapter Four of this study.
Miller excludes sojourn references in Genesis tloahot illustrate hospitality ethics,
however, and thus misses an opportunity for a deepsessment of sojourn’s
complex role in identity construction. My studykiteg inspiration from Miller's
essay, fills out the details of the ethical rolesofourn in Genesis, but also supplies a
much-needed examination of sojourn’s role in infimgrthemes of land and election.
These three concerns—ethics, land, and electiorm-fartrio of topics by which
each text's contribution is measured. Chapter Ohethts study outlines the
theoretical framework underlying the selection leéde three particular topics, and
the subsequent exegetical chapters will each fonume of the three areas in turn.

%3 patrick D. Miller, Jr., “Israel as Host to Strang® in Israelite Religion and Biblical Theology:
Collected EssaysISOTSup (Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press020048-71.
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M.R. Hauge

Hauge’s twin article¥ undertake a literary reading of the Genesis rigest
focusing on dynamics of estrangement from and metor Canaan. Sojourn is
mentioned often in his analysis, and most of thewsa references are addressed, but
Hauge does not isolate sojourn language as a detinpiarameter for his study.
Rather, he incorporates sojourn into a general @&ation of geographical
movement into and out of Canaan, and its inteiozlavith other key “motifs” such
as family conflict and material blessing. Haugeeddf creative and sensitive
observations on the narrative development of tinesgéfs. Many of the overarching
patterns he identifies coincide with my own obsgors; these resemblances will be
noted in the exegetical chapters of this study @ apriate. Two aspects of his
method, however, detract from the clarity of Hasgstudy. First, Hauge does not
clearly identify which textual referents he usesimdicators of his category of
“estrangement.” Thus sojourn language is often mamb in his analysis, but some
sojourn references are neglectetiauge likewise labels some narrative scenarios as
locations of estrangement that are not demaracgfesbjourn references, and does
not defend this identification with explicit textusupport:’ Attention is needed to
the literary methods by which “homeland” and “esgrament” are established and
delineated in the world of the text. My study bsngdarity to Hauge’s somewhat
blurred portrait by utilizing clear linguistic pangters and attending closely to
textual evidence in the development of the texpaatrait of sojourn.

Second, in his eagerness to depict the relevanestmngement in Genesis to
exilic themes, Hauge short-circuits the procesterfual analysis and reads “exile”
into every instance of estrangement he identifeemflating the two categories
throughout his analysf8.Hauge’s projection of exile into the Genesis rtareais

** Martin Ravndal Hauge, “The Struggles of the Bldsae Estrangement I,5T 29 (1975): 1-30;
Martin Ravndal Hauge, “The Struggles of the Blesseistrangement 11,.5T29 (1975): 113-46.

%> Hauge highlights sojourn language as “common tie”dtories of estrangement he treats, and lists a
number of sojourn references. He does not, howelarify the precise textual boundaries of his
investigation. Hauge, “Struggles I1,” 113.

*% Hauge refers to 12 of the 16 sojourn texts in Gen&ee Ibid.: 113, 117, 137-39.

°"E.g., Hauge maintains without textual evidence tha Shechem story stresses Jacob as “the total
Stranger.” lbid.: 123.

8 Hauge treats sojourn language under the headinije“Enotif’ and thereafter uses the terms
“estrangement” and “exile” completely interchandgale.g., Egypt is at times the “Land of Exile”
and at times the “Land of Estrangement,” and Jacstouggles are in the same paragraph described as
characteristic of the life of a stranger, and aangxes of the concrete problems of exile. Hauge,
“Struggles I,” 27; Hauge, “Struggles IlI,” 122, 114.
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alien to the language of the texts. Patient exsgesthe geographical symbolism
expressed by the text is a more appropriate fiegt, @fter which the question can be
raised as to the possible significance of the @xtoessage for an exilic context.
This study will bracket questions of historical text in order to focus on a thorough
literary analysis of the texts concerned.

W.D. Davies, N. Habel, and W. Brueggemann

Three authors who have published surveys of ldedlogies in the Hebrew
Bible allot a role for sojourn in their overall ®hatization. Since some similarities
pertain between their treatments, | analyze thegetter here. Each author presents
an overall schematization in which a variety ofalbgies are situated.

1) Davies proposes two major divisions: first, t@minant thrust of Jewish
theology of land, and second, divergences foungaiging strands of the tradition.
He locates sojourn amongst these latter divergertesy the direct example of the
Rechabites, and the indirect example of the patitawho “represent the classic
simplicity of the ideal human life,” i.e., nomadialues® In his overall framework,
however, Davies does not view these divergent woias presenting serious
ideological alternatives to traditional land themplS*

2) Habel identifies six distinctive ideologies @nb expressed by separate
literary units of the Hebrew Bib%¥ He discerns an “immigrant ideology” in the
Abraham narratives, “immigrantbeing his preferred translation for tma / 912
sojourn terminology?® Habel finds this ideology at odds with the othéref
ideologies he describes, painting a stark contnagtarticular between their attitudes
toward the original inhabitants of the laffdFor Habel, the counter-voice of the
sojourn ideology exists alongside the other dontihand ideologies in unresolved
tension.

**W.D. Davies,The Territorial Dimension of Judaism: With a Syniposand Further Reflections
(Minneapolis: Fortress, 1991).

®bid., 38-42.

®bid., 42.

%2Norman C. HabelThe Land Is Mine: Six Biblical Land Ideologig®BT (Minneapolis: Fortress,
1995).

®% bid., 119.

** Ibid., 115,125-30.
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3) Brueggemann portrays the tension within landoltgy using a
narrative/historical framework.He portrays landedness as the biblical ideal, and
landlessness as the situation in which Israel fiitdslf “on the way” to the
fulfillment of this ideal—a position which he deii@s as a “posture of faitt®
Israel’s history alternates between landednesdaatlessness, with three periods of
landlessness (also called “images”): sojourn, wendeand exilé’ Brueggemann
equates the period of sojourn with the Genesidgrekral narratives. He views the
narratives of landlessness as helping to defineenabearly the shape of land
theology, serving as a negative pole that challeragel informs the positive pole of
landedness. In Brueggemann’s analysis, then, sojsarves to set up a dialectic
tension with land possession, resulting in an divéaad theology that is richer and
more nuanced.

All three authors suggest a significance for sojothat demands a fuller
exegetical treatment than their studies undert&8laviés merely mentions sojourn,
Habel restricts his treatment to the Abraham naeat and Brueggemann treats only
a fraction of the Genesis sojourn texts). Theic@haent of sojourn within overall
schema of land ideologies provides a compellingomate for the thorough
investigation it receives in this study, as well aifering a set of templates for
describing the relationship of sojourn to concegtand possession. Taking my cue
from the schema above, | will examine how sojounn Genesis informs the
conceptual relationship between the people of Isaad their land. In a departure
from the conclusions above, however, | will arghattsojourn ultimately supports a
strong ethnic identity by combining traditional andn-traditional land ideologies
together In other words, the tension described by theetlanghors above as a feature
of land theology as a whole, and in which sojousrpasitioned as one pole, | locate
within sojourn itself. Sojourn has the ability tonlerace both poles, landedness and
landlessness (or as described earlier, a negatide gositive valuation for sojourn
respectively). This ambidextrous capability revdadth the sophistication of sojourn
and also its utility as a versatile concept suppgra strong ethnic identity. Once
again, it is the theoretical approach describedhan next chapter that provides a

% Walter Brueggemani,he Land: Place as Gift, Promise, and Challeng8iislical Faith, 2nd ed.,
OBT (Minneapolis: Fortress, 2002).

% Ibid., 6.

*" Ibid., 5-8.
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working framework for explicating notions of ethityc territory, and their
interrelationship. It is to this sociological magatithat we now turn.



CHAPTER ONE
Theoretical Tools: Anthony D. Smith

Anthony D. Smith is an eminent sociologist recgmétired (in 2004) from
his position as Professor of Ethnicity and Natismal at the London School of
Economics, after over thirty years of contributiarwhich he became established as
a magisterial voice in his field. Smith’s scores mfblished works range across
several broad avenues of investigation and encasnpath modern and pre-modern
periods, although he is most renowned for his warknationalism. In this field he
has charted an alternative course to the dividethpsa of modernists and
perennialists, focusing on continuities of cultunaritage from ethnic communities
to modern nations, and introducing te#nie (Smith uses the French term for an
ethnic community) as a broad preparatory categorytfe emergence of natiohs.
Smith often examines the case of ancient Isragienframework of the debate over
the antiquity of nations and nationalismin these discussions he interacts with
biblical scholars working in a similar vein, mosttably S. Grosby.

Smith’s argument for Israel's status as a natioaesdhot figure in this study,
however, which draws instead on Smith’s more rewark on ethnic identity. The
work of Smith and others on the question of anclsrael as a nation is concerned
primarily with concrete territorial sovereignty anbrms of public life, as
investigated by historical methods. This study, utifio not unrelated to such
investigations, is primarily concerned with compatseof ethnic identity as they find
expression in literary texts. The historic formsl amstitutions of ethnic life, whether
or not they are classified in categories of “ndti@md “state,” are temporarily
bracketed out of consideration. Instead | attendhis study to the symbolic or

! Smith defines arethnieas “a named human population with myths of comranoestry, shared
historical memories, one or more elements of commdture, a link with a homeland and a sense of
solidarity among at least some of its members.” hany D. Smith and John Hutchinson,
“Introduction,” in Ethnicity, ed. John Hutchinson and Anthony D. Smith (Oxfaddford University
Press, 1996), 6-7.

2 Cf. Anthony D. SmithMyths and Memories of the Nati¢@xford: Oxford University Press, 1999),
107-08; Anthony D. SmithThe Antiquity of NationgCambridge: Polity, 2004), 127-53; Anthony D.
Smith, The Nation in History: Historiographical Debates @li Ethnicity and NationalismThe
Menahem Stern Jerusalem Lectures (Hanover: Untyd?Psess of New England, 2000), 46-51.

% For a sample of Grosby’s work on ancient Israet Steven Grosby, “Religion and Nationality in
Antiquity: The Worship of Yahweh and Ancient Isrgdein Nationalism: Critical Concepts in
Political Scienceed. John Hutchinson and Anthony D. Smith (Lond®outledge, 2000), 439-76.
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cultural ingredients of ethnic identity, as definbg Smith’s work on this topic.
Three aspects of Smith’s work on ethnic identitg particularly relevant for this
study and receive attention in the exposition belols ethno-symbolic approach to
ethnic studies, his understanding of ethnic mytid his analysis of the function of
territoriality and election as elements in the fation of ethnic identity.

Ethno-Symbolism

The term “ethnicity studies” came into prominencdhe 1960s; since then,
the field has been broadly divided between two tigzal approaches, the
“primordialist” and the “instrumentalist.” The It@ture on these rival approaches is
vast, and the paths of the debate well-trodd&nthony D. Smith has developed a
third approach, however, which borrows from botimprrdialist and instrumentalist
theories, and which he has termed “historic ethymb®olism.” Smith’s ethno-
symbolic approach offers an appropriate and udsébretical framework for this
study; a brief outline of its theoretical basis Inserve as a foundation for the
particular aspects of Smith’s thought utilizedhe textual analysis to come.

Primordialist approaches to ethnicity posit that ethnic ties aneversal,
natural, and inherent in human nature. Since eitlgricone of the givens of human
existence, it is thus “primordial,” age-old and immorial, a perennial feature of
human history and society. Smith rejects this oldew, generally outmoded in
present-day acadena.

More recent versions of primordialist thought, lewer, have attributed the
ineffable power of ethnic bonds and their enduroigracter not to the bonds
themselves but to the perceptions of the group’mbees® Smith aligns himself to
some extent with this updated primordialism, refgyrto his own approach as

* For an overview of theoretical literature on etfityi see Richard H. Thompsoiheories of
Ethnicity: A Critical Appraisal Contributions in Sociology 82 (New York: Greenwipd989).

® Anthony D. Smith, “Culture, Community and TerrigoiThe Politics of Ethnicity and Nationalism,”
International Affairs (Royal Institute of Internatial Affairs 1944-)72, no. 3 (1996): 446; Smith,
Myths 4-5, 98, 173-74; Anthony D. Smitfithe Ethnic Origins of Nation€xford: Basil Blackwell,
1986), 3, 210.

® Prominent proponents of this primordialist apptoéamclude E. Shils and C. Geertz. See Edward
Shils, “Primordial, Personal, Sacred and Civil Tidritish Journal of Sociolog$, no. 2 (1957): 113-
45; Clifford Geertz, “The Integrative Revolutiontifordial Sentiments and Civil Politics in the New
States,” inThe Interpretation of Cultures: Selected Essay<Chiford Geertz ed. Clifford Geertz
(New York: Basic Books, 1973), 255-310.
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"" Mildly, because for Smith, ethnic attributes are cultare

“mildly primordialist.
subjective, not objective and primordial; it is ferceptions of ethnic bonds that are
significant for a community rather than the acttats of ancestry, territory, and
history. Primordialist, because Smith does qualify the constructed nattiethnic
markers; they are not infinitely mutable or fluak will become clear in his critique
of instrumentalisn?.

The instrumentalist school of historical and sociological thought—also
known as constructionism—is currently the dominexplanatory paradigm in the
field of ethnicity? Instrumentalism views ethnicity as “a resource éaniobilized, or
an instrument to be employéd”—hence its name. For instrumentalists, ethnicity is
shifting bundle of attitudes and perceptions; tbatents of collective identities and
their meanings are plastic and highly malleableurftdn beings are continually
moving in and out of these collective identitiehiey choose, and construct, their
identities according to the situation in which théyd themselves. Hence, for
instrumentalists, identity tends to be ‘situatiomather than pervasive. ** Ethnicity,
in short, is a “strategic choicé”Following F. Barth’s now-classic understanding of
social boundary mechanisms, the markers of etlyneie constructed along the
borders between a group and those outsid&Hthnic identities, therefore, are not
fixed, but rather made and remade by continuouss#éietions across the boundaries
between “us” and “them® For instrumentalists, the cultural content of @hn

" Anthony D. Smith, “States and Homelands: the Scaia Geopolitical Implications of National
Territory,” Millennium: Journal of International Studid®, no. 3 (1981): 200.
8 Anthony D. SmithNational Identity(London: Penguin Books, 1991), 22-24.
° For examples of the instrumentalist approach, Beabeth Tonkin, Maryon McDonald, and
Malcolm Chapman, “Introduction—History and SociahtAropology,” inHistory and Ethnicity ed.
Malcolm Chapman, Maryon McDonald, and Elizabeth Kiopn ASA Monographs 27 (London:
Routledge, 1989), 1-21; Daniel Bell, “Ethnicity ar®bcial Change,” inEthnicity: Theory and
Experienceed. Nathan Glazier and Daniel P. Moynihan (Cadg®j MA: Harvard University Press,
1975), 141-74; Jonathan Y. Okamura, “Situationdinigity,” Ethnic and Racial Studie4, no. 4
(1981): 452-65.
19 Anthony D. Smith, “The Politics of Culture: Ethitic and Nationalism,” in Companion
Encyclopedia of Anthropologgd. Tim Ingold (London: Routledge, 1994), 707.
i; Anthony D. SmithNations and Nationalism in a Global E(€ambridge: Polity, 1995), 30.

Bell, 171.
13 Barth argues that the critical focus of invesiigatshould be the boundary defining the group, not
the “cultural stuff” it encloses. Fredrik Barthnttoduction,” inEthnic Groups and Boundaries: The
Social Organization of Culture Differenced. Fredrik Barth (London: George Allen & Unwir969),
15.
4 A growing area of interest in biblical interprétet focuses on ethnicity as a boundary mechanism.
An example is a recent collection of essays edited/.G. Brett; Brett's introduction lays out the
theoretical approach of the volume. Mark G. Brtiterpreting Ethnicity: Method, Hermeneutics,
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identity changes with diverse situational circumsts, and according to the
perceptions and understandings of each mefiber.

Smith does not disagree with instrumentalistsheirtgeneral understanding
of ethnic identity as a construction. He differsnfr them, however, in his estimation
of the freedom of this process of construction,particular with regard to the
collective past. Instrumentalists regard the comamhupast as “malleable and
ambiguous in its messag¥Based on the interests and needs of the presest, i
“used, selectively appropriated, remembered, foegotor invented® The past, for
instrumentalists, becomes a social construction theentirely a product of the
present, defined and constructed according to wsurpreoccupations® Smith
criticizes instrumentalists for viewing the pasta$sweet shop in which one can
freely ‘pick and mix’ according to present needsd apredilections.™ Our
understanding of the past, he counters, “is inblytahaped by the frameworks of
meaning handed down from previous generations, exden we dissent from their
particular views of the past® Smith claims that instrumentalists show a serious
“failure to distinguish genuine constructs fromdeterm processes and structures in
which successive generations have been socialiZédThere are historical
parameters, in other words, to the constructedraatil ethnicity. Instrumentalists,
however, deny the power of the past as a receitrettgsre determining human
agency?

Because of their shift away from history as a footianalysis, Smith argues,
instrumentalist accounts of ethnic phenomena haadequate explanatory power.
Without exploring historical antecedents and tloeintinuing influence, they cannot
predict the formation of collective identities oxpéore the reasons they emerge
instead of others, and why they have the distiectisharacter they d&°

Ethics,” inEthnicity and the Bibleed. Mark G. Brett, Biblical Interpretation Serigeiden: E.J. Brill,
1996), 3-22.

'° Okamura: 452, 457-58.

'8 Tonkin, McDonald, and Chapman, 8.

Ibid., 5.

'8 Smith,Myths 12.

9 Anthony D. SmithChosen Peoplexford: Oxford University Press, 2003), 168. $¢so Smith,
Myths 180.

20 Smith,Myths 23-24.

“bid., 9.

%2 Smith, Antiquity, 96.

% bid., 68, 78.
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Instrumentalist accounts, Smith claims, are botlstohically shallow and
sociologically implausiblé?

Smith urges instead that ethnic studies must actmiate collective
historical memory> Many people believe in their past and are guided;or them
it shapes the present, and underpins collectivetitge Smith states we must take this
belief seriously—though “not at face valu@.Disregarding ethnic sensibilities of
historical rootedness means overlooking the potelet of popular motivation and
collective understanding’ Instrumentalists, Smith contends, omit the powerfu
influence of history on human belief, and thus albsdhe “vital popular dimension”
and preclude the study of relations between preseintities and past legacies and
traditions®®

To combine the insights of instrumentalist andnaridialist approaches and
find a middle ground between the extremes of tHeatie Smith has developed the
approach he termhistoric ethno-symbolisi® The first component of the term
comes from Smith’s belief that history shapes agtd Bmits to our discourses, and
to the premise of culture as purely a constructtid human imaginatiori®
Eschewing the polarities of both sociological sdepdie maintains that ethnic
groups “are not fixed and immutable entities...buithex are they completely
malleable and fluid processes and attitudes, anteey of every outside forcé™
Ethnic groups are both dynamic and enduring, and tistory that gives them
continuity. Smith describes the limiting parametafrghe ethnic past as,

...a heritage and traditions received from one geioerdo another,
but in slightly or considerably changed form, whit limits to the
community’s outlook and cultural contents. A certdradition of

images, cults, customs, rites and artifacts, a$ agelkertain events,
heroes, landscapes and values, come to form actisé repository

24 Smith,Myths 170.

%5 Smith, Antiquity, 74.

%6 Smith,Chosen 167-68; SmithAntiquity, 52.

27 Smith, Antiquity, 69.

% Smith, Origins, 211; Anthony D. Smith, “History and National Diest Responses and
Clarifications,” in History and National Destiny: Ethnosymbolism ansl @ritics ed. Montserrat
Guibernau and John Hutchinson (Oxford: BlackweliQ2), 196.

9 Several other scholars adopt a similar approachiraeract directly with Smith’s ideas, notably J.
Hutchinson and J. Armstrong. A recently publishetlme gathers essays from leading scholars in
assessment of Smith’s ethno-symbolic approach: 8éordt Guibernau and John Hutchinson, eds.,
History and National Destiny: Ethnosymbolism arsdGritics (Oxford: Blackwell, 2004).

%0 Smith,National 159.

31 Smith, Origins, 211.



of ethnic culture, to be drawn upon selectively byccessive *

generations of the community.

According to Smith, these key components recur community’s history,
and thus “impose limits on the way subsequent geioeis grasp the experiences of
their communal forebears® For Smith, history “sets clear limits to subseduen
interpretations of itself, irrespective of the itlegy of the interpreter™ The ethnic
past acts as “a constraint on ‘inventiori>”’so that while Smith allows the
instrumentalists their claim that our perceptiohthe past are to some extent shaped
by the present, he parts company with them in raaimg that “that past, as it is
handed down from generation to generation in the fof subjective ‘ethno-history’,
sets limits to current aspirations and perceptidiiee communal past defines to a
large extent our identity...3®

Smith clearly qualifies this constraining pastsabjectivehistory. Collective
cultural identity refers, he writes,

...not to some fixed pattern or uniformity of elensenwer time, but
rather to a sense of sharedntinuity on the part of successive
generations of a given unit of population, and haredmemoriesor
earlier periods, events and personages in therpisftadhe unit. From
these two components we can derive a third: thieaole belief in a
common destinyof that unit and its culture. From a subjective
standpoint, there can be no collective culturahiig without shared
memories or a sense of continuity on the part ofe¢hwho feel they
belong to that collectivity. So the subjective mgtion and
understanding of the communal past by each geoarati a given
cultural unit of population—the ‘ethno-history’ @fat collectivity, as
opposed to a historian’s judgment of that past—aefning element
in the concept of cultural identity.:?.7

A “sense of continuity,” “shared memories,” and ltbkin a common destiny” form
a subjective “ethno-history.” This history, the legtive memory of the community,

is vital to its group identity®

%2 Smith,National, 38.

33 Smith,Myths 179.

* Ibid.

% Smith, Antiquity, 88.

*® bid., 89.

37 Smith,Myths 228. Emphasis original. See also Smriithtional 25.

3 Smith clarifies that he accepts the importanceuttiral boundaries, or “border guards,” stressgd b
instrumentalists such as Barth. Ethno-symbolisnsaddhis understanding, however, a focus on the
distinctive cultural elements endowing boundedemiVities with a unique historical “complexion.”
A self-definition over and against the other isrdiere complemented by and partially dependent
upon collective attachment to shared myths, symlaosld memories. Smith, “Politics,” 709.
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In placing the perception of shared history atdéster of his understanding
of ethnic identity, Smith elevates the cultural @ychbolic elements of ethnicity over
and above demographic differentiae. The second qdaithte term “historic ethno-
symbolism” derives from this focus on the symbobhtich for Smith means that the
clues to the nature of ethnic groups are to be douwnthe values and memories
encoded in the group’s cultural heritafeThis cultural heritage, Smith claims,
attracts a “social magnetism and psychological ghadr so that subsequent
generations construct their social maps within darisndormed by strong social
attachment to this heritag®He expands,

...the more permanent cultural attributes of memuoajyie, myth and
symbolism..are often recorded and immortalized in the arts,
languages, sciences and laws of the community whiclugh subject

to a slower development, leave their imprint on pesceptions of
subsequent generations and shape the structuregranodphere of the
community through the distinctive traditions thegpdsit**

The core of ethnic identity, in Smith’s definitiolies in a quartet of myths,
symbols, historical memories, and central valueglvhe summarizes as a “myth-
symbol complex.”? This distinctive ethnic myth-symbol complex comgsn
historical fact and legendary elaboration in a lemaptent vision which provides a
bedrock of shared meanings and ideals for the @ttorhmunity** Ethnic myth and
symbol play a crucial role in ethnic identity besauthey embody “the corpus of
beliefs and sentiments which the guardians of eitynpreserve, diffuse and transmit
to future generations'* Additionally, there is an aesthetic dimensiontte function
of the myth-symbol complex:

...ethnic symbols provide satisfying forms, and ethmyths are
conveyed in apt genres, for communication and rmeatibn. As they
emerge from the collective experiences of succesgdnerations, the
myths coalesce and are edited into chronicles,sepiad ballads,
which combine cognitive maps of the community’stdnig and
situation with poetic metaphors of its sense oiitygand identity.
The fused and elaborated myths provide an overathéwork of
meaning for the ethnic community, mythomoteur which ‘makes

39 Smith, Origins, 211-12.

“bid., 206-07.

“bid., 3-4.

“2Here Smith follows John Armstrong’s definition the “myth-symbol complex.” Smith, “History,”
199.

43 Smith,Myths 57; Smith Origins, 15.

44 Smith, Origins, 15.
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sense’ of its experiences and defines its ‘essenddthout a
mythomoteura group cannot define itself to itself or to otheand
cannot inspire or guide collective actith.
Attending to ethnic myth, as the ethno-symboliprapch demands, means
careful attention to the cultural traditions whistt as “carriers” of the myth-symbol
complex. Collective memories are transmitted, Sraitbmerates,

...through oral traditions of the family, clan or comnity and its
religious specialists. In other cases, oral tradgiare supplemented,
sometimes overshadowed, by canonical texts—epibsonicles,

hymns, prophecies, law-codes, treatises, songsthentike—as well

as by various forms of art, crafts, architecturesio, and dance. All

of these—tales and legends, documents, objects—aymland

crystallize popular memories and myths—Ilocal, regloand pan-

ethnic. Sometimes, as with the traditions of thelve Israelite tribes,

they may be welded together and edited into a sicghori'®

Smith’s ethno-symbolic approach thus calls for #xamination of literary
and artistic forms of cultural heritage in light thfeir social function as carriers of
ethnic myths. The subjective history of the ethgioup, its collective memory or
“ethno-history,” is crystallized in this symbolic atix which unifies the ethnic
community, marks off its boundaries, and functi@ssthe framework into which
subsequent generations of the ethnic communitgecalized!’ Ethnic myth, then,
lies at the heart of ethnic identity.

Smith’s ethno-symbolic approach opens a distiectavenue into the
investigation of biblical texts. The Hebrew Biblencbe broadly classified according
to Smith’s understanding as the carrier of a mytisol complex, a crystallization
of subjective history particular to an ethnic conmity*® This “crystallization,” of
course, is complex and varied in both its sourges its signification, but Smith’s
conception of ethnic history presumes polyvaleoinpeting, and even divergent
strands of meanind® His category of ethno-history is highly serviceatfor

interpreting the Hebrew Bible.

> Ibid., 23-24. Smith uses the termythomoteurto mean a constitutive political myth. For the
derivation of the term see Smifrigins, 229.

46 Smith,Myths 208.

*"bid., 14.

8 Smith specifically references the ethnic role leé Hebrew Bible as ethno-history. The HB may
function in this way in relation to Israel in badimcient and modern times, to the Jewish people in a
broad non-national sense, and at a symbolic IéveThristians who perceive themselves as “children
of Abraham” with a spiritualized understanding ekdent. SmithQrigins, 63.

9 Smith notes that myths and memories are subjecbmsiderable dispute and change, with rival
versions of communal ethno-history competing fopuydar allegiance. The sense of communal
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Some key methodological implications may be drawamfthe discussion
thus far. Utilizing Smith’s understanding of ethndentity means that this study
focuses on the social function of the Hebrew Bilbd@smuch as it is a vehicle of a
subjective communal history which both communicadesl constructs Israelite
ethnic identity. Genesis, in particular, tells gteries of Israel’s first ancestors and
their initial experiences in the land of Israel.i®ns framework of ethno-symbolism
allows for the investigation of these founding &sras the carriers of values central
to group self-identification. This ethno-symbolicainework demands, first, the
elevation of certain themes in the analysis whigh @entral to the construction of
communal identity; further exploration of thesenttes as proposed by Smith follows
below. Second, ethno-symbolism allows for the terapobracketing of concrete
historical questions which often dominate discussiof Israelite origins. As has
been clarified in the discussion above, Smith presea delicate balance in his
relating of ethnic identity to history. In applyimgs framework to Genesis, likewise,
historical concerns are neither banished nor go@mer stage. The text, rather, is
read as “subjective history;” this means a focusnughe symbolic significance of the
ancestral stories, as memories which define thé gad direct the future for the
ethnieclaiming this text as its heritage.

Ethno-symbolism provides a rewarding framework fdeveloping the
significance of the sojourn material in particuldhe role Smith gives to historic
memory in ethnic identity frames Israel's storiésancestral sojourn as an element
of its collective identity. Thus we may glean fro®mith’s ethno-symbolic
framework the leading question of this study: Wireaning do the Genesis texts
give to ancestral sojourn as a component of Issaifining ethno-history? In other
words, what contribution does the theme of ancestjaurn make to Israel’s ethnic
myth?

This question points toward two more aspects oitt8snthought which are
significant for this study and require further eggtion: first, his understanding of
the form and content of ethnic myth, and secone, plarticular functions of
territoriality and election in ethnic identificatio

identity is reinterpreted and reconstructed atquici intervals, yet its distinctive character psisi
because its expressions remain within the orbihefcommunity’s basic cultural heritage and values.
Smith, Antiquity, 3-4.
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Ethnic Myth

Smith’s treatment of myth refers to political mythparticular, that is, myths
that serve the purpose of political and ethnic sare having “directive capacity”
and “community-creating potency™Smith uses the terrmythin a “value-neutral
sense,” signifying not a simple fiction, illusioor, mere legitimation, but a dramatic
elaboration growing up around a kernel of histdritath.>* His basic working
definition of myth is “a widely believed tale th&tgitimates present needs and
concerns by reference to a heroic collective past inspires emulatior?? Several
elements of Smith’s definition deserve attentioirstf the form of the myth is
dramatic. Smith writes,

Myth is very far from being the kind of illusion @h it is often
conceived to be; nor would we be justified in relyag myths as
wholly without factual foundation. ... But myth exaggtes,
dramatizes and reinterprets facts. It turns theedahto a narrative
recounted in dramatic form, and this is part ofitde appeal®

Myth informs social thinking through metaphdm form that does not easily
harmonize with a scientific pursuit of “history.nfth reasons, however, that the
form of ethnic myth corresponds with its socialdtian:

...a kernel of ‘historical truth’ is decked out withntasies and half-
truths so as to provide a pleasing and cohereoty’sbf the ways in
which the community was formed and developed. Qfteare are
variant tales and conflicting stories. Differentngeations recorded
their experiences in alternative accounts using dame epic and
poetic forms, the same artistic genres and, ewenbsls. The result is
a patchwork of myth and legend, and an accretiomatirials which
requires often painful sifting to arrive at any eppmation to a
‘scientific’ account of communal history. But théme object of this
profusion of myth was not scientific ‘objectivityhut emotional and
aesthetic coherence to undergird social solidaaityl social self-
definition. ... What matters, then, is not the autloity of the

*0 Smith, Origins, 200.

*1 Smith,National 22; Smith Antiquity, 23.

2 Smith, Chosen 49, 170. Smith’s definition of myth belongs irethategory of social-functionalist
theories that emphasize the role of myth in defingroup identity. This study utilizes Smith’s
definition of myth throughout, in clear distinctionom a narrower form-critical definition. For
surveys of the varied understandings of myth engdoyn biblical studies and their historical
development over time, see Robert A. Oden, The Bible Without Theology: The Theological
Tradition and Alternatives to KUrbana: University of lllinois, 1987), 40-91; J.\RogersonMyth in
Old Testament Interpretatip®ZAW 134 (Berlin: Walter de Gruyter, 1974).

>3 Smith, Antiquity, 34.

> bid., 40.



historical record, much less any attempt at ‘oliyectmethods of %

historicizing, but the poetic, didactic and inteégra purposes which

that record is felt to disclose.

This de-emphasizing of “scientific history,” whileot novel in itself, is
significant for clarifying the methodological paratars of this study. Examining
sojourn within the category of ethno-mythology a$imed by Smith entails attention
to the dramatic form of the myth, in the attemptuttderstand how it serves the
function of social solidarity and self-definitiohVhat Smith describes as “painful
sifting” in the attempt to construct scientific acaits of communal history cannot be
the first order of concern for a study which usewit®'s conceptual frame of
reference. Reading Genesis as “ethnic myth,” rattedls for careful attention to the
literary art of the ancestral narratives, as theywatal instruments of the power held
by the stories to inform and transform the communihis study, therefore, focuses
primarily on literary analysis of the Genesis texts-emphasizing for the time being
questions of scientific history (both of the comnties and of the texts in question).

A second important aspect of Smith’s understandingthnic myth is its role
in connecting the present to the past. This commedserves a vital purpose for the
community by providing a sense of continuity toledlive identity. It also help
direct future action. As communities search forl@eprint for the future, the past
supplies a model and a base of legitimacy for theirons. Smith expands on these
two functions:

An historical drama that gives us our identitiesl aalues, must do
two things: it mustdefinethe entity or unit of which it narrates the
drama; and it mudirect the entity or unit towards a visionary goal.
On the one hand, it must supply a history and nigtsip of the
community, locating it in time and space among tbther
communities on the earth; on the other hand, ittrgeserate an ethic
and blueprint for the future. The drama which ifaltls must stir us
as a collectivity into action for the attainmentoinmunal end®

This double role of myth provides another usetdl tfor the analysis of
Genesis texts. Smith provides an interpretive fraork in which ancestral stories
from the past function to ground and direct comnhaction. This framework allows
for an ethical reading of narrative texts. In theldf of biblical studies, ethical

%5 Smith, Origins, 25.
*% Ibid., 182. Emphasis original.
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readings of narrative have been fraught with mettamical dangers’ For this study,
temporarily bracketing the theological evaluatidretiical concerns proves a useful
exercise. Smith’s theory allows for the examinatadrethical imperatives urged by
the Genesis texts, without an immediate analysisheir relation to natural law,
implied law, ancient Near Eastern law, Israel's,lawany other systematic ethical
framework. Instead, the ethical directives of theestral stories may be interpreted
as components of an ethnic myth, and their corticshuanalyzed within that
framework of significance. For this study of sojouthis means that the ethical
action portrayed and urged by the texts is analyzéerms of its role in constructing
ethnic identity. This application of Smith’s theomill be most evident in Chapter
Four, where sojourn is associated with a numbewidties exemplified by the
actions of the patriarchs. The analysis will foars how these “sojourn virtues”
function within the ethnic myth to strengthen collee identity, in accord with
Smith’s view of the deployment of historical memadiyr social cohesion and
mobilization.

Election

The third relevant aspect of Smith’s understandgihg@thnic myth concerns
the content of the myths themselves. According rtatls the primary element in
ethnic myths is that of ancestry or descent, thme' qua nonof ethnicity.”®
Members of an ethnic group feel themselves to lgetora large extended “family”
related by ties of kinship, a feeling which is nadd by a myth of origin. Myths of
origin are “the primary definers of the separatestexce and character” of ethnic
communities, tracing the time of the community’'gyos, often to the dawn of time,
and mapping the lines of descent from presumed ammamcestord’ Such myths

are key elements in the definition of ethnic comities; as Smith notes, “Not only

" Some scholars have succeeded in charting a balapgroach exploring ethics in narrative. See for
example the methods outlined in John Bartdnderstanding Old Testament Ethics: Approaches and
Explorations (Louisville: Westminster/John Knox, 2003), 1-1ghd Barton,Ethics and the Old
Testamen{London: SCM, 1998), 19-36; Bruce C. Birdlgt Justice Roll Down: The Old Testament,
Ethics, and Christian LiféLouisville: Westminster/John Knox, 1991), 51-88aldemar Janzeld
Testament Ethics: A Paradigmatic Approatouisville: Westminster/John Knox, 1994), 26-54;
Gordon J. Wenhan§tory as Torah: Reading Old Testament Narrativadaily (Edinburgh: T. & T.
Clark, 2000), 1-15.

°8 Smith, Origins, 24.

%9 Smith,Myths 15.
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have they often played a vital role in differentigtand separating particulathnies

from close neighbours and/or competitors; it isuich myths thatthnieslocate their

» 60

founding charter andaison d’étre””” Myths of origin are a powerful source of

collective dignity and differentiation, as Smithpéains,

...filiation is the basic principle of myth-constriant: the chroniclers
and poets trace generational lineages and rest ¢lams for high
status and power on a presumed biological link aittero, a founder,
or even a deity. The community, according to thisde of myth-
making, is descended from a noble and heroic amGemtd for that
reason is entitled to privilege and prestige in atsn and other
peoples’ estimations.

Smith clarifies once again that it is the percaptiather than the fact of filiation that
is vital:

It does not really matter whether the common ancest founding
father ismythical or quasi-historical... What is important about the
ancestor myth is the symbolic kinship link betwedirmembers of the
present generation of the community, and betweisrgimeration and
all its forebears, down to the common ancestor. e. dgnest for
genealogical roots in family or clan is transposedhe communal
level, and thereby becomes symbéfic.

Ultimately, “It is fictive descent and putative &stry that matters for the sense of
ethnic identification.®®

Smith explores a specific category of “myths ofgm” which he calls
“myths of ethnic election.” This powerful cultunasource adds to the myth of origin
a sense of chosenness and mission entrusted torauity by the deity* As Smith
describes election myths,

...present actions and situations are explained agiin@ted by
reference to tales about being chosen by God airtecglar moment
and place, which may be subsequently repeated andirroed,
thereby inspiring successive generations. Someinatigact—a
promise or miracle, a theophany or a conversidauading or simply
a (heroic or royal) birth—sets in train, and suhsadly inspires and
justifies, the conviction of ethnic election, whighthen confirmed in
subsequent events and/or institutions such asbatihths, festivals,
sacred texts, and the like. So, the myth of elactispires, not just
individuals, but the whole ethnic community to antconsonant with

%0 Smith,Chosen 173.

61 Smith,Myths 58.

%2 Ibid., 64. Emphasis original.
83 Smith,National, 22.

64 Smith, Antiquity, 19-20.



the message or promise of the original events, iageinterpreted by >

successive generatiofrs.

Smith finds myths of ethnic election common in twecient world?® but
gives extensive attention to the case of anciemaklsas thdocus classicuf this
category?’ Smith’s treatment focuses on the Mosaic covenbnt, his theory is
equally applicable to the ancestral narratives enésis. In particular, the divine
promises to the patriarchs are a powerful crygilon of the ideas in Smith’s ethnic
myth of election. First, the promises trace thenfting of theethnieto a divine
theophany which highlights the election of the jpath be in special relationship
with this God. Second, the promises designate alreapchs as ancestors of etnig
a people descended from them by birth and thuserklay ties of kinship to their
founding fathers. Third, the promises include ament of “vision,” or “mission,”
which expresses the special relationship of étfenieto God, and translates this
election into a particular way of being in the vabrinto “action consonant with the
message or promise of the original evefifs.”

The promise texts of Genesis are a significantecdrfor the appearance of
sojourn references. Reading these sojourn textBeirframework of Smith’s ethnic
theory means focusing on sojourn’s connectionhaietelection, which in turn plays
a significant role in constructing Israel’s ethmientity. Smith’s thought on ethnic
election is most prominent in the analysis of Chapthree, which investigates
sojourn references occurring in the promise speech&enesis, although it will also
influence the analysis at several points in Chafeand 4.

Territoriality

For Smith, anethnie is defined by its ancestry myths but also by its
possession or loss of a “homeland,” a historidtte.®® “[E]thnicity is defined, first
of all, by a collective belief in common originsdadescent, however fictive, and
thereafter by shared historical memories associaiéiul a specific territory which

% Smith,Chosen 49.

% Smith finds myths of ethnic election in the antiemltures of the Sumerians, Babylonians,
Egyptians, Assyrians, Persians, Greeks, RomansysAraikhs, Sinhalese, Burmans, Chinese, and
Japanese. Anthony D. Smith, “Ethnic Election andidf&l Destiny: Some Religious Origins of
Nationalist Ideals,Nations and Nationalisrh, no. 3 (1991): 335; Smith, “Culture,” 452.

67 Smith, “Culture,” 452.

68 Smith,Chosen 49.

%9 Smith,Myths 127.
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they regard as their ‘homeland®Once again, subjective attachment is far more
important than actual possession of the territorguestion. Smith observes,

Ethniedo not cease to lhniewhen they are dispersed and have lost
their homeland; for ethnicity is a matter of mythsemories, values
and symbols, and not of material possessions digadlpower, both
of which require a habitat for their realization. Territory is relevant
to ethnicity, therefore, not because it is actualhgsessed, nor even
for its ‘objective’ characteristics of climate, t@in and location,
though they influence ethnic conceptions, but bseanf an alleged
and felt symbiosis between a certain piece of eam ‘its’
community. Again, poetic and symbolic qualities gess greater
potency than everyday attributes; a land of dreasndar more
significant than any actual terrafih.

Smith calls the process by which an associatiom$detween thethnieand
the land theerritorialization of memoryThis term refers to the process by which a
terrain acquires moral and aesthetic significarmzeafgroup through the rooting of
memories in particular locations, so that the plasekes “a field or zone of
powerful and peculiar attachments” by its assommtvith memories handed down
through generations of tfehnie’ The land comes to be viewed as “the unique and
indispensable setting of events and experiencesnibalded the community’® In
practice, this connection is achieved by:

...attaching specific memories of ‘our ancestors’ aiodebears,

particularly if they are saintly or heroic, to pawdiar stretches of
territory. For example, leaders and educators efdbmmunity may

locate the deeds of heroes and great men at spedidis, ‘poetic

spaces’ eulogized in the chronicles and balladgeskadown the

generations, thereby binding their descendantsdistanct landscape
endowed with ethno-historical significance. Acralss landscape lie
the ‘sites of memory’; the fields of battle, the muonents to the fallen,
the places of peace treaties, the temples of pri¢glse last resting
places of saints and heroes, the sacred groveasras and gods who
guard the land?

Both man-made and natural features can “locate”cttmmunity in a land;
“They do so by recalling symbolic crises, dramai@nts or turning-points in the
history of the community and by endowing it witrcfof creative energy’® Smith

%bid., 208.

"L Smith, Origins, 28. See also Smithational 22-23.
2 Smith,Chosen 134-35.

3 Smith,Myths 269.

*Ibid., 151-52.

> Smith, Origins, 188.
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draws special attention to the burial sites of atawrs, which make the land a witness
to the survival of the community.Through the final resting-places of communal
forebears “the land becomes ‘our’ territory and ‘#ternal home’ of our ancestors,
anancestral homeland”’’

As a location becomes “a repository of historicrmeées and associations,”
it is transformed into a historic land, a homeldh&mith terms this landscape,
charged with the myths and memories of the ethroam a “poetic landscape” or an
“ethnoscape.” Smith defines ethnoscapes as “lapescandowed with poetic ethnic
meaning through the historicization of nature ahd territorialization of ethnic

"% in them “a sense of kin relatedness and emoti@ualtinuity is

memories;
developed through a chain of generations livingtkivay, dying and being buried in
the same historic terraif®

An ethnoscape may acquire additional significafioen religious forms of
ethnic myths and memories, and so develop indacredterritory. Smith identifies
this further religious dimension as both moral aitdal; “the historic homeland
becomes sacred partly through the same process ytfi-mmaking and shared
remembering as occurs in all ethnic communitie$ ateo through the special heroic
acts of moral and ritual conduct of a community baflievers and its religious
heroes.?! The holiness that attaches to the land deriveas fwo processes. First is
the association between holy personages in theapdsthe particular locales of their
exemplary deeds. “So the places where holy menhamndes walked and taught,
fought and judged, prayed and died, are felt tthdlg themselves; their tombs and
monuments became places of veneration and pilgemistifying to the glorious
and sacred past of the ethnic communfty.”

Second, the land is associated with the commuasityg whole and bound to it
by the myth of ethnic election. Often the same rdvcharter which proclaims the
election of theethnie grants a particular territory as its homeland; dnéne gift
legitimates the community’s “title-deeds” or landhacter® “By regarding the

6 Smith,Myths 151.

" Ibid., 269. Emphasis original.
8 Smith, National, 9.

9 Smith,Myths 16.

% |bid., 151.

® |bid., 270.

% |bid., 153.

8 Smith, “Politics,” 712.
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homeland as God-given, it ties the elect to a @adr terrain. The sacred land and
the sanctified soil only are fit for the elect, atimby can be redeemed only on the
land where their fathers and mothers lived, therobs fought and their saints
prayed.® The importance of the election myth was noted abbut its interrelation
here with the establishment of a sacred ethnosaagerscores its significance as
well as the dynamic relationship between thesedwre elements of ethnic identity.

Smith’s understanding of sacred ethnoscapes offehsresources for the
analysis of sojourn. The processes of territoraion of memory by which the
ethnieand the land come to be associated are clearemsviin the narratives of
Genesis. Ancestral sojourn is a striking part a$ {hrocess of territorialization, as
Chapter Two will show by analysis of itinerary text Genesis. The role of the myth
of election in the construction of an ethnic homdlawill also be a significant
element in the discussions of Chapters 2, 3, and 4.

The exposition above has shown how Smith’s workiples both theoretical
and methodological structure to my investigatiorsofourn in Genesis. It remains
now to highlight the particular challenge sojouroses for analysis in terms of
Smith’s ethnic theory.

Sojourn and Ethnic Myth

Smith’s notion of ethnoscapes sets up a correldietween attachment to
land and the intensification of ethnic bonds. Srassociation of aerthniewith a
territory, in other words, makes for a powerful atmhesive ethnic myth, which
means a strong ethnic identity. If the land of Gamis Israel's ethnoscape, it is clear
from the primary thrust of the Hebrew Bible thatald develops an intense identity
association with this land. In the sojourn themewéver, this connection is
curiously de-emphasized. Sojourn downplays thateeal component of Israel’s
collective identity, stressing instead that theemtars of Israel originally were, and
in some sense continued to be, alienated fromathé Which was their ethnoscape.
The theme of the patriarchs as sojourners in theé fses an interpretive challenge
when viewed in comparison with the prominent teriél commitment portrayed in
biblical texts.

8 Smith,Myths 135.
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Smith’s conceptual framework both heightens thesiten presented by the
sojourn theme and also offers resources for itsnbarous resolution. On the one
hand, sojourn is a problem for ethnic identity. Btienic ideal is represented by what
is authentic, rooted, original, pristine, autochbos, native, primordial, and
ancient® Sojourn, in contrast, represents rootlessnessnaibn, dispossession,
foreignness, and anxiety. It negates the possitofila natural, organic connection of
Israel to its territory. On the face of it, it wouseem that sojourn is completely at
odds with Smith’s idea of the ethnic territorial timy

On the other hand, however, Smith’s emphasis lemi@election supplies an
interpretive key to the riddle. Sojourn may seembéat odds with the common
patterns of territorial myths, but it accords welth a mythology of ethnic election.
While sojourn may appear at some points to weakesel's territorial myth, if it
serves to buttress its election myth, then its alVeontribution to the ethnic myth is
positive. Thus an understanding of the varied camepts of ethnic myth helps
illuminate the diverse ways in which sojourn funos, and clarify its helpful role in
constructing ethnic identity. Both elements Smaténtifies, territoriality and election,
are key for the interpretation of sojourn in Gese#i third aspect discussed above is
also instrumental in understanding sojourn: theacayp of the ethnic myth to direct a
sustainable future for trethnie through an emphasis on ethical instruction.

Smith’s ethnic theory shapes the methodology of pinoject as well as its
conclusions. In the following exegetical analysexplore the position of sojourn in
the ethnic myth of Israel. My argument is that gugtrayal of ancestral sojourn in
Genesis contributes to the strength and flexibibfy Israel’s ethnic identity as
portrayed in the Hebrew Bible by buttressing, tigtoua variety of narrative
strategies, the central elements of ethnoscapetjaieand ethics in Israel’'s myth of
ethnic origin.

8 Smith,Chosen 39.



CHAPTER TWO
Mapping an Ethnoscape: Sojourn in the Itinerary Notices

Sojourn occurs six times in Genesis in the formiato itinerary notice.
Westermann defines the itinerary genre as a forraueparture, stop, and arrival,
which can be interrupted by events occurring atstiopping placeSWestermann’s
basic identification is the working definition oftiherary” used in this chapter.
Itinerary notices report changes of locale for tharacters of the narrative. When
sojourn occurs in an itinerary notice, it may bediss a verb\O13) indicating that
the character is going or staying somewhere whereharacter is a stranger (12:10;
20:1; 21:34; 35:27). Alternatively, the locatioratf may be described using a noun,
7m, identifying it as a place of sojourn; this nouways occurs in construct form,
connected with a genitive pronoun or a noun thdicates the character(s) who
experience this location as a place of sojourn7(3&7:1).

Sojourn as an itinerary notice occurs three tinmeseference to Abraham
and three times in reference to Jacob (of whichreference includes Esau as well).
The first mention of Abraham’s sojourn is also finst occurrence of sojourn in the
Hebrew Bible. The reference occurs in 12:10 atstaet of Abraham’s visit to Egypt,
designating his time in Egypt as sojourn. The sdcmd third references, 20:1 and
21:34, frame Abraham'’s time in Gerar, also desgglihis visit as a time of sojourn.
The fourth and sixth occurrences, 35:27 and 37fe that Jacob lived in Hebron or
Canaan (respectively) and describe these locatisndaces where his father(s) had
sojourned. Between these two references is the difcurrence, 36:7, in which the
land of Canaan is described as a “land of sojodar” both Jacob and Esau.
Interrelating with these texts are the remainingwm references in Genesis which
are not itinerary notices, and are thus discusseck rfully in other chapters, but
which contribute information to the current disdaasto the extent that they also
function as geographical designations of sojoucales. These references will be
brought into the discussion of the primary refeesnini this chapter as appropriate.

! WestermannGenesis: 250 (ET, 57).
2 As my analysis covers a range of Genesis textd| use the name Abraham even when referring to
texts that use the name Abram so as to presentmuaity and simplicity in the discussion.
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The geographical designations just surveyed display consistent
identification of sojourn with any one location particular. At times it seems that
Canaan is the place of belonging, and departum@ ftomeans sojourn, while at
others it is emphasized that the experience op#tgarchs within Canaan was one
of sojourn. The reversals are heightened in theest@about Jacob, in which the term
“land of my fathers” changes its reference pointirety, and Jacob’s presence in
Canaan is described in ambiguous terms. Some tavadgesis is necessary in order
to disentangle the threads of signification intlaerative.

For the sake of clarity, the following analysisalisses each sojourn location
separately. First, | address Abraham’s sojournggpE and trace the progression of
the further visits to Egypt through to the end @n@sis. Next | analyze Abraham’s
sojourn in Gerar. Last, | look at Paddan-aram pkee of sojourn for Jacob, and its
interrelation with Canaan as an ambiguous locasimmifying both sojourn and
belonging.

In discussing each location the analysis will mélitwo themes outlined in
Chapter One relating to Smith’s ethnic myth, threttarialization of memory and the
ethnic myth of election. Smith’s concept of an edtape (an ethnic homeland) and
its formation through the territorialization of mery are best summarized using his
own words:

The term ‘homeland’ suggests an ancestral tertitone which has
become communalized through shared memories ofeatie
experiences. The ancestral land is the place wheré¢he shared
memories of its inhabitants, the great events thiahed the nation

took place; the place where the heroes, saints sag#s of the

community from which the nation later developecdtivand worked,

and the place where the forefathers and mothersbaried. ...

Memory, then, is bound to place, to a special plademeland.

The creation of ethnic memory in the land througle tareful use of
geographical detail in the stories of the patriaydnd especially in the itineraries,
corresponds closely with Smith’s explication of tieeritorialization of memory. In
some of the itinerary notices analyzed below, theative illustrates this process
clearly and directly. In other instances, howew®journ presents an interpretive
challenge, for sojourn as alienation from the laedms to counter the formation of

an ethnoscape. Here the logic of the divine prosn(se election myths, in Smith’s

% Smith, Antiquity, 75.
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words) helps clarify the role of sojourn as a ciwiior to the ethnic myth, and trace
its positive contribution to ethnic identity. Inighchapter | demonstrate through close
analysis of the texts, and the integration of thecepts of territory and election, that
sojourn in the itinerary notices plays a strengthgmole in Israel’s ethnic myth.

Before turning to the textual exegesis, a brietussion is needed to clarify
methodological considerations regarding the itinesa Treatment of the itinerary
notices as significant structural components ofGle@esis narratives is not common.
An overview of scholarly approaches to the itineshighlights the reasons for this
neglect, and explains why a focus on them is apatgpfor this particular study.

The itinerary texts of Genesis have received atiergrimarily in the context
of arguments for the division and dating of Gendsids. M. Noth classifies the
patriarchal itineraries as secondary literary foused to bind together independent
units of tradition® Westermann contends in response that the itimsraiflect
migrant life and thus originate at an earlier stafjeral tradition; he assigns them to
“the oldest layer” of Gen. 12-50T. Thompson argues against a historical foundation
for the wanderings of the patriarchs, suggestitegdry origins for the form instead
as either “a traditional folk-tale motif (so, Geh2.10), or a secondary editorial
technique of linking originally distinct narrativéso, Gen. 13.1f)®These positions
all share a classification of itinerary notices aditerary form that is relatively
independent from the narratives they accompafyus whether these scholars date
the itineraries as early or late, they have simifaerpretations of the itineraries’
function in the text. They tend to describe theetaries merely as “frameworks,”
allowing for the inclusion of variants and new &glehey “give structure” but are on
the whole “restricted in importancé®”

* Noth allows for a few individual exceptions whexeshort journey may represent an “authentic
itinerary” preserving the historical memory of auel route. In these cases Noth believes the &myer
is independent from the development of narrativéen. Martin Noth,Uberlieferungsgeschichte
des Pentateuc(ttuttgart: W. Kohlammer, 1948), 237-41 (ET Mafloth, A History of Pentateuchal
Traditions trans. Bernhard W. Anderson [Englewood Cliffsefice-Hall, 1972], 220-23).

®> WestermannGenesis: 247 (ET, 55).

® Thomas L. Thompsorihe Origin Tradition of Ancient Israel, |: The Liggy Formation of Genesis
and Exodus 1-231SOTSup, vol. 55 (Sheffield: Sheffield Academied$3, 1987), 33.

" Coats and G.l. Davies have focused on the “wildgsritineraries;” for them also the itineraries are
secondary both in source classification and literfanction. George W. Coats, “The Wilderness
Itinerary,” CBQ 34, no. 2 (1972): 147; G.l. Davies, “The Wildemdtneraries: A Comparative
Study,” TynBul25 (1974): 78-81.

8 WestermannGenesis: 251 (ET, 57).

° ThompsonQrigin, 112.

19 WestermannGenesis: 249 (ET, 56).
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J. Van Seters disputes the separation of itinesad story, and in doing so
opens up the possibility of a more integral role tfee itineraries in the narrative.
Van Seters cites parallels with mythological sosré®m the classical world to
argue for a genre of ethnographic history in wraokestral travels or wanderings are
a central element in the account of national osgtrFeatures this genre shares with
the patriarchal stories include the migration ofestors under divine command to a
new region, where they eventually displace theveapopulation and found a
civilization*? In Van Seters’s interpretation, the travels of Hezoes are elevated
from the status of “redactional seams” to beconpara of the stories themselvEs.
One need not share Van Seters’s conclusions aheufate dating of the Yahwist
source in order to benefit from his suggestion that itinerary notices in Genesis
may play a more significant role in the narratikrart previously allowed.

Van Seters holds that Westermann’s formal separatidhe itinerary genre
from its accompanying traditions results from a ptased classification of the
patriarchal narratives as “family storie¥.’Van Seters instead finds form-critical
justification for the combination of the two formmsone ethnographic genre. | do not
attempt in this thesis a thorough form-critical le@tion of the itinerary notices. The
brief survey above, however, helps to clarify a f@eints of method relevant for my
analysis.

First, scholars have often relegated itineraryasstiin Genesis to a position
of secondary literary importance. Since geographioates may occur at the
beginning or end of a narrative episode, and mayrémoved” without apparent
damage to the fabric of dialogue or action, itasgble to consider them extraneous
to a hypothetical narrative core. This type of écd®n generally suits the
presuppositions and methods of a source-criticgkageh. It is equally possible
(though far less common), however, to interprettehé under the premise that the
itinerary notices are integral to the storylinen\@eters’s analysis is an example of a
source-critical approach that posits larger unitdradition containing the travel
itineraries within them.

1 John Van SetersPrologue to History: The Yahwist as Historian in r@seis (Louisville:
Westminster/John Knox, 1992), 209-13.

2 bid., 212.

*bid., 297.

“1Ibid., 205.
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My own approach to the itinerary notices resemtiias of Van Seters in that
| hypothesize a significant role for the itineraria the overall development of major
narrative themes. Unlike Van Seters, however, Indbd base my reasoning on
historical parallels with a specific literary genMy preference for the elevation of
the role of itinerary proceeds, rather, from us&wiith’'s concept of ethnic myth as a
heuristic device for textual interpretation. My ilogs as follows. If Genesis is
viewed as a text expressing ethnic myth (a desigmathich pertains to its potential
social function rather than a technical literaryngg, then the relationship between
ancestral figures and their geographical settingsthe text are of primary
significance. The itinerary notices in Genesis,clihthart this relationship between
the ancestors and the land, thus demand a sigmifstere of interpretive attention,
and the possibility that they may be essentiallyrisbup with the development of the
storyline must be seriously entertained. My exegétanalysis of the itinerary
notices, however, presupposes neither an earlhamate dating for these itineraries,
nor attempts a contribution to form critical dissiosis of itineraries as a literary
genre. These questions are of course not unreiateg analysis, but they lie outside
the boundaries of my central argument. My approaddtead, is an experiment in a
certain type of reading which | undertake becaulsé@soappropriateness for the
interpretation of territorial themes and the payiofpromises in clarifying some of
the puzzling aspects of the sojourn texts in thierele bible.

The second question raised by scholars who hav&edoon the Genesis
itineraries is that of historical authenticity. Wersnann believes the itinerary notices
originate in the migrant lifestyle of the commue#iamong whom the patriarchal
tales originated. The function of these itineratieghe text is thus to describe the
“history” of these nomadic groups, and even to passanformation about actual
nomadic travel route.Van Seters rejects Westermann’s interpretatidavor of a
literary rationale for the travel motif, arguingath”...it is the theme of wandering
from one distant place to another that explainsnibv@adic or pastoral mode of life
of the patriarchs and not the other way aroufid\’ Gottwald likewise dismisses
claims that the Genesis texts convey historicabrmftion about patriarchal
nomadism, considering the nomadic features of Htagschal stories a “traditional

!5 WestermannGenesis: 251 (ET, 57).
'®van Seters, 200.
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motif” used to embroider the theme of “migration @agreparation for religious
destiny.’

Asking whether the itineraries in Genesis are hisab or a literary
construction is not directly relevant for the exseecl am undertaking, that is,
viewing the texts through the lens of Smith’s ustlending of ethnic myth. Smith’s
definition of ethnic myth does not demand the catizgtion of fact vs. fiction,
requiring only that a story be “widely believef.For the purposes of this study, |
have bracketed this question of the relationshtpvéen the geographical movements
of the patriarchs as portrayed in the Hebrew Bialal investigations into the
activities of historical communities. | have lindteny circle of concern, instead, to
the exploration of the itinerary notices in Genesilements in a particular ideology
of land and identity, or to use Smith’s term, adgaf an ethnic myth. | examine the
itinerary notices as indicators of a symbolic gapiwy which crystallizes ethnic
attachment to particular areas. The question | tairanswer is, how does sojourn,
when it is employed as a geographical note withiem Genesis narrative material,
contribute to Israel’'s myth of ethnic identity agpeessed in the Hebrew Bible? In
answering this question, a reading of the itineraotices as significant elements of
the narrative is not only appropriate but indis@dxhes.

Sojourn in Egypt (12:10)

The Abraham cycle opens with a lengthy itinerargtisa, 11:27-12:9,
tracing Abraham’s movements from Ur to Haran to &am and then within Canaan
from Shechem to Bethel to the Ned&fhe itinerary concludes with Abraham’s
departure from Canaan in 12:10, “and Abraham wewndto Egypt to sojourn
there,” at which point the text shifts into a difat type of narrative account. The
use of the term “sojourn"ﬁQJ'?) in 12:10 serves both to describe the events that
occur thereafter in Egypt assajournexperience, and to designate Abraham’s time
in Canaan preceding his departure for Egypt@ssojourn The following analysis

" Norman K. GottwaldThe Tribes of Yahweh: A Sociology of the Religibhileerated Israel, 1250-
1050 BCE(Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1999), 432-5

'8 Smith,Myths 135.

19 See G.J. Wenham’s argument against the divisionthisf pericope into subsections, and
Westermann’s comment that although there are “twwoductions” they form one “coherent
account.” Gordon J. WenhanGenesis 1-15 WBC 1 (Waco: Word Books, 1987), 267-68;
WestermannGenesis: 2167 (ET, 145).
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first addresses the itinerary section leading up2d 0 and then the account of the
Egypt sojourn which follows 12:10.

A. The Ur-to-Egypt Itinerary (11:27-12:9)

The itinerary in 11:27-12:9 sets up Ur and Hararhasplace of origin for
Abraham. The larger narrative leading up to theicppe contributes to this
geographical symbolism, as the primeval historys 46 garden of Eden in the
vicinity of Mesopotamia, thus providing a broad kdwop for the patriarchal
migration from Ur*® The rootedness of the family in Ur is emphasizgdhe note
that it was the land of Haran's birth (11:28)God’s call to Abraham in 12:1-3
identifies Abraham’s location in Haran as his platerigin and belonging, with the
three-fold climactic phrasing, “your land and yobirthplace and your father’s
house” (12:1¥* God then commands Abraham to leave this placeigihoand go to
a new land, which might logically be assumed aelaicsojourn, in direct contrast to
the place of belonging from which Abraham depafts.the itinerary takes Abraham
from this land of Canaan to another land, Egypt &nis in this location that
Abraham is described as sojourning (12:10). Betwbenand of origin (Ur/Haran)
and the land of sojourn (Egypt) lies Canaan, a la@ither of origin nor of sojourn.
Where then is Canaan located on the ideological skefthed in the text®

The promise speech in this pericope first pres€atsaan as the land which
God “will show” Abraham (12:1). The land is at filsnown only to God, so that
Abraham’s knowledge of it derives from God’s comncation to him, and not
Abraham’s own experience. It is also the locatidnoly God commands Abraham to
“go to,” (12:1) and the place to which he duly #lv“as Yahweh had told him”
(12:4). Canaan is then, first and foremost, thel ltEmwhich the patriarchs come at

2 E. Theodore Mullen, JrEthnic Myths and Pentateuchal Foundations: A Newprdach to the
Formation of the PentateucBemeiaSt (Atlanta: Scholars, 1997), 101.

?L4p5in paxa, the land of his kindred or of his birth. See BrpBriver, and Briggs, 409.

2 See Alter's reasoning for the translation “birégs” instead of the usual “kin” here; V.P. Hamilton
also argues for “homeland.” R.B. Coote and D.R. @ffdr a helpful paraphrase: Abraham is to leave
“his secure place within the reproductive and kipstulture of his homeland.” AlteiGenesis 50;
Victor P. Hamilton,The Book of Genesis: Chapters 1-NICOT (Grand Rapids: Wm. B. Eerdmans,
1990), 369-71; Robert B. Coote and David Robert,aitte Bible’s First History(Philadelphia:
Fortress, 1989), 102.

2| borrow from F.V. Greifenhagen the term “ideoloimap,” indicating geography that “takes into
account the symbolic meanings of place” and thuscrilees “cultural values or ideologies.” F.V.
GreifenhagenEgypt on the Pentateuch’s Ideological Map: Conding Biblical Israel's Identity
JSOTSup 361 (Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Pre6822, 6, 22.
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the command of the deity; their experience theredépendant upon their
communication and relationship with their God.

Smith discusses examplesaihnieswith migration histories that couple two
different locations within their ethnic myths, aarfid of history” and a “land of
destiny.”* The category “land of destiny” represents a smilthe creative genius of
a people, a place where a people may realize thees$@ The term is helpful in
understanding the depiction of Canaan here. Gaallst@ Abraham to go to a new
land is coupled with the promise that he will mak®a into a great nation (12:2); that
is, a larger communal entity will trace its origm Abraham. The new land and the
new nation go together; it is in this land that &tmm’s wider significance as the
father of a nation will be realizédIn this sense Canaan is a land of destiny, fisr it
the location chosen by the divine for the estabtisht of this nation. Here in the
divine charter Abraham becomes the founder andsamrcef anethnie,and the land
of Canaan is appointed as the ethnoscape in whildéstiny of thigthniewill be
realized.

On this ideological map, then, Canaan stands itrastwith Egypt, the place
of sojourn. Egypt is not the land allotted by d&vicharter to Abraham; it is not the
land where ethnic destiny is to be fulfilled. Instsense Abraham belongs in Canaan,
whereas in Egypt he only “sojourns.” The itineragction gives further content to
this contrast with the details it provides about@tam’s activities in Canaan.

Abraham’s actions as he moves through Canaan areexmressive of
possession or an attempt to gain control. The tdgb emphasizes that the
Canaanites were present in the land at that tifB&)1R. Cohn highlights the power
dynamic reflected in this statement:

These early gentle reminders establish the basishéo relationship
between natives and ancestors: the natives haveerpawd the
ancestors have none. ... Although God repeatedly isesrthe land
to the descendants of Abraham, for the presenC#maanites control

the land on which the ancestors must tread s%7ftly.

24 Smith,Chosen 137; SmithOrigins, 183-85, 267 n. 27.

% Smith,Myths 127.

% Wenham observes that the land promise is imglicthe promise to make Abraham into a great
nation, as a large territory is part of what ma&asation great; E.A. Speiser also notes that the te
12 requires a territorial base. Wenha@enesis 1-15275; E.A. Speiser, “People’ and ‘Nation’ of
Israel,” JBL 79, no. 2 (1960): 163; E.A. Speis&enesis: Introduction, Translation, and Nqté®
(New York: Doubleday, 1964), 86.

*’ Robert L. Cohn, “Before Israel: The CanaanitesO#iser in Biblical Tradition,” inThe Other in
Jewish Thought and History: Constructions of Jev@stture and Identityed. Laurence J. Silberstein
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The fact of Canaanite control, however, does netst carry negative overtones at
this point in the narrative. Two realities are dihg juxtaposed in vv. 6-7: the
Canaanites are in the land, and God promises Abrdhat his offspring will receive
that same land. The text does not communicate gnaleut this juxtaposition, or
strain to elucidate that the promised Israelitespesion will entail a corresponding
dispossession of the Canaanites. Abraham’s presente land does not seem, at
this point, to be at odds with the Canaanite presdnere.

Abraham’s itinerary moves from the North of Cang&@hechem) to its
middle (Bethel) and then to its Southern regiore (fegev). He thus moves across
the expanse of the land of Canaan, doing nothing papparently, than establishing
his presence there before moving on. Viewed from ttieological standpoint of
promise and fulfillment, this text poses a challEnghy is the promise of land
possession not immediately fulfilleéd®rom this viewpoint, Abraham’s wanderings
are just marking time; they have no value as psgteward fulfillment of the
promise, except perhaps as a faint symbolic fodmhing of that glorious futuré,
Viewed as part of an ethnic myth, however, Abralgactions are a logical part of
the construction of an ethnoscape. Abraham doesvantier about because he has
no home in Canaalf;rather, his wide-ranging journey is the very psscby which
Canaan as a whole is claimed and made into a hidieenovements are purposeful
and significant; they are also effective in accasiphg a goal. This goal is the
transformation of Canaan into an ethnoscape foaldm’s descendants, “a storied
landscape,” through the establishing of memoryhia land.*! On this point Smith
observes,

and Robert L. Cohn, New Perspectives in Jewishi&uNew York: New York University Press,
1994), 79.

8 D.J.A. Clines, for example, finds Abraham'’s itiagr in chs. 12-13 a dramatic illustration that the
promise at this point is still “no more than a pisex’ Abraham arrives in the land only to walk
“straight through it and out the other side,” wilscouraging portents like Canaanites and famine
marking the journey. When viewed solely through ldmes of possession as fulfillment, the picture
here looks rather bleak. See David J.A. Clifd® Theme of the PentateydSOTSup 10 (Sheffield:
JSOT Press, 1978), 46.

29 U. Cassuto believes this text is a symbolic foseas future possession, and links Abraham'’s
specific stopping-points (as well as Jacob’s latethe narrative) to key points seized during the
conquest in the times of Joshua. My interpretation, contrast, seeks to find value inherent in
Abraham’s actions themselves, rather than defini@gr significance primarily as a prefiguring of
later events. See U. CassudoCommentary on the Book of Genesis: Part Il, Fidoah to Abraham
(Jerusalem: Magnes, 1964), 304-06.

% As claimed by J. Calvin. John CalviGenesis Crossway Classic Commentaries (Wheaton:
Crossway Books, 2001), 124.

' Habel, 119.



A ‘historic land’ is one where terrain and peopévé exerted mutual, Y

and beneficial, influence over several generatiofise homeland

becomes a repository of historic memories and &s$mas, the place

where ‘our’ sages, saints and heroes lived, worgetljed and fought.

All this makes the homeland unigtfe.
In Smith’s understanding, the establishment of pasimory in the land is as
important an element in forming a homeland as #tabdishment of legal entitliement.
Ethnoscapes are made authentic not only by formgititation (i.e. record of
possession), but also by a sense of an ethniaigtat has unfolded in the location
which theethnieclaims as its own. Smith stresses, “ethnicity imatter of myths,
memories, values and symbols, and not of matedissgssions or political powet*”
Hence, “what is crucial for ethnicity is not thesgession of the homeland, but the
sense of mutual belonging.3*For Canaan to be Israel’'s own land it is important,
then, for its first ancestor Abrahamsonplyhave been preseat various important
sites in the land®

Abraham moves through the land performing actibias harmonize with the
ethnic myth set in motion by the divine promised dinat actualize the ethnic claim
to the territory God has promised to tbibinie his descendants. In the framework of
ethnic myth the itinerary notice takes on meanmgd own right, as its stands in the
text, without the need for the widespread additiocanjecture that Abraham
canvassed the land in an act of legal possedSioiis not necessary for Abraham to

%2 Smith,National 9.

33 Smith, Origins, 28.

3 Anthony D. Smith, “The Ethnic Sources of Natiosali” Survival35, no. 1 (1993): 51.

%It is perhaps not the specific sites that areifitgmt as much as their number and variety; theat
Abraham established ethnic memory at several paicttsss the stretch of the land. Ethnic memory
demands a somewhat broad territorial claim, netzsgj a regional rather than a fixed-point focus
for the ancestral myths. Thus Abraham’s movemeselfit becomes important, so that his
peregrinations in the land are not simply the mezrerriving at particular sites of significancaytb
rather an integral part of the wide-ranging claiithe narrative.

% Many authors claim that Abraham’s movements actbesland (especially in 13:17) have legal
significance as a land claim. The suggestion iagitde, but a meaningful interpretation of Abraham’
itinerary does not depend upon it, and is arguatspnger without it. See AlteGenesis57; Cassuto,
323; David DaubeStudies in Biblical Lam{(Cambridge: University Press, 1947), 37-39; Robert
Davidson,Genesis 12-50CBC (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1929}30; Terence E.
Fretheim, “The Book of Genesis,” ithe New Interpreter’'s BibJeed. Leander E. Keck et al.
(Nashville: Abingdon, 1994), 434; Habel, 118-19; IEpinski and Heinz-Josef Fabry]MJ,” in
ThWAT ed. G. Johannes Botterweck, Helmer Ringgren, Hethz-Josef Fabry (Stuttgart: W.
Kohlhammer, 1986), 704 (ET E. Lifgki and Heinz-Josef Fabry]?J,” in TDOT, ed. G. Johannes
Botterweck, Helmer Ringgren, and Heinz-Josef Fg@nand Rapids: Wm. B. Eerdmans, 1999], 100);
Nahum M. SarnaUnderstanding GenesigNew York: Schocken Books, 1966), 104; Wenham,
Genesis 1-15281, 298; Westerman@enesis: 2211 (ET, 180).
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stake a legal claim to the land in passing throitigexcepting the claim of memory.
The power of this memory is enough, however, ta@aldsth Canaan as a site of
belonging, against which Egypt is already denotsdeaof sojourn.

In both Shechem and Bethel, Abraham builds alaréahweh (12:7, 8). He
builds no altars in the Negev or during his sojourrEgypt, but on returning he
moves his tent to Hebron and builds an altar tl#8e18). Some scholars interpret
the building of altars as a claim to the land, @ligh reflection about the mechanism
of this claim is generally limited to the brief klmg of the action as “symboli¢?
Wenham provides more detailed reflection in thisyveterpreting the altar-building
as “an acted prophecy” foreshadowing future worsbifplisrael in the land®
Westermann believes the altars were temporary malsoappropriate to the
nomadic lifestyle of the patriarchs, and remainthe text as a historical record
legitimizing alternative forms of worship for Ista@ Another view links the altars to
the institution of later cultic centef8Clearly a range of symbolic significance can
be suggested, with various interpretations reggrdine relationship between
patriarchal worship and later forms of worshipsrael**

Setting aside questions of early and late formsvafship, we may further
refine the suggestions above that Abraham’s acte/athip are connected with
Israel’s life in the land and its claim upon itidtclear that Abraham’s altar building
connects him with locations significant for theurgethniethat claimed him as their
ancestof? Abraham’s actions at these locations—buildingralnd calling on the

37 Clare Amos,The Book of Genesi&pworth Commentaries (Peterborough: Epworth, 2004; J.
Gerald Janzemibraham and All the Families of the Earth: A Comtagnon the Book of Genesis 12-
50, ITC (Grand Rapids: Wm. B. Eerdmans, 1993), 22gusiine Pagolu,The Religion of the
Patriarchs JSOTSup, vol. 277 (Sheffield: Sheffield AcaderRiess, 1998), 54; John J. Scullion,
Genesis: A Commentary for Students, Teachers, ardcRers OTS 6 (Collegeville: Liturgical,
1992), 109; Skinner, 245-46.

¥ WenhamGenesis 1-15283.

% WestermannGenesis: 2182-83 (ET, 156-57).

“ Hermann GunkelGenesis (bersetzt und erklaBth ed., Goéttinger Handkommentar zum Alten
Testament 1 (Goéttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht9)1,9667 (ET Hermann Gunkegenesistrans.
Mark E. Biddle, Mercer Library of Biblical Studi¢slacon: Mercer University Press, 1997], 166-67);
Hiebert, 107-09; Pagolu, 60; Bruce Vawt@®n Genesis: A New Readindg.ondon: Geoffrey
Chapman, 1977), 176-78.

“l See A. Pagolu’s discussion on the contrast betwaérarchal forms of worship and Deuteronomic
regulations, and his review of various positiongareing the portrayal of patriarchal worship in
Genesis. Pagolu, 23-31.

“2van Seters points out the significance of the igelinks to Shechem and Hebron as ancient
centers of the two kingdoms. THadth sites are identified with Abraham shows the emishafsthis
narrative on a broad claim of ethnic memory in thgion, rather than focused identification with
particular sites to the exclusion of others. R.éltb finds in this itinerary a conciliatory agenda
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name of Yahweh—suggest at the very minimum worslfighe divinity to whom
this ethnietraced its founding charter. More elaborate ineiions addressing the
forms and locations of Abraham’s worship are noeédsal for understanding the
pericope, as Abraham’s acts of worship appropsiadelelop its central theme, the
establishment of an ethnoscape. The acts of aliédibg, in particular, define the
ethnoscape specifically asacredethnoscape. Smith observes, the places where
holy men and heroes walked and taught, fought adged, prayed and died, are felt
to be holy themselve$®Abraham’s acts of piety inscribe another layemamory
in the ethnic territory: Canaan is now the land rghte ancestors responded to God
in worship, at particular sites of memory distriditthroughout the land. Smith
writes of religious heroes, “It is the memory ofeithexample in moments of
revelation and crisis that creates a special bdritbliness between the community
and its homeland..?® Abraham as an ancestral hero does not only esttaiemory
in the land, but establishes memory of a specifikmemory that points back
again to a relationship with the divinity that ekxt theethnie and that granted it its
land. The cultic actions of Abraham present a pauzfdr strictly religious
interpretation, but are perfectly consonant withhraader understanding of ethnic
myth. Abraham’s sweeping itinerary claims Canaathasland of Israel’'s memory,
and the altars he builds identify the land as a dland that is granted by God,
marked by sites commemorating this divine charter.

Canaan is portrayed in the itinerary pericope aslahd of divine grant and
ancestral history. The subsequent sojourn in Egypted in juxtaposition with the
time in Canaan described here, occupies the pogfia negative counterpart on the
ideological map of the text. The structure of ttieerary section further supports the
establishment of Canaan as Israel’s ethnoscapefaagypt as its foil. Tracking the
place names as they appear in order in the textmtbvements of Abraham and his
family including the itinerary after their returrom Egypt may be charted as follows:

embracing both northern and southern traditionsalyguSee John Van Setesbraham in History
and Tradition(New Haven: Yale University Press, 1975), 224-28n SetersPrologue 247, 252;
Rainer Albertz,Die Exilszeit: 6. Jahrhundert v. ChrBiblische Enzyklopadie 7 (Stuttgart: W.
Kohlhammer, 2001), 199-200 (ET Rainer Albetrael in Exile: The History and Literature of the
Sixth Century B.C.Etrans. David Green, SBLStBI 3 [Atlanta: SociefyBiblical Literature, 2003],
258).

43 Smith,Myths 153.

*bid., 270.
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Ur (11:28, 31> Haran (11:31; 12:4) Canaan (12:3)
- Shechem (12:6)
- Bethel and Ai (12:8)
- the Negev (12:9)
- Egypt (12:10)
- the Negev (13:1)
- Bethel and Ai (13:3)
- Hebron (13:8)

Two types of movement appear in this diagram. Titet is linear, starting
with the departure from Ur and ending with the\aiin Canaan. The second is
circular,”® beginning within Canaan, progressing to Egypt,ntireturning to

Canaarf’

In the first sequence, Canaan is the destinatrehthe end point of the
journey, set up in the text (12:5) as the placectviibraham’s family aims for and
the place in which they arrive. The rhythmic repeti of “the land of Canaan”
emphasizes its importance as both the intendedndésh and the actual point of
arrival:
And they set out to go to the land of Canafii}2 T37N n:‘:‘? INZM
and they came to the land of Canaghla T37X N3N

Abraham goes to Canaan with all the persons andepe®ns belonging to his
household (12:5), leaving nothing behind to attrhgn back’® The forward

momentum of this journey, fuelled by the impulseh# divine command (12:1-3), is

> Canaan is also mentioned as the intended destinafi Terah in 11:31, but it is not yet an actual
stopping point on the itinerary.

“®The argument for symmetry is weakened by the miitsiity between Shechem and Hebron, but
charting an overall circular motion is still jugiible on the grounds that the two locations aré sti
within Canaan. J.J. Scullion plots a concentriacttire that is similar, but begins and ends at &eth
and Ai. Scullion, 112.

4"Westermann observes a broad distinction betweentypes of itinerary in the patriarchal stories
which correspond to the two types outlined abavat 6f journey, and that of departure and retum. H
attributes the difference in form, however, to atdmical shift from a migrant style of life to a
sedentary one. Westermann’s explanation does ramtuat for the close juxtaposition of the two
patterns of movement in chs. 12 and 13. My readaapunts for the difference more satisfactorily by
focusing on the literary function of the itinerariwithin the narrative. Westerman@enesis: 251,
496-97 (ET, 58, 407).

8 Although Abraham never returns, his servant dadssacommission, as does his grandson Jacob.
The later visits to Haran/Paddan-aram will be dised further on in this study.
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directed entirely toward Canaan. This trajectorgoads with the establishment of
Canaan as the location of ethnic “destiny.”

Once Abraham has arrived in Canaan, howevermiogements take on a
new shape. His itinerary follows a symmetrical antd-back loop, traveling to Egypt
and then back in a series of carefully reversedestaThe place names mirror one
another as shown in the diagram above, but thesvefbmovement and other
vocabulary also contribute to a symmetrical striectof departure and return,
portrayed in the diagram below. In the itinerarfiesning the Egypt story (12:8-9;
13:3-4) this symmetry is achieved by direct mimgtias can be seen in the pairs A-
A' and B-B'. Within the Egypt story itself (12:13:1), antonyms are used to set up a
symmetry of contrast as Abraham moves toward theas of the plot and then
reverses direction to move in the opposite direc{©o-C', D-D', E-E', and F-F").

12:8 o DW: RPN tent & altar at Bethel; Abram called on the namé'ahweh
Ishleby ‘|1L>U D728 YD journeyed by stages¥0) and\/‘|5ﬂ)
s 073AR 7771 Abram went down to Egypt

m:; entered

A
1229 B
12:10 C
12:14 D
12:15 E TT!;J'RU MM the woman was taken
12:16 F 2T dealt well with
12:17 F Dar afflicted
12:19 E MP SJNUN take your woman
12:20 D '1175!;7’] sent away
13:1 C D75 072N 5:_.71] Abram went up from Egypt
13:3 B

A

13:3-4 mm DW:...&?E?] tent & altar at Bethel; Abram called on the nash¥ahweh

When Abraham returns to Bethel, the narrative sé®shat it was the place
where he had beat the beginning{n‘;nm;), and where he had made an adtbthe
first (MIWN12) (13:3-4). G. Janzen observes, “Abraham’s arrataBethel has the
character of a return and a recognition... The s&ahgs begun to become
familiar.”*® Abraham’s journey to Egypt traces a loop whichdighim back where
he started, in Canaan, his original destination destiny. This carefully charted
circuit away from Canaan and back serves to plau®aén squarely in the center of
the ideological map. Egypt, in contrast, is locab@dthe ideological periphery—it is

4 JanzenAbraham 28.
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not a destination, but a place to which Abrahanmsguoe from which he then returns
to Canaan, the center. Sojourn in Egypt, then,uiseqdecidedly temporary. The
journey to Egypt is emphatically reversed with arjeey back to Canaan; sojourn
outside the land resolves into belonging withinTihe reference to sojourn in this
itinerary pericope contributes to the constructdbran ethnoscape, Canaan the land
of promise, to which Egypt, the land of sojournthe negative counterpart.

B. The Sojourn in Egypt (12:10-13:1)*°

This first instance of sojourn sets up a patterat tgains heightened
significance as the narrative progresses. Whenhmnasojourns in Egypt, the verb
accompanying the reference to sojourn is “he wemtng” 79" (12:10). The story
ends with an antonym denoting the reverse movenieatyent up,”‘?:_:ij (13:1)*
Elsewhere in Genesis as it is here, sojourn in Egygearly bracketed on either side
with antonyms denoting descent and aséefhe first visit of Joseph’s brothers to
Egypt opens with “they went downj17" (42:3) and closes with the less-precise
mirror word, “they departed,ﬂ’:?j] (42:26). In later re-tellings of the visit, howeyer
the descent is once again described by “we wenhdow?? (43:20) and the ascent
by “we went up,”ﬁJ"‘_}:TJ (44:24). The brothers’ second visit is clearly lieted with
the verbs “went down, 179" (43:15) and “went up,'-‘l‘?;;:] (45:25). Much anxiety
surrounds the “going down, %) of Benjamin to Egypt (42:38; 43:4, 5, 7; 44:21,
23, 26) with the urgent need that he complete tteiit and “go up” (i15w) from
Egypt (44:33, 34%3 When Jacob enters Egypt, God assures him thatilhége
down” and will also “come up,” using the same vei’hé‘sﬁ’ and \/H5SJ (46:3-4).

** The end point of the Egypt pericope is a mattedaifate. The majority view places it at 12:20, but
there is support for extending the pericope toudelthe itinerary notices following it, either t8:1

or 13:4. | include 13:1 in my analysis of the pepe because of its symmetry with 12:10. For a
summary of views see Wenha@enesis 1-15285-86.

5L The verbsV T and ViSY are apt for describing a journey traversing elevathanges between
mountainous Canaan and the Nile valley in Egypihoaigh G.R. Driver has also shown the verbs may
be used to indicate movement in the direction efgsbuth and north respectively, and S. Shibayama
raises the possibility of association with dirensoof flow in the Jordan River and the Nile. G.R.
Driver, “On oY ‘Went up Country’ and1™® ‘Went down Country’,"ZAW 69 (1957): 76; Sakae
Shibayama, “Notes ona¥ad and Alah: Hints on Translating,JBR34, no. 4 (1966): 359 n. 4, 361.

2 While the terminology of sojourn is not used ie itinerary notices of the Joseph story, this time
Egypt is described as sojourn in the dialogue witlaraoh in 47:4.

%3 If Benjamin does not return, Jacob will die ofefriexpressed in the text as “going down™n")

to Sheol (42:38; 44:29, 31), a descent with norretThe overall Joseph narrative sets up several
literary patterns of descent and ascent paralldiiveg“going down” and “coming up” to and from
Egypt, such as the pit in Dothan and the sevesthittes of jailing. In all these places, a desa#ht

no chance of ascent threatens death. B. Greenspoint however, that the story reveals these
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For Joseph himself the textual parenthesis oper&9ih, where the phrase
echoes the descent of Abraham into Egypt:

12:10 7251 Q73X 777 And Abraham went down to Egypt

39:1 RER M ﬂ@ﬁ‘j And Joseph was brought down to Egypt
The difference is in the form of the verb “go doWmwhich takes the passive hophal
form in Joseph’s case, as he was taken to Egypth®rs and not of his own volition.
In keeping with the opening bracket of this sojoapisode, the closing bracket “go
up” takes the hiphil formoQ2nX n‘?;_gm), the subject being God himself: “God will
surely come to you and will bring you up from thésd” (50:24)** It is God who
brings about the closure of the narrative loop #&dtermination of sojourn. Yet in
the narrative, this “coming up” is only a futureeev predicted by Joseph, not a
narrative report of past occurrence. The predictppreech is only a suggestion of the
actual event for which the text has set up an d@ggiea. Thus the loop of sojourn,
formerly closed again and again by explicit textoatroring, is in this case left
conspicuously open. The book of Genesis ends ofiffaaager, as it were, its
closing word placing the Israelites still squarety the midst of their sojourn
experience, “in Egypt,8512 (50:26)>° Only beyond Genesis will the awaited
ascent from Egypt be realized, whenby becomes “the exodus vertfand the
tradition quotes Joseph’s charge verbatim as Magébs the prediction and takes
Joseph’s bones from Egypt to Canaan (Ex. 13:1%eh. 50:25).

locations to be safe places that actually proteetcharacters from death. D.A. Seybold also reflect
on the paradoxical life-preserving role of thesis:p This interpretation of the family’s stay irgipt

is consonant with the larger portrayal of sojousnaanegative experience, which is re-defined by a
larger framework of significance in order to becomeositive element of Israelite identity. See
Barbara GreerfWhat Profit for Us?”; Remembering the Story of &ph (Lanham: University Press
of America, 1996), 14; Donald A. Seybold, “Paradimd Symmetry in the Joseph Narrative,” in
Literary Interpretations of Biblical Narrativesd. Kenneth R.R. Gros Louis, James S. Ackerman, and
Thayer S. Warshaw (Nashville: Abingdon, 1974), 61-80.

** Joseph also makes his brothers swear that theywihg up,” nr_j‘?ym (50:25) his bones from
Egypt to Canaan. -

%5 Clines traces an overall movement progressingutittche Pentateuch, set in motion by the initial
land promise to the fathers. He notes that therngndf Genesis does not provide closure to this
movement. Clines’s argument is more general, howera does not utilize the itinerary notices or
sojourn references. Green’s analysis gives clo#tention to positional elements in the narrative,
highlighting motion “up” and “down,” and placingsérong emphasis on the suspension of the pattern
at the story’s end. Likewise, however, Green mail@sote of sojourn’s role in this pattern. Clines,
25; Green, 14, 178-92.

* This is Coats’ term. Westermann notes that thegghtbring up from the land” is used 42 times to
describe the rescue of Israel from Egypt. See Getvg CoatsFrom Canaan to Egypt: Structural
and Theological Context for the Joseph StaBBQMS 4 (Washington, D.C.: Catholic Biblical
Association of America, 1976), 18; Westerma@enesis: 3236 (ET, 209).
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As discussed above, the first incidence of sojoamd return establishes
Canaan as the homeland, the ethnoscape in whitinyesrealized. The subsequent
repetitions of this pattern and its dramatic suspanat the close of Genesis make a
further contribution to the ethnic myth. The fin@turn from sojourn which the
narrative structure demands is the return that @gltur in the exodus, a second
significant component of Israel’s ethnic myth. T§gourn itineraries in Genesis set
the scene for this defining event on several levels

First, the text establishes that the final returthe people to Canaan will be
a “homecoming,” a return to a land inscribed withngc significance. As Thompson
states, “the patriarchal narratives have as ornbkedf functions that of explicating in
story the perception that the Israel which cameoblEgypt was coming badkome,
to the land given to Abraham, Isaac, and Jacobhé ery beginning by God

himself.”™’

The narrative has established Canaan as the fsd&/ine promise and
sacred ancestral memory, in contrast with sojoargypt. This occurs, as we have
seen, through the structure of the patriarchatitines in Canaan and Egypt.
Second, the repetition of the sojourn-and-returntepa shows that in
returning to Canaan from sojourn in Egypt, thedstes repeat the pattern of history
and walk in the footsteps of Abraham, Jacob, aedia sons, their ethnic fathers.
This association of the exodus with the acts of dheestors strengthens ethnic
identification by attaching to the return from Egyp sense of continuity between
past and present. The territorialization of memdtrys occurs not only in the
movements of the patriarchs within Canaan, but smidbe pattern of their repeated

return from sojourn’

> ThompsonQrigin, 33.

%8 Greifenhagen describes Abraham’s movements asao‘gxodus,” the proleptic enactment of a
master narrative promoted by the Pentateuch. Heearghowever, that this master narrative is
concerned with the establishment of Israel's osgimMesopotamia rather than Egypt. He thus casts
the cyclical repetition of out-and-back movementmaddeological construct subverting the notion of
Israelite origin in Egypt. It lies beyond the bosnof this study to closely evaluate Greifenhagen'’s
proposal regarding the origins of Israel and tidgological representation (or subversion) in t.t

It may be observed, however, that highlighting tda¢egory of sojourn within the structure of the
Genesis itineraries reveals closer similaritieswieen the patriarchal visits to Egypt and to
Mesopotamia than Greifenhagen allows, and alsoskEsattention on the ideological construction of
Canaan as an ethnic homeland, a process unexanmn&teifenhagen’s work. That said, the
theoretical approach of Greifenhagen’s work andawn are very similar. See Greifenhagen, 10-11,
30, 256-60; F.V. Greifenhagen, “Ethnicity In, Withy Under the PentateuchJournal of Religion
and Societyd (2001): 1-17.

%9 Several authors enumerate further narrative @eitaithe story of Abraham’s sojourn in Egypt that
prefigure the story of the Exodus, underscoring pheallel. Alter,Genesis 52; Cassuto, 334-36;
Fretheim, 429-33; GunkelGenesis 173 (ET, 172); JanzerAbraham 26-27; R.W.L. Moberly,
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Third, through the pattern of sojourn the narrase¢s up the land promise
and the exodus as two connected components ofethigat ethnic myth. Genesis
portrays sojourn in Egypt as a temporary statdiehation, the opposite pole to the
divine promise of belonging in Canaan, then shdwas the same God who originally
grants the land also guarantees the terminatiomhigf sojourn outside it. This
correlation is strongest in the promise speechhofl®. There Yahweh promises
Abraham the possession of Canaan (15:7), theneltwéhe sojourn of the Israelites
in Egypt, FY71 1 7172 (15:13), and also promises they will “come backeher
out of sojourn after the fourth generation (15:1Blere in Genesis, then, an
additional significant element of the ethnic myshput into place: the divine impulse
behind the exodus event. Genesis shows that thefwahweh is behind both the
original journey to Canaan from the land arfigin, and thelater return to Canaan
once again from the land sbjourn® Both ethnic migrations are directed toward
Canaan, the divinely appointed ethnoscape. As we bkaen, references to sojourn
help to define both the divine land promise andeth@dus event. Ultimately, sojourn
serves to clarify the ideological map underlyindghbtihese central components of the
ethnic myth.

In all three textual moves above, sojourn in Egigptunequivocally the
negative counterpart to divinely sanctioned beloggn the land of Canaan. Smith’s
explanation of how an ethnoscape is created illatemthe workings of the texts and
the layout of the resulting ideological map. Thus first reference to sojourn in
Genesis plays an important part in the construadioisrael’s ethnoscape by setting
up a center-periphery relationship between CanadrEgypt. This equation is soon
problematized, however, by subsequent referencéshwhcate patriarchal sojourn
within Canaan, and suggest a positive valuation for tjeaigo experience itself. We
turn now to the next sojourn reference.

Genesis 12-500TG (Sheffield: JSOT Press, 1992), 72; John Hlh&aer, The Pentateuch as
Narrative: A Biblical-Theological CommentafGrand Rapids: Zondervan, 1992), 142. Wenham also
finds imagery reminiscent of Israel’'s wilderneseatary in ch. 13, as Abraham and Lot return from
Egypt to Canaan. Wenha@gnesis 1-15300.

® The text of ch. 15 explicitly situates both eveintshe framework of the divine will: God statesith

he has brought Abraham out of Ur (v. 7), and thatwill bring judgment upon Egypt so that
Abraham’s offspring will come out of it (v. 14). &her discussion of this text follows in Chapter
Three.
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Sojourn in Gerar (20:1; 21:34)

Abraham’s sojourn in Gerar is demarcated at itsrméigg and end by two
itinerary notices, both of which use the term “ogarned,™271 (20:1; 21:34f' The
opening itinerary notice (20:1) sets Abraham’s tmrain sequence with previous
locations. Abraham'’s starting point is simply “fraivere,”0umn, with no immediate
antecedent? In the larger narrative leading up to this poihgwever, the last
specific location mentioned for Abraham was the soak Mamre (18:1). When
Abraham leaves this location to overlook Sodom treth comes back to it, the text
says he returned “to his place‘zﬂpr;f? (18:33)% This location had also been the
termination point of the earlier itinerary in 13:Ihe oaks of Mamre at Hebron are
positioned as a central point, then, from which aklam now sets out on another
loop of sojourn to Gerar. This loop will not be qoleted until the return to
Machpelah, east of Mamre (ch. 23), when Abrahanchages land there for Sarah’s
burial ®

To describe Abraham’s movement, the itinerary ubessame root used in
the itineraries of chs. 12 and 13, “he journeyedtages,’ oM. Here as in 12:9 and
13:3, the area associated with the verb is the Webee itinerary then reports that
Abraham sojournedhf) in Gerar (20:1). The phrase “he sojourned in Geraaa
727, is accented by paronomasia; C. Amos observesttaatord play highlights the
importance of Abraham’s alien status in the sfrg this sojourn of Abraham’s
conceptually similar to his sojourn in Egypt, a parary departure from Canaan that
stands in contrast to existence within the diviregbpointed homeland?

Gerar's geographical location near Gaza places dni indistinct borderland
category in relation to the promised land. GenlQ@escribes “the territory of the

®1 Another sojourn reference occurs in the midsthef narrative in 21:23. Since it is not an itinerary
notice, its analysis is deferred until ch. 4. Astpoint it may be noted, however, that 21:23 ferth
accents Abraham’s experience in all of chs. 20=2a@re of sojourn.

%2 Scullion and Westermann note that this is a stgped formula, and conclude there is no way to
know where “there” refers to. Scullion, 163; Westann,Genesis: 2391 (ET, 320).

® The translation “home” is appropriate, as in 30f@6Jacob and 32:1 for Laban. See Gordon J.
WenhamGenesis 16-50/BC 2 (Dallas: Word Books, 1994), 254,

% Within the larger loop the narrative also placemeticulously charted circuit of departure to and
return from Moriah in ch. 22; there the centre amuiy the loop seems to be Beer-sheba.

® Amos, 111-12.
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Canaanites” as extending “in the direction of Geaarfar as Gaza,” designating
Gerar as a location at or near the border of Can@an. 20:34 describes Gerar as
“the land of the Philistines>® The text suggests that Gerar differs from Canadhd
name of the host people who occupy the area. In teotitories, however, Abraham
is described as moving through a land where a pealpéady resides (12:6; 13:7;
20:34). It is not clear whether Gerar is clearlffesentiated from Canaan or not.
Gerar's designation as a place of sojourn coulthlm®ntrast with Canaan as a place
of belonging, or in contrast with Ur/Haran as tl@d of origin (i.e., Abraham’s
sojourn in Gerar would be a part of and/or analggtu an overall sojourn in
CanaafY). At this point in the Genesis narrative, the fiosiof Gerar on the text's
ideological map is somewhat ambigu8fiSreifenhagen describes it as “liminal or
transitional.®®

While the text does not communicate a clear pictir&erar’s geographical
significance, it does strongly identify Abrahamjgerience there as one of sojourn.
Smith’s thought on the territorialization of memasytherefore less relevant for our
interpretation here, but other aspects of the aestrelevant for an understanding of
sojourn’s role in the ethnic myth. Rather than sghabgeography, then, we turn our
attention to the qualitative experience of Abrahduing his time of sojourn. The
itinerary notices on either side of this periodnfioaninclusio by repeating the verb
“‘he sojourned,™ 3 (20:1; 21:34). The geographic notes bracket cisad 21
together as a unit, which exhibits the followingau structuré®

% The reference to Philistines here (as well as6iriRis a widely-noted anachronism. T.E. Fretheim
and Van Seters argue for a symbolic usage of ttme te represent non-Israelite (or non-religious)
inhabitants of the land. The likeliest and most omn interpretation, supported by Alter, Driver,
Speiser, G. von Rad, and Wenham, is that it isodeptic expression used because it described the
area at a later time (i.e. that of writing). Hamniltargues that the text correctly refers to anyeadup
from the Aegean, and also provides a bibliograpimttie discussion as a whole. Fretheim, 249; Van
SetersAbraham 178; Alter,Genesis102; S.R. DriverThe Book of Genesis: With Introduction and
Notes 6th ed., WC (London: Methuen, 1907), 215; Speisenesis200; von RadGenesis236 (ET,
266); WenhamGenesis 16-5M04; Victor P. HamiltonThe Book of Genesis: Chapters 18-B0COT
(Grand Rapids: Wm. B. Eerdmans, 1995), 94.

7 While the idea of sojourn in Canaan has not yenkiatroduced by the itinerary notices, it will be
in the next reference discussed below; the prospseches have also introduced this concept prior to
ch. 20 in the sojourn reference of 17:8.

® Gerar is discussed further in the analysis of 26Ghapter Three.

% GreifenhagenEgypt 31.

0 Coats argues for the unity of chs. 20-21 basedshared setting, themes, and characters, and
highlights the bracketing function of 20:1 and 21:Ble does not, however, foreground the element of
location in his interpretation of the narrative.aBGenesis149-57.
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20:1 A Sojourn note

20:2-18 B Interaction with Abimelech
21:1-7 C Birth of Isaac
21:8-21 C Dismissal of Ishmael
21:22-33 B' Interaction with Abimelech

21:34 A Sojourn note

The thematic connections between the elementheoftructure above also
contribute to their unity. Between the first intetian with Abimelech and the report
of the birth of Isaac, where a strong dividing lieeoften drawn by both chapter and
traditional source divisions, we may observe clpaeallels’ God brings about a
miraculous transformation from barrenness to dth when Abimelech’s wife and
female slaves give birth (20:17-18), and in thesgsrimmediately following, when
Sarah gives birth. In both cases God is the sulgédtvo active verbs with the
women as their objects (v. 17-¥97 and98Y; v.1 728 andy?), and in both
verses Abraham performs a religious act relatedthte births (prayer and
circumcision, respectively). Far from a digressibat is “out of place in the present
text,”’? disrupting the sequence of the two passages @wmtelech!® Isaac’s birth
Is connected closely to Abraham’s interaction with host during a time of sojourn.
Isaac’s birth is also described as occurring “a time which God had told to
Abraham” (21:2), highlighting this timing as sigodnt, selected by divine
appointment.

The narrative, then, situates the birth of Isaéhin; and perhaps even at the
heart of, Abraham’s sojourn experierfiéésaac’s birth is also the clear fulfillment of

" Several scholars note the narrative alignmenhe$é¢ two elements. See Alt&enesis96; Coats,
Genesis 149; Davidson, 84; Fretheim, 481; Laurence A.neuoyGenesis Readings: A New Biblical
Commentary (Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Pres§®094.

2Van SetersAbraham 172.

3 Gunkel,Genesis227 (ET, 225).

" The dismissal of Hagar and Ishmael belongs to shjsurn experience as well, and deserves a
closer look than is possible here due to the caimétr of space. At the least, it seems that theatiae
positions the episode as a counterpart to the loftlsaac, thus clarifying the fulfilment of the
promise positively by designating the promised sben negatively by distancing the son who is not
of the promise. Still, while Ishmael is excludedrr the elements of the promise most closely linked
to ethnic identification, as he is not to be “reckd as offspring” (21:12) and will not “inherit”
(21:10), he does receive a third element of thengge, the blessing of divine accompaniment (21:20).
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God’s promise of progeny, highlighted by the triplaphasis of the text: “as he had
said...as he had spoken...at the time of which God s$maken” (21:1-2)° As
Janzen notes, the poetic repetition reinforcesnaesef satisfactory closure to the
narrative tension set in motion as early as 11°3the narrative thus locates the
long-awaited fulfilment of the divine promise withthe land of sojourn, and
connects the birth miracle with a birth miraclefpened by the same God among
the host people of the area. Sojourn is set up kieea, as a context of blessing. The
logic is surprising, even paradoxical. Sojourn nseassidence without belonging,
and as such is an anti-pole to the possessiomdf \@hich represents the fulfillment
of the divine promises regarding Canaan. Yet soj@s a state of non-fulfillment is
the very context in which another aspect of thanise, that of progeny, receives
dramatic fulfilment’” Sojourn is thus portrayed in this text as contajniithin it
the unmistakably positive element of promise flrfent.

Why is sojourn a context for blessing and the fiofient of the promises?
The fulfillment of promise for the patriarch thrdug miraculous birth follows upon
the reception of the same blessing by the peoplengst whom he sojourns, and

who receive it through his intercessiGriThe juxtaposition may suggest that an ethic

Perhaps sojourn is a setting that plays a spes@im sharpening the understanding of electiortHer
descendants of Abraham, both those within Israglthose without.

> Brueggemann highlights this emphasis as an iridicahat the birth “comes only by the promise of
God.” Walter BrueggemanigenesisIBC (Atlanta: John Knox, 1982), 180.

% JanzenAbraham 71. See also WenhaiGenesis 16-5086-87. R.W. Neff highlights the parallels
between the promises of 17:21 and 18:10 and tbHilirhent in 21:2; Alter also notes that 21:7 is a
symmetrical reversal of 18:12-13, again emphasifitfglment. Robert Wilbur Neff, “The Birth and
Election of Isaac in the Priestly TraditioBR 15 (1970): 6, 10; AlteiGenesis98.

"It can be argued that fulfillment of the promiseland possession itself is also hinted at in this
narrative, for Abimelech invites Abraham to seitiédnis land (20:15) and grants him rights to thél we
at Beer-sheba (21:25-33). Both events are ambiguousever, both in the allowance itself from
Abimelech, and in the relation of the location b fand of promise. The narrative development of
these episodes is discussed more fully in Chapter. F

8t is possible that this text also represent &hen fulfillment, that of Abraham bringing blessitmy
the nations. It is difficult to make this argumehgwever, when Abraham is also the cause of the
problem that precedes the solution; had he notdhealit his wife, Abimelech’s household would not
have been afflicted to begin with. Fretheim andrurner argue that Abraham is actually bringing a
curse upon the nations here, although this maytssseen as a fulfillment of the promise in 12 th
God will curse those who are in a negative relatigm to Abraham, as Coats maintains. M.E. Biddle
maintains the story fulfills both positive and ntiga sides of the blessing promise. This study
restricts the identification of promise fulfillmestements to explicit textual references, eitheth®
prior speech of God, such as those in 21:1-2 (aseggbor by mirroring of the promise language in
narrative reports, such as in ch. 26 (see Chagiez€). See Fretheim, 484; Turner, 93; George W.
Coats, “A Threat to the Host,” iSaga, Legend, Tale, Novella, Fable: Narrative ForimsOld
Testament Literatureed. George W. Coats, JSOTSup 35 (Sheffield: &idfAcademic Press, 1985),
80; Mark E. Biddle, “The ‘Endangered Ancestressd &lessing for the Nations JBL 109, no. 4
(1990): 608.
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of positive interaction with others is related stwow to sojourn, but the connection
is not made clear in the text. The relationshigaburn to ethics receives detailed
attention in the final chapter of this study, inpkxation of the sojourn references
occurring in dialogue form. At this point, our aysk is restricted to the broad
structural positioning of Isaac’s birth within g@arn setting.

Some scholars have sought a rationale for thestdatjic in the historical
circumstances of the exilic period. Albertz obserttee connection of Isaac’s birth
with sojourn, and interprets it within the framewaf his source-critical proposal
for an exilic “Patriarchal History” source (PH) wittwo editions, one of which
focuses on Abraham’s alien status and introduces fbssibility of promise
fulfillment outside the land of Israél.In this framework Isaac’s birth is relevant to
an exilic author and audience as an argument tagititnate offspring of Abraham
could be born in a foreign land,” emphasizing th&t second patriarch himself was
“a child of the Diaspora® E. T. Mullen, Jr., also accentuates the locatiblsaac’s
birth, adding the observation that the first elewanJacob’s sons are born in
Aram/Mesopotamia, and Ephraim and Manasseh arebalspoutside Palestine. For
Mullen, these foreign-born children receiving tlaed through the promise to their
ancestors allows those born in exile to shareenitheritance of the land, a concern
prevalent during the restoration of Jerusalem énRersian periotf:

Aside from questions about the source-critical pegs of these two authors,
their interpretations are problematic because thelate the theme of blessing-in-
sojourn from its broader context in the GenesigystBoth analyses betray an
underlying assumption that the idea of blessingsidat the land poses a sharp
contrast to the promise of land possession. Thistes-theme, then, must originate
in a different historical context than that of th@minant land theme. The concept of
promise and fulfillment, with sojourn as the tenmgorgrstate of non-fulfillment, is not
allowed to embrace both poles of the tension pgettabove.

Smith’s ethnic myth affords a framework, howevarwihich the paradoxical
depiction of sojourn in this text is allowed toakt its complexity. The association of
sojourn with promise fulfillment accords with thaglc of the myth of ethnic election,
Smith’s term for the divine promise in Genesis Whfanctions as the charter for

" Albertz, Exilszeit 193, 196-97, 204 (ET, 248, 254-55, 264).
8 Ibid., 205 (ET, 265).
8 Mullen, 152, 159.
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Israel’s ethnic identity. In Genesis, this promiseolves a departure from both land
and kin in order to establish an alternative idgnthrough the possession of a God-
given land and the production of God-given offsgrifhe land of origin and the
community of birth are both relinquished, and a nlewd and new family are
guaranteed by divine grant. The divine promise thoih defines and provides the
new grounds of being for the emergiathnie. The narrative then tells the story of
the sojourner who comes to belong in the lagdhe action of Gqdand the barren
one who miraculously gives birthy divine intervention While barrenness and
sojourn are in one sense the counterpart to thesiblg desired, they are the
necessary routes to a new ethnic identity in whéetd and descendants are clearly
granted by God, in accordance with a charter prefii§he promise thus admits a
positive dimension to sojourn that co-exists withprimary negative valuation as a
state of non-fulfillment. While sojourn is the omite pole to the anticipated
possession of the land, it is also the path thastnbe followed en route to this
possession, and is in this way a path of blesdihg. story of Isaac’s birth in Gerar
highlights this positive dimension of sojourn.dtdanly an initial suggestion, however,
of a theme that is more fully developed by the eaafysojourn references still to be
addressed.

Sojourn in Paddan-aram (36:27; 36:7; 37:1)

Jacob’s visit to Paddan-aram, like the previouswwoj stories, takes the
shape of a structured circuit out from and backhwland of Canaan. His departure
and return are both marked by theophanies at Batiegtlat Mahanaim/Peniel (chs.
28 and 32). Conflict and resolution with Esau fraime journey (chs. 27 and 33). On
his return, Jacob describes the time he spentdddaaaram asojourn(32:5). Since

8 R.S. Hendel, Hauge, S. Kunin, and J.G. Williamalgze the motif of matriarchal barrenness as a
vehicle for communicating the sacred origins of phegeny born thereafter. Barrenness, like sojourn,
emphasizes ethnic election in two ways: the lamdfeny given is accomplished by divine grant rather
than natural processes, and the “delay” in theilliuént of the gift underscores the futility of the
natural process and thus the power of the divitenmention on behalf of the elect. Sojourn and
barrenness thus operate by similar logic to eletlag¢edivine element of Israel’'s ethnic election,
emphasizing sacred origins for both the peoplei@nerritory. See Ronald S. Hend&he Epic of the
Patriarch: The Jacob Cycle and the Narrative Traatis of Canaan and IsraeHSM 42 (Atlanta:
Scholars, 1987), 39-40; Hauge, “Struggles 1,” 9-8&th Daniel Kunin,The Logic of Incest: A
Structuralist Analysis of Hebrew MytholggySOTSup 185 (Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press,
1995), 72-74, 86, 122-25; James G. Williams, “Thea&iful and the Barren: Conventions in Biblical
Type-Scenes, JSOT17 (1980): 116.
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the reference does not occur within an itineraryicep however, its analysis is
deferred to Chapter Four. The itinerary noticesceomng Jacob that do reference
sojourn occur after his return from Paddan-aran85127, 36:7, and 37:1. The first
and last of these three are similar. Both locat®ldan a place where his father(s)
had sojourned. Each has a different position innigsrative context, the first
concluding the story of Jacob and the second langdhe story of Joseph. The two
references, nevertheless, share the basic funofidiringing final closure to the
Jacob narrative, and are therefore analyzed togk#re. The middle reference, 36:7,
will receive attention immediately following.

A. Jacob’s sojourn ends in Hebron/Canaan (35:27; 37:1)

In 35:26 Jacob “comes to” his father Isaac at MamoreHebron, “where
Abraham and Isaac had sojourned.” In the subseqszsé Isaac dies and is buried
by Esau and Jacob; the family burial site in theecaf Machpelah now holds the
bodies of both Abraham and Isaac (see 49:31). fiherary with the death notice
bring closure not only to Isaac’s story, but alsdhte story of Jacob. The long circuit
of Jacob’s Paddan-aram sojourn in the precedingtel®has not been brought to
completion all at once. Four stages of closurebmaobserve§®

1. In chs. 32 and 33 Jacob returns to Canaan andtesunith his brother. The
text here concludes several themes that were ladnelith his departure.
Geographically, however, Jacob has not yet conleciile; he also has not
yet reunited with his father, who had “sent him giv@8:5) in the opening
itinerary notice of the journey to Paddan-aram.

2. In ch. 35 Jacob goes to Bethel, and at this pois¢@nd symmetry in his
overarching journey is complet&tDuring his first stop at Bethel on his way
out of Canaan, Jacob had made a vow, “if God véalMbth me and protect
me on this way | am traveling” (28:20-21). On h&turn to Bethel, Jacob
makes tribute to “the God who answered me in theaflany distress and has
been with me in the way | have traveled” (35:3)eTvent provides further
closure to Jacob’s extended sojourn circulit.

8 Scholarly proposals for structure and closurehim Jacob cycle are addressed in detail in Chapter
Four.

8 A. de Pury perceives a coherent arc of tensionrspg the Jacob narrative, interpreting this second

arrival as evidence for a variant source, the pres®f which nevertheless does not seriously disrup

the pattern. Albert de Pury, “Le cycle de Jacob m@mrégende autonome des origines d’lsraél,” in

Congress Volume Leuven 19&@. J.A. Emerton, VTSup 43 (Leiden: E.J. Brifi91), 87.
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3. In 35:27 Jacob comes to his father. Here the cirléully closed. The
sojourn reference in this verse echoes that of 2818n Isaac sent Jacob
away, forming another bracketing symmetry in therateve. The narrative
focus shifts away from Jacob following this refezench. 36 is taken up with
accounts of the descendants of Esau and the kihgxl@m (with a brief
notice of Esau’s move away from Canaan, which waiteive attention
shortly), and ch. 37 repeats the sojourn noticereebeginning the story of
Joseph.

4. 37:1 repeats the note that Jacob is located inatie where his father had
sojourned, but with a new verlgu™, indicating that he stayed there
continuously. Thus 35:27 records Jacob’s arrivaldanaan, and 37:1
describes his ongoing residence there. At the dridsowanderings, Jacob
makes Canaan his permanent home. His movementsotstasis.

The pair of itinerary notices in 35:27 and 37:1stlwork together to bring
Jacob’s sojourn in Paddan-aram to a comprehensieAd this final conclusion of
his sojourn, the text describes Jacob’s locatiogbfldn in 35:27, Canaan in 37:1) as
the place where Isaac and Abraham had sojourned iSsues arise here for
consideration. First, it is significant that Hebi@Ganaan is described as a place of
sojourn for Abraham and Isaac. Second, it is stgkihat it is not described as a
place of sojourn for Jacob.

In the itinerary notices of sojourn occurring thag two locations have been
situated on the text's ideological map. Egypt haerbdesignated as a place of
sojourn over and against Canaan, and Gerar hasdesemnated as a place of sojourn,
with some ambiguity as to its geographical/ideatagiclassification (possibly with
Canaan or with Egypt). Now in 35:27 and 37:1, Hehroparticular and Canaan in
general are designated as places of sojourn. $hiwifirst clear designation (in the
itinerary notices) of a location unambiguously witiCanaan as a place of sojourn
for the patriarchs.

If Hebron/Canaan is a place of sojourn, we mustiasklation to what; that
is, what is the corresponding place of belongirig®uld be Haran, the land of origin,
but this land has receded through the progresditmemarrative into the distant past
of Abraham, the only patriarch to refer to it as l@nd or the land of his fathers. In
the Jacob cycle, Haran is referred to only as eeptd sojourn. If the patriarchs now
sojourn in Hebron/Canaan as well, where is it thay do belong?
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Here once again, Smith’'s myth of ethnic electiorovpes a helpful
interpretive framework. The promise speeches thpear repeatedly throughout the
narrative relate the travels of the patriarchs ioomadly to this conceptual framework,
and the reference to sojourn here does the samtheAdtart of Jacob’s journey to
Paddan-aram, Isaac relays to him the divine promtoiggve him possession of “the
land of his sojourn” (28:4% Here at the final conclusion to Jacob’s journepdG
reiterates the promise of land possession (severaks earlier, in 35:12). The land
of Canaan is thus the land of sojourn as interdreti¢hin the conceptual framework
of the divine promise of possession. It is desigdats a place of sojourn because it
is given by God. The place of belonging is not ldr& of origin which lies in their
past, but the land of possession which lies aheddsir future. The land in which
they sojourn is the only land in which they can noelong, but that belonging is yet
to take place. The divine promise, however, guaemit.

The myth of election in Genesis demands a depaittome a land of origin to
a land guaranteed by divine grant. This new lara lsnd of sojourn, designated as
such to signal its difference from a land to whaectethniebelongs by autochthonous
origin. Sojourn, then, signals a land to which dr@ongs by divine appointment
rather than native birth. It is almost a shorthdmdGod-promised, or God-given.
The promise framework thus re-casts the negatemmeht of alienation suggested by
sojourn as a positive element signifying divinecee. When the patriarchs sojourn
in Canaan, they do so as a part of the processhighwthey are receiving a land
given to them by God. This positive sojourn in frenework of the divine promise
corresponds with the sojourn of Abraham and IsaaCanaan referred to in 35:27
and 37:1.

These two itinerary notices do not, however, attebsojourn to Jacob. The
first itinerary notice is located at the end ofal@s sojourn arc in Paddan-aram, and
thus positions his arrival in Hebron as a retummfrsojourn, a homecoming. The
second itinerary notice serves to finish the stafryacob before launching the story
of Joseph. As such, it brings his movements tq stating that he “settled2¢") in
Canaan, whereas his father sojourned tfEfdis brings us to our second question.

8 Full analysis of this verse follows in Chapter &ér

837:1 also closely parallels 36:8, which reportat tBsau settled3@®?) in Seir. The concluding
report of Jacob’s place of residence thus alsoeptssa contrast with Esau’s final dwelling place.
Esau’s exit from Canaan parallels those of Lot 113: Ishmael (21:21; 25:18), and the sons of
Keturah (25:6), all of whom move out of the landppbmise and out of the circle of ethnic election.
Jacob’s choice to dwell in the land thus relatebisoinheritance the promise, and so it is fittthgt
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Did Jacob “belong” in Canaan, in a way that wagedgnt from his fathers? Was
Canaan “home” to Jacob? To avoid making an argufinemt silence, we must look
to other texts for support.

Only one text (28:4) refers to Canaan as a largbufurn for Jacob, and that
Is the speech on the lips of Isaac mentioned abowshich sojourn is placed in the
framework of the divine promise and related to ¢heice of a wife. A number of
references, however, contain descriptions of Caresadacob’s home or place of
belonging:

My father's hous@2X N2 (28:21)

My home and my Ianwj}_{‘?ﬁ ‘?;ﬁP?;'L?{_{ (30:25)

The land of your fathers and your birthplace (av) R'(ﬁﬁ"_ﬂ?:‘?'i T 01N '{‘ﬁ&"‘)& (31:3)

The land of your birtFF[Ilj"[i?"lD TR (31:13)

Your land and your birthplace (or kinﬂm‘[i?ﬁ?:i?ﬁ ‘[3'1&55 (32:10)

While the phrases are varied, they communicatenammn meaning’ They
also duplicate the phrases used to describe Hakmaham’s land of origin:

Your land and your birthplace and your father's$eq’aX N2 '[m‘?mm RERbE
(12:1)

My father’'s house and the land of my bi'rm‘[i?m YONIY AR Man (24:7)

For Abraham, these designations applyHoan, while Canaanis a place of
sojourn. For Jacob, Paddan-aram—often referreds tda@an in the tex®—is the
land of sojourn, an@anaanis the land described with this vocabulary of hoifiee
designations are exactly opposite. How and wherthidstriking reversal occui?

One clue to the workings of the change may be faaride language used to
describe Canaan as home: “the land of birth” ahé tand of fathers.” Concretely,
Canaan has become the place where family birthe bagurred and the burial of

the report of his dwelling in Canaan references fathers before him, and mentions sojourn in
allusion to the land promise. For discussions efdlgnificance of Esau’s departure from Canaan in
relation to the land promise, see Hauge, “Strugglelt-21; WenhamGenesis 16-5B41-42.

87J.P. Fokkelman attempts to read significance finéochange between “this land” and “my father’s
house” in 28: 15, 21. Van Seters, however, marsbaleral of the references above in order to
counter that little weight can be placed on themgations in terminology. J.P. Fokkelmaarrative

Art in Genesis: Specimens of Stylistic and Stradtdnalysis Studia Semitica Neerlandica (Assen:
Van Gorcum, 1975), 77; Van SetePsplogug 293-94.

8 27:43; 28:10; 29:4.

8 The change is sustained in the following genenaté8:21 and 50:24 define Canaan as the land of
the fathers in regard to the sons of Jacob.
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ancestors has taken place—both meticulously redords significant events
throughout the Genesis narrative. Smith writes,

The term ‘ancestral land’ immediately suggestsaelof origin. But

that is misleading. A land may become an ancehtraleland after

some generations, even though it was originallyupmd through

migration and/or conquest. Over the generationjag become a

homeland, ‘our place’, and the resting places of oomediate

progenitors, if not our (usually mythical) distaarcestors. ...after a

few generations, the acquired homeland became stnate the place

of home and work, family and burial, for the comntyirand its

members?

As noted in Chapter One, Smith draws special atterto the burial sites of
ancestors, as they make the land a witness to uhéval of the community?
Through the final resting-places of communal foeebe‘the land becomes ‘our’
territory and the ‘eternal home’ of our ancestas,ancestral homeland”®? For
Jacob, his family’s history is now located in argbn the soil of Canaan, if only for
“a few generations.” The burial of his father rejedrin close conjunction with the
note about sojourn (35:29) vividly depicts the adtaphysical inscription of memory
in the soil of the land. This ancestral history e&akCanaan for Jacob the land of birth
and of the fathers, a land not of sojourn but bgilegn. The process by which this has
occurred accords with Smith’s territorializationmoémory, in which the recording of
ethnic memory in the land transforms territory iato ethnoscape. Like Abraham in
chs. 12-13, Jacob claimed Canaan as his home,yrleghl possession, but through
the claim of memory. For both Abraham then and Bawow, sojourn abroad—in
Egypt (12:10) and in Paddan-aram (32:5)—was thentespart to belonging in
Canaan.

The itineraries describe Hebron/Canaan as the plhege Abraham and/or
Isaac had sojourned. This note underscores Jactdlss in the land as different
from the sojourn experience of Abraham and Isaaalsb points to a particular way
of seeing the land. It is home, but it is at themedime the place that was not home
one or two generations before. It is at once honteret-home, the land that is now
a dwelling place and the land in which the fatrespurned. The calling up of the

memory of sojourn is a recollection of the specifimcess Abraham and Isaac

% Smith,Chosen 147-48.
1 Smith,Myths 151.
%2 bid., 269. Emphasis original.
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experienced. The patriarchs lived in the land aida as sojourners, not possessing
the land but being present there in response tadiviee command to do so, in
expectation of divinely-guaranteed future possessitiese actions of the patriarchs
claimed the ground for their offspring not as legght, but as the place of memory.
Thus the recollection of their travels through ldred, the memory of their sojourn, is
ironically the statement not of impermanence butaokind of possession, an
establishment of the claim of history. Here sojouaithough it indicates non-
belonging, is itself a part of the territorializati of memory, which brings about
belonging. In this sense, then, sojourn as a walif®fis once again a positive
element in the ethnic myth.

B. Jacob and Esau’s land of sojourn (36:7)

One final reference remains, 36:7, in which Esawesaway from Jacob to
settle in Seif’® The text states that the land could not suppemthecause of their
livestock, describing their location as “the lanfitbeir sojourn,”Qil™n 1IN.
Although the phrase is the same as that used i, PB:4, 37:1, and 47:9, it is
sometimes translated here as “the land where thae wtaying/dwelling® It is
tempting to translate the phrase as “land of th@iourn” and bring the reference into
the discussion of sojourn itinerary notices. Clpseallels between this verse and
13:6, however, sound a note of caution. Other tlemerse ordering and a slight
change of phrasing in the main verb (resultinghi $hade of difference in meaning
between “did not” and “could not¥’, the verses are exact parallels:

13:6a 36:7a

The separation of Abraham & Lot The separation of Jacob & Esau

And the land did not support them For their posiees were (too) great

PINT BOR NN 27 By M

to stay together _ to stay together

T Y’ I N

for their bdssessions were great and the land of their sojourn could not supportrthe

% Ch. 36 as a whole presents a number of intergrefhallenges as its account of Jacob and Esau’s
separation is at odds with the preceding narratigeare the names of Esau’s wives. For a source-
critical discussion of this chapter, see R. Chpher HeardDynamics of Diselection: Ambiguity in
Genesis 12-36 and Ethnic Boundaries in Post-EXilidah SemeiaSt 39 (Atlanta: Society of Biblical
Literature, 2001), 134-36.

% See for example translations in thew Revised Standard Versid®89) and thélew International
Version(1984), also Davidson, 206; Fretheim, 587; Vawdéi7.

% R.C. Heard makes much of this difference in hisrjoretation, extrapolating differing motivations
behind the drawing of ethnic boundary lines in ¢hesrses. Heard, 30.
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The second verse differs only in adding the designaof sojourn to “the
land.” Since the wordhian allows for the second meaning “dwelling-plac¢éand
the verses are so similar, also lying within pgre® that have similar thrusts, it
seems that the neutral translation “dwelling placemore appropriate than the
symbolically loaded translation “sojourning” or iding as aliens® Adopting this
translation means that 36:7 is effectively disdiedi from the circle of texts
referencing sojourn, and is not allowed a contrduto this study. An argument
could be made, however, that this text is integredlated to themes that have been
prominent in our discussion of sojourn. It is trtleat this itinerary notice is
significant within the structure of the narrativend as such deserves exegetical
attention for its role in developing key themeshe narrative relating to territory,
election, and the promises. These themes are mgrtantral to this study. Since the
word 771 in this text does not necessarily communicate rsseseof alienation,
however, it should not play a role in the analysissojourn in relation to these
themes?®

Excluding this reference from the study of sojoimnGenesis, however,
raises another question: why not translate alf¢fierences to sojourn in the itinerary
notices with the more neutral terms “staying” owd&lling”? Here the sojourn
references classified under the other categoriesnjse speeches and dialogue) play
a part. In most of these references the neutragulaison “dwelling” would render
the verse nonsensical. These other referencesettablish a signification which
then interacts with the possible significationgre word in the itinerary notices. The
use of sojourn to express an element of alienasasready important in Genesis
outside of the itinerary notices. The continued o$ethe word with the same
meaning in the itinerary notices accords well wite development of its meaning in

% Brown, Driver, and Briggs, 158. See also Ps. 5% Job 18:19. Ramirez Kidd analyzes a list of
texts where sojourn/013) is synonymous with dwelling/R; V12W). Ramirez Kidd, 26-27.

" Rashi, by contrast, cites a Midrash which conneci®urn here with its place in the promise
speeches, thus giving it weighty symbolic significe. The interpretation suggests that Esau moved
away because he could not bear to pay the deljofirs, required in 15:7 from the descendants of
Abraham who would eventually inherit the land. e text, however, it is the land that cannot bear a
burden, not Esau. Rashientateuch with Rashi's Commentary: Genesens. M. Rosenbaum and
A.M. Silbermann (London: Shapiro, Valentine & Cb929), 174.

% The phrase “land of sojournﬁﬁl?; V7R, occurs elsewhere in Genesis (specifically in@jying

a sense of alienation. This is perhaps the strargemiment for the translation “sojourn” in the
reference here. If the phrase were to be intergrefth a sense of alienation, the phrase would then
bear a meaning similar to its signification in 1,7a8d its analysis would run along similar lines.
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other texts, and there is therefore no need toidena secondary meaning except in
cases of clear textual warrant, such as the oneeabo

Conclusion

Sojourn in the itinerary notices of Genesis seevesmportant function in the
construction of an ethnoscape, helping to clatiy tdeological map of the text by
coloring certain locations with shades of alienatiand others with shades of
belonging. As the patriarchs move through the lah€anaan and its surrounding
regions, the narrative uses the theme of sojoudesaribe their relationship with the
land. In the end, Genesis portrays Egypt, Geradd®aaram, and Canaan all as
places of sojourn for the patriarchs. Within themgral statement, however, there are
many qualifications of meaning.

Sojourn in Canaan is the most complex and nuanséakn the focus is on
the territorialization of memory, Canaan is posigd as the homeland, the location
of belonging and destiny. This is clear in the is®iof both Abraham and Jacob. In
contrast to this position stand Egypt and Paddamawhere the patriarchs sojourn
temporarily, with clear structural emphasis on theventual return. When the
emphasis is on ethnic election, however, Canaanbeaa site of sojourn for the
patriarchs. Here sojourn works paradoxically todblisrael to its land, strengthening
the position of Canaan as an ethnoscape everdasdtibes patriarchal estrangement
within it. Present estrangement points toward futbelonging, paralleled during
Abraham’s stay in Gerar by barrenness resolving bitth. Both negative states,
sojourn and barrenness, signal the divine chalniar hrought thesthnieinto being,
for both the possession of the land and the praaluctf offspring are to be effected
by divine intervention alone. Thus Israel's tieGanaan is not merely natural, but
sacred, and the ethnoscape is powerfully bountdeaéstiny of thethnieby divine
appointment.

Describing Canaan as the land where the fathemus®d encapsulates in
one succinct phrase both the election myth, whies Israel to its land by divine
grant rather than autochthonous origin, and thatddalization of memory, by
which the ancestral lives spent in sojourn in Caniaacribed memory in the land
and transformed it into a home. Sojourn plays apoirtant role in constructing an
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ethnoscape for Israel, and Smith’s understandingetbinic myth effectively
illuminates the varied nuances of this complex sigdificant theme.



CHAPTER THREE
Bolstering Ethnic Election: Sojourn in the Promise Speeches

Sojourn appears four times in the context of spegthat promise the hearer
a divine gift of land (15:13; 17:8; 26:3; and 28:@pd is the speaker in all the above
references except Gen. 28:4, where Isaac is thakspeln this speech, however,
Isaac invokes divine blessing upon Jacob, wishamgp(edicting) that God will give
to him the “blessing of Abraham,” which consistdlod land promise as given in the
other speeches. The thematic and linguistic siitjléetween the blessing speech of
Isaac and the promise speeches of God allows éogribuping of these texts together
in this section, which addresses sojourn in thetexdnof divine promise. | will
examine each of the promise speeches in ordeeofappearance in the narrative.

In this section | draw upon Anthony D. Smith’s urstending of the myth of
ethnic election to interpret the promise speechkes.discussed in Chapter One,
myths of ethnic election are “tales about beingseimoby God at a particular moment
and place, which may be subsequently repeated anfirroed, thereby inspiring
successive generation$.Myths of election distinguish thethnie by a special
relationship to the deity: “To be chosen in thiaseis to be singled out for special
purposes by, and hence to stand in a unique reladidhe divine. Persons or groups
who are chosen are marked off from the multitudigernoat first by a divine
promise...” Smith observes that myths of election typicallglimie the divine grant
of a territory particular to thethnie The inclusion of territory in the myth of eleatio
strengthens ethnic identity by linking the elect¢ldnieto a particular terrain, and by
providing a mythic rationale for the connectibfihe land is “conferred by the deity
on a sanctified people as a reward for correcebald conduct in the execution of
their shared missiorf"’In this way the land is inextricably bound up withnic
identity, and becomes the sole arena for the aadiz of a collective destiny.

The promise speeches in Genesis and Exodus congk$p@mith’s category
of ethnic election myth, and the land grant in éhegeeches fit his understanding of
the sacralization of territory. Sojourn referenegpearing in the promise speeches

! Smith, “Election,” 335.
2 Smith,Chosen48.

% Smith,Myths 135, 208.
* Ibid., 270.
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are a significant element of this territorial agpgroviding an interesting interplay
with the logic of the election myth. In this chaptexplore the role of sojourn as an
element in the framework of Israel's election mytdnd thus as a significant
contributor to ethnic identity. We turn first toetlanalysis of Gen. 15:13.

Genesis 15:13

The first mention of sojourn in a promise speedlofes after three promise
speeches which do not mention sojourn, 12:1-3;;12nd 13:14-17. These initial
promises establish Abraham as the ancestor ofiann@2:2) and designate the land
of Canaan as the territory given by God to the feeopho will descend from
Abraham (12:7; 13:15). The text of ch.15 presemsextended dialogue between
God and Abraham about theay in which the promised possession of the land will
take place. Here Abraham responds to a divine m®mith dialogue for the first
time in the narrative, asking questions regardivegactualization of the promise. The
preceding promises in the narrative have used ¢hle o give,”\/]m (12:7; 13:15,
17), focusing on the bequest of the land from Gmd\ibrahant, but this narrative
introduces for the first time the verb “to inherke possession ofytim (15:3, 4, 7,
8), concentrating on the more practical questiothefactual tenure of the lafid.

The narrative is structured in two parallel par(gls 1-6; 7-21), each with a
question asked by AbrahahThe first question is “What are you giving me?” 2,

®> Smith shows that an ideology of divine grant azea strong conceptual bond between the ethnie
and its land. Biblical scholars have probed thenfdrbackground of the grant language employed by
the promise speeches in the patriarchal narfatfeesexample, E. Lipiski argues that the promise
narratives employ a specialized use of the VB in a formula denoting the granting of a gift with
legal status, and M. Weinfeld also proposes thatléimd gift in ch. 15 is styled according to the
pattern of a royal grant. A juridical backgroundthe concept of the divine gift can harmonize with
Smith’s understanding. It provides a possible mfient to the ideology of grant, but is not strictly
necessary for a strong literary presentation ofitlea. Liphski and Fabry, ]n; 704 (ET, 100);
Moshe Weinfeld, “The Covenant of Grant in the Okkfament and the Ancient Near Ea3f0S90,

no. 2 (1970): 199.

® The verbv™* is common in Deuteronomy, where it refers to ISsailking possession of the land.
L.A. Snijders suggests the translation “to occugynieone’s place).” See discussions in L.A. Snijders
“Gen XV: The Covenant with Abram,” iBtudies on the Book of Gene$aSt 12 (Leiden: E.J. Brill,
1958), 268-69; Edward Noort, “Land’ in the Deutromnistic Tradition—Genesis 15: The Historical
and Theological Necessity of a Diachronic Approadam, Synchronic or Diachronic? A Debate on
Method in Old Testament Exegestsl. Johannes C. de Moor, OtSt (Leiden: E.J. ,BiBO5), 144;
WenhamGenesis 1-15329.

" This two-part structure was initially discerned Iy Lohfink and further elaborated by others. See
Norbert Lohfink,Die Landverheilung als EibBS 28 (Stuttgart: Katholisches Bibelwerk, 1961,
Coats, Genesis 123; Van SetersAbraham 260-61; WenhamGenesis 1-15325-26; Paul R.
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the second “By what do | know that | will posseg® (v. 8). In the first question
Abraham is not actually asking what God will givienhbut rather posing a negative
rhetorical question, as he continues on to statehé has no son. In other words, he
Is saying that God is effectively giving him notgif‘What are you giving me?!”)
since he has no son to maintain the gift of landadamily possession through
inheritance® Land and family go together, one ensuring theinaity of the other,
so that the fulfillment of one part of the prom{g&nd gift) means nothing without
the other (offspring}.The rest of this first section revolves around risigeration of
God’s promise of offspring to Abraham. The promissponds to Abraham’s
implied question about how he will actually rette gift God gives him.

The conversation about the possession of theitandt over, however. In the
second portion of the narrative God states thdirbaght Abraham out of Ur of the
Chaldeans to give him “this land” to possess (vAbraham then asks God how he
can know that he will possess it (v. 8). God answiee question after he commands
him to bring animals which Abraham then sacrifiteand after the narrative further
sets the scene with a few ominous touches presagigative content (carrion birds,
sunset, and a terrifying darkness, vv. 11-12). TGed's response begins with the
statement, “Know for certain that your offspringlivie sojourners in a land that is
not theirs, and will be slaves there, and will Ippr@ssed for four hundred years” (v.
13). Thus Abraham asks how he will knoﬁy('f‘), v. 8, and God answers that he
will certainly know (\/:J"r’ as verb and infinite absolute), v. 13. As an amstoe

Williamson, Abraham, Israel and the Nations: The PatriarchaloRrise and its Covenantal
Development in Genesi3SOTSup 315 (Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Praegp0), 114, 122-24.

8 P.R. Davies, D. Sutherland, and Hamilton emphatieeconfrontational tone of this question. Van
Seters and Westermann classify vs. 2-3 as a lameother way of accenting an element of reproach.
Philip R. DaviesWhose Bible is it Anyway3dSOTSup, vol. 204 (Sheffield: Sheffield Acadeiess,
1995), 104-06; Dixon Sutherland, “The Organizatarthe Abraham Promise NarrativegAW 95,

no. 3 (1983): 342; HamiltorGenesis 1-1,7417; Van Seterdbraham 255; WestermanrGenesis: 2
259-61 (ET, 219-20).

° BrueggemannGenesis142; WestermaniGenesis: 2261 (ET, 220-21); Williamson, 123.

% Much attention has been given to the search ftotical parallels to this ritual, especially ireth
realm of covenant ceremonies. A variety of intetgiens results regarding the significance of the
action. For a varied sampling, see Ronald E. Clésnétbraham and David: Genesis XV and its
Meaning for Israelite TraditionSBT 2nd ser. 5 (London: SCM, 1967), 34 n. 45;Haat F. Hasel,
“The Meaning of the Animal Rite in Genesis 1330T19 (1981): 61-70; Diana LiptofRevisions of
the Night: Politics and Promises in the PatriarcHateams of GenesisISOTSup 288 (Sheffield:
Sheffield Academic Press, 1999), 202-03; ErnesiNitholson,God and His People: Covenant and
Theology in the Old Testamef@xford: Clarendon, 1986), 90; Pagolu, 64-65; &, 272-74; Van
Seters, Abraham 100-03, 258; Weinfeld: 196-98; Wenham@enesis 1-15332-33; Gordon J.
Wenham, “The Symbolism of the Animal Rite in Gen A5Response to G.F. Hasd5OT19 (1981)
61-78,"JS0OT22 (1982): 134-36; Westermardenesis: 2268-73 (ET, 225-29).
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Abraham’s question, however, what God says is kardassuring. God informs
Abraham that the possession of the land which ke alsout is going to be delayed,
and he himself will die before his offspring widturn “in the fourth generation” (v.
16). Until then, they will be sojourners. The b&ddt of it is that Abraham himself—
as well as several generations of his descendanilsrepossess the land at all.

The passage provides detail for the predicted tiofiesojourn. First,
Abraham’s offspring will be sojourners in a lanaitis not theirs&:r}‘; N T2
(v. 13). Throughout Genesis the promise speechieghgaword “land” {*I8) with
the preposition “to/for” ‘:Q) and a prepositional object that is the patriarahd/or
their offspring, communicating the belonging of thead to thent! Here, however,
the particle of negatior¥5” thrusts itself between “land” and “theirs” to auter the
sense of belonging created by the prepositfp’h The phrase functions to define
sojourn (here, being a1"): it is presence in a land one daest possess. Strikingly,
it is a state that is precisely the opposite of whkad has until now been promising
Abraham.

The prediction of sojourn comes at the start seaes describing the future
of Abraham’s descendants in Egypt: “your offsprimig) be sojourners in a land that
is not theirs, and will be slaves to them, and twédlyoppress them for four hundred
years” (v. 13). With each element the picture grongse negative: sojourn in a land
not possessed, enslavement, then oppression l&detwit over a duration of four
centuries)? The elements in the series depict the inversigmossession, not only in
the absence of possession which is sojourn, kineinotal reversal of possession into
slavery, which iseingpossessed.

The duration of the sojourn, four hundred yeastated last, and represents
the low point of the journey. Then in v. 14 theeinstep movement to the farthest
point away from possession is turned around witeverse sequence: “I will bring
judgment on the nation they serve, and after thay twill come out with great
possessions, ...and they will come back here” (vv. 18). Geographically the
sojourn will be reversed as Abraham’s descendantsecout of Egypt, and
symbolically their sojourn will be ameliorated witihe accumulation of possessions.

"' See 12:7; 13:15; 13:17; 15:7; 15:18; 17:8; 24:7326; 28:4; 28:13; 35:12; and 48:4.

2 The confusion over “four centuries” and the “fdudgeneration” of v. 16 has occasioned much
commentary. For a review of the salient positiond an argument for a typological rather than a
historical reading, see Lipton, 210-11.
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Owning thesed >, or “movable possessionsis clearly not the same as the
possession of the land granted by promise. Itfsred here, however, as providing
some comfort, some counter to the negative trajgaid sojourn** Ultimately the
true termination of sojourn is foretold in the fimaf the pericope, when God affirms,
“To your offspring | will give this land” (v.18), mce again using the granting verb
\/]m. Here also for the first time, the land is acknedged in a promise speech to
belong at present to other peoples, vv. 19-21.

The promise speech here adds significant elaboratiathe content of the
prior promise speeches. All the speeches thusnieyding this one, can be seen to
function within Smith’s conceptual framework aseeitorial title-deed providing the
ethniedescending from Abraham with a convincing clainthe land™> The ethnic
election myth expressed in these promises plageadbociation between the people
and the land within a legitimizing framework whisktrengthens ethnic identit}’
Here in ch. 15, however, there is a new elemert,itkroduction of a period of
sojourn which postpones ethnic realization in tembéland.

The prediction of Israel’s sojourn in ch. 15 seraesa structural link between
the Abrahamic and the Mosaic narratives, two trawlit which biblical scholarship
has proposed were originally independ€nthis study will not address the historical
development of these traditions. What is under exatnon here, rather, is the role
that the sojourn prediction plays in the ethnic mgs an element within a now-
integrated whole. Literarily, the sojourn predictiacts here as a hyphen linking the
two periods® A time of sojourn, stretching from Abraham’s tinwethe time of the

13 Brown, Driver, and Briggs, 940.

“The narrative associates the accumulation of plertevealth with patriarchal sojourn experiences
throughout the book of Genesis. What these sojgaims reflect on the understanding of sojourn will
be explored in Chapter Four.

> Mullen emphasizes the importance of the terminplay this promise as an indication of its
function as ethnic myth. “An essential point abdhis covenantal promise that is commonly
overlooked is that though the promise is made thAam, the gift is directed to his offspring. Thet
the recipients of the promise are those of ihesentgeneration who can trace their lineage to this
figure to whom was given this solemn promise byd#d's” god.” Mullen, 137.

1 Smith,Myths 69, 219.

" For an overviews of scholarship examining theohisal relationship between the exodus and
fathers traditions, see Van Seté?splogue 215-26.

'8 Moshe WeinfeldThe Promise of the Land: The Inheritance of thedLahCanaan by the Israelites
Taubman Lectures in Jewish Studies (Berkeley: Usitye of California Press, 1993), 6-10; Moshe
Weinfeld, “The Promise to the Patriarchs and italRation: An Analysis of Foundation Stories,” in
Society and Economy in the Eastern Mediterranian 1600-1000 B.C.): Proceedings of the
International Symposium Held at the University difll from the 28th of April to the 2nd of May
1985 ed. M. Heltzer and E. Lipski, Orientalia Lovanensia Analecta (Leuven: UitgéyvPeeters,
1988), 356.
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return to Canaan, fills the chronological gap. 8ajois more than a simple seam,
however'® The narrative of ch. 15 sketches an overall schefrfgistory in which
Abraham’s migration from Ur and his descendantgiders from Egypt are placed in
parallel. The juxtaposition occurs on several Isyveach of which highlights a
particular aspect of significance for the sojouredaction.

1) Linguistically, the verb “come"\(xx’) plays a part in knitting together the
narrative. God makes Abraham come out of his ter), reminds Abraham that he
made him come out of Ur (v. 7), and predicts thatdffspring will come out of the
land where they will be slaves (v. 14). As Amosn®iout, “The ‘bringings out’
from the past, present and future belong togetféfhe phrasing of v. 7 parallels
the formula used elsewhere in the Pentateuch ®re#odus (Ex. 20:2; Dt. 5:6),
suggesting that Abraham’s journey from Ur prefigutike departure of Israel from
Egypt. The text thus sets up parallels which inggenparison, and the interpretation
of the two “traditions” within one framework of sidication. Van Seters suggests
that the significance of the exodus formula isdéglaration of Israel's election as a
people, and of its right to the land of Can&aRlacing the migration of Abraham in
parallel with this confession of identity casts ttel of Abraham in a similarly
central rolé” defining Israel’s ethnic identity by the twin elemts of election and
territory. The placement of sojourn as the conoectietween these two defining

9 Weinfeld analyzes the patriarchal stories in patatlith other ancient legends and posits a genre of
“foundation stories” that consists of two stagés, first describing the migration of the ancestoat
new land, the second describing the settlementeatablishment of a policy of law and civil order.
He correlates the first stage with the Abrahamicies and the second with the stories of Moses and
Joshua. His argument shows the Egyptian sojoucneate a formal unity between the Abrahamic and
Mosaic traditions, but does not examine furtheroidgical implications beyond its function as a
connector. WeinfeldPromise of the LandL-51; Weinfeld, “Promise to the Patriarchs,” 38 -

%0 Amos, 88.

2L J. Weingreen shows that the phrase is used inodilesl statements appropriate for public
recitations of God’s interventions in Israel’s bist Noth argues for the centraliy of this formita
Israel's understanding of its election. J. Weingre€]'NINZ1T in Genesis 15:7,” inNords and
Meanings: Essays Presented to David Winton ThomdsPeter R. Ackroyd and Barnabas Lindars
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1968), 2@&th, Uberlieferungsgeschichté0-52 (ET,
47-49).

?2\Van SetersAbraham 264.

%M. Fishbane states that the linguistic parallehlsiishes a “typological nexus” between the two
events, thus allowing Abraham to serve as a prpeofgr later Israel. Van Seters argues that apglyin
this confessional statement to Ur instead of Eggptesents a fundamental shift in Israel’s traditio
of election. Michael Fishban&iblical Interpretation in Ancient Israg{Oxford: Clarendon, 1985),
376; John Van Seters, “Confessional Reformulatiothe Exilic Period,”VT 22 (1972): 455; Van
SetersAbraham 264.
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events suggests that its significance, also, wibld within the fundamental identity
categories of election and territory.

2) Both geographical movements, the coming fronaklt the coming out of
Egypt, share their destination, the land of Candéis land is set up in the promise
speeches as the territory divinely appointed arglieathed to Israel, and as such is
the ethnoscape in which Israel realizes its etideatity. Ur and Egypt, in contrast,
are the lands that were or will be left behind, floey are locations which are not
Israel’'s divinely chosen homeland. They differ matt Ur is a land of origin, while
Egypt is a land of temporary sojourn. Both, howegerve as foils for Canaan. The
double contrast of the land of promise with Ur amith Egypt intensifies the
significance of Canaan in the election myth asdtimic homeland chosen by God
for the people of Israel. Here sojourn in Egyptypléhe role of negative foil to the
positive state of land possession in Canaan.

3) Both the departure from Ur and the departurenfiegypt are set in the
framework of the speech of God. As such they aesegnted as divine appointments,
and elements of divine design for thianiethat is Israel. While sojourn is clearly a
negative state as presented in the text, it is fatsned by the foreknowledge of the
deity and transformed, at its end point, by divinirvention. In this way sojourn,
although negative, can play a strengthening rolthé ethnic myth. It does so by
affirming that the ethnic crisis of enslavement wasnely appointed for Israel, thus
heightening Israel’'s sense of election aseimiechosen by a deity who knows its
fate, predicts its future to its ancestors, resduesm crisis, and ensures its return to
its homeland?

The divine prediction here introduces, for thetfiime in the narrative, the
idea that the possession of Canaan (promised ihdid 13:15, 17) will not occur in
an immediate timeframe. The first section of thet teas dealt with Abraham’s
continued childlessness, and the second sectionammwunces a hiatus before the
promised possession of Canaan. Both barrennessogmarn dramatize the delayed
fulfillment of the promises. The delay in fulfilme of the promise is an important
theme helping to structure the rest of the Genesigative, as well as the

4 The assertion that God had ordained Israel’s hegakperience in Egypt, and would reverse it, has
been interpreted as a reflection on the parallpleagnce of Israel’'s exile in Babylon. This view
would accord with the literary re-interpretationaf ethnic crisis within the framework of an ethnic
myth that gives it positive significance. The capicel parallels between sojourn and exile are
certainly striking. See Amos, 86-88; Fretheim, 4%4-Lipton, 205-11, 217; Van Setelsbraham
264-69.
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overarching trajectory of the Pentated@in predicting a coming sojourin Egypt
before the possession of Canaan, the text heresatsaup an interpretive framework
for patriarchal existence Canaan in the period before the sojourn in Egypt. This
period will not be characterized by possession,tlier possession is yet to come,
located in the future that follows after the Eggptisojourn. Both sojourn in Canaan
and sojourn in Egypt, however, will look ahead tdi@nely appointed possession.
The presence of the patriarchs in Canaan is thuated in a trajectory that moves
toward fulfillment, but fulfilment that is delayed/ore reflection on sojourn in the
land of Canaan will follow, but the text here pr®$ another hint that patriarchal
sojourn in Canaan—Ilike Israel's sojourn in Egypt—riet to be interpreted as
accidental or unfortunate. Sojourn, rather, is lpéceured as a part of the divine plan,
and thus a significant plank in the structure ohé$'s election.

4) The text pictures both the coming from Ur and t¢oming from Egypt as
ultimately resolving in possession. God tells Alanahhe has brought him out of Ur
“in order to give you this land to possess it” Ty, so the possession of Canaan is the
end goal of the removal from Ur. Likewise Abrahamifspring “will return here” (v.
16) from the land of their sojourn, and God “willg [them] this land” (v. 18). In
both events a status reversal occurs, althoughhe return from Egypt the
transformation is more dramatic, as charted irthinee-part inverted sequence above.
Smith finds this type of reversal typical:

...myths of ethnic election offer the members of anpwnity a
chronological scheme aftatus reversalThe elect may be persecuted
now and subjects today; but in time their suffesimgll be recognized
and their virtue rewarded. They will, in the endurph over their
enemies and attain the goal of their journey itoys’®

% Clines proposes the centrality of this theme Iier Pentateuch as a whole, and Coats investigates it
structural implications. Wenham provides exegetieflection on Genesis texts in light of this theme
throughout his two-volume commentary. B.S. Chikd®s Rad, and W. Zimmerli approach the theme
from a theological angle. Noth and Westermann pribtee historical development of the idea of
deferred fulfillment. See Clines, 29; CoafSanaan 2; Coats,Genesis 17-18, 22-24; Wenham,
Genesis 1-15262; WenhamGenesis 16-50169; Brevard S. Childsintroduction to the Old
Testament as Scriptu@hiladelphia: Fortress, 1979), 150-52; von Retkologie 171-77 (ET, 167-
75); Walther Zimmerli, “Promise and Fulfillment,h iEssays on Old Testament Hermeneutezs
Claus Westermann and James Luther Mays (Richmowotin JKnox, 1963), 97-98; Noth,
Uberlieferungsgeschichtes8-60 (ET, 55-56); Claus Westermarie VerheiRungen an die Véter:
Studien zur VétergeschichteRLANT 116 (Goéttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprechty/8p 27-32, 62,
102, 118-19 (ET Claus Westermanfhe Promises to the Fathers: Studies on the Pathialr
Narratives trans. David E. Green [Philadelphia: Fortres®01921-27, 61, 107, 126-27).

%6 Smith,Myths 268. Emphasis original.
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Smith notes that election myths intensify ethnitobging by affirming “the
idea that the community’s special destiny will seeadical reversal of its hitherto
lowly or marginal status in the world. This is acttone of spiritual liberation, which
asserts that virtue will be rewarded in the latk@ys, when the last shall be first?’.
Abraham in his journey from Ur and his offspringtheir journey from Egypt both
have before them the hope of future possessioraima@n. Sojourn, while “lowly or
marginal,” is set up in the ethnic myth as a stétas will be reversed. Thethnieis
destined for an elevated future, which is highleghtby the negative sojourn
preceding it. Sojourn thus fuels a sense of eladbip playing the role of a negative
counterpart to the positive status that is to come.

5) Both movements involve a contrastive framewoitk@notherethnie The
text sets up this framework several times. Ur bgéohto the Chaldeans (v. 7); the
sojourn of Abraham'’s offspring will involve enslawent to another “nation% (v.
14); the Amorites are characterized by iniquity ethiwhen complete, will pave the
way for Israel’s return to Canaan (v. 8)and Canaan itself now belongs to a list of
ten different peoples (vv. 20-21), not just thenfer two (13:7¥° P.R. Davies wryly
comments that God is “adding to the promise a fosrmall print,” and correctly
notes, “The deal with Abraham is part of a largeategy involving other nations®.
Israel’s election myth is set on a broader stage,hieavolving and interacting with
the destinies of othegthnies On the one hand, the broader scope of the syrateg
reflects well on Israel’s deity, who is here poywd as able to bring judgment on
Egypt and the Amorites and to dispossess ten peapl€anaan, and thus has power
over more than just Israel. On the other handetheieitself gains a strengthened

2" Smith, “Election,” 336.

% van Seters clarifies that the term “Amorites” &d here rhetorically and ideologically, rathemtha
as a concrete historical referent, and thus isralnesypal signifier of the non-Israelite inhabitaumif
Canaan. Many scholars note the resemblance o$tditisment about the iniquity of the Amorites with
Deuteronomic or conquest portrayals of the Canasngee for example Thompson and Cohn. John
Van Seters, “The Terms ‘Amorite’ and ‘Hittite’VT 22 (1972): 74; Thompsofrigin, 88; Cohn, 76-

77.

? The list of nations figures prominently in discess about the dating of this text (see, for exampl
R.E. Clements, Van Seters, and Weinfeld). T. Ishidadepth analysis suggests that the number ten
and the roughly geographical order of the natitgsted lays emphasis on a sense of completeness; a
similar interpretation is given by F. DelitzscheSelements, 21; Van SeteRrplogue 265; Weinfeld,
“Covenant,” 200 n. 161; Tomoo Ishida, “The Struetand Historical Implications of the Lists of Pre-
Israelite Nations,”Bib 60 (1979): 484-85; Franz DelitzscNeuer Commentar Uber die Genesis
(Leipzig: Dorffling and Franke, 1887), 279 (ET Frabelitzsch,A New Commentary on Genesis
trans. Sophia Taylor, Clark’'s Foreign Theologicdirary, n.s., 37, vol. 2 [Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark,
1889], 12).

% Davies,Whose 106.
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sense of election by the comparison with other |g=sof he ten peoples now residing
in Canaan, although they may now possess it, atinee for dispossessiGhEgypt,
though it may enslave and afflict tie¢hnie will face judgment. The Chaldeans, no
real threat, simply recede into the insignificantea past outside the circle of divine
promise.

These relationships of superiority to otle¢énnies(even if an actual victory is
far in the imagined future) are part and parceingths of election. Smith observes
that myths of election

...help to draw and reinforce a strict boundary asfagutsiders who

are not part of the ethno-religious community aritbwherefore have

no part in the sacred mission and its duties. Elecnyths...have

hardened the boundaries between the ethno-religioosnunity and

its neighbours (or conquerors). Myths of this kimelp to segregate

the chosen community from a profane and alien worfd

The drawing of ethnic boundaries by the myth ofcedm interrelates
specifically, according to Smith, with the conceptan ethnic homeland. The myth
of election links the virtue of thethnieto their possession of the land. This logic
requires denouncing the wickedness of the originAhbitants of the land, as
happens in this text with the Amorites, while “thacred land awaits its ‘chosen
people.” The sins of the original inhabitants are part afease of destiny for the
entering people, reinforcing their chosenness asitifying their election.

Thus Israel's election myth defines th#anieover and against other peoples.
Here again, sojourn serves as a contrastive fatl tighlights the election of Israel.
While Israel may be dominated by anotlethnie in its sojourn experience, this
enslavement will be judged by the deity and abelishirheethnie will ultimately
“‘come out” from this enslavement to actualize denitity in its own homeland. In
sojourn Israel is placed in a relationship of iidaty to anotherethnie which the
deity then judges and reverséshus reinforcing the proper status of freedom and

%1 Amos and Habel maintain that the list of natioeseh in contrast with those in the Deuteronomic
and conquest traditions, does not imply their dssggsion. They cite the wider context of Abraham’s
amicable interaction with the Canaanites in Gengsisupporting evidence. As noted above, however,
this passage references the iniquity of the Amsiftdso listed among the ten nations) as justificat
for Israel's presence in the land. An antagoniséationship to Egypt also dominates the text.
Coexistence with others in the land does not apjoele the implied ideal here. Amos, 89; Habel,.125
%2 Smith, “Election,” 336.

% Smith,Chosen 144-45.

% D. Daube notes that the verb “judgqmi used in 15:14 usually signifies the executiorjustice

for an individual or nation in a subordinate staiDavid DaubeThe Exodus Pattern in the Biblall
Souls Studies 2 (London: Faber and Faber, 1963), 35
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possession that is appropriate to Israel’s electismael’'s sense of election is thus
intensified by the element of sojourn.

We may draw the general conclusion from ch. 15 sogburn here plays a
role of negative contrast within Israel’s myth ¢fi@c election. Sojourn is existence
outside the ethnic homeland. It is a temporaryqekedf inferior status that resolves
into its opposite, possession of the homeland astdtas of superiority to the land’s
original inhabitants. Sojourn thus buttresses etlatentity by highlighting, through
contrast, the element of election in Israel’'s ethmith. In ch. 17, as we shall see, the
role of sojourn is somewhat differently nuanced.

Genesis 17:8

The text of ch. 17 reports several consecutivedpeeof God. The first three
speeches are: a preamble (vv. £22), speech promising progeny (vwv. 4-6), and a
speech promising a relationship to God and theggifand (vv. 7-8). The narrative
then goes on to address matters of Abraham’s regplity and response, and
further refinements of the progeny promise.

The chapter as a whole introduces several new eksmte the promise
sequence, of which the most relevant for this aislgre the elements in the second
speech that frame the sojourn reference in v. & phrase “to be your God,”
pToRS 75 nitnb appears for the first time here and is cited twiee 7, 8),
emphasizing a unique relationship between God haddescendants of Abraham.
While the element of permanence has appearedrionaige speech before (13:15), it
is emphasized here in the parallel phrases “eteroaénant’o?iy 3% (v. 7,
reiterated in vv. 13, 19) and “eternal possess'm‘g‘m ntr_g'? (v. 8). The word
“possession,” or “holding,”IMX) is itself new in the narrative, and implies legal
ownership by acquisition, as evident from its usehie account of Abraham’s land
purchase in 23: 4, 9, 2§What is promised as a legal possession in petyetuihe
land, which is given two descriptors new to thenpisee speeches: the land of sojourn,
and the land of Canaan. The two identificationthefland are placed in grammatical

% On the formula of self-introduction used here, ¥aa SetersAbraham 287.

% See Habel, 99, 123. Wenham cites Lev. 25:34 intfsaslation of the term as “inalienable
property.” Hamilton further defines the term asdlienable property received from a sovereign, or at
least from one who has the power to release oinrkstad.” The term is common to the Priestly source
WenhamGenesis 16-5@®2; Hamilton,Genesis 18-50613.
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parallel as synonymoug¥i> ]f'j_gg"?; PR AR PR DR (v. 8). A look at the
broader structure surrounding this phrase in v\ ikveals a loosely chiastic
structure®’

A 05 2% MRS TR T DY 7Y D MATIR NP

I WI|| establish my covenant between me and &od your oﬁsprmg after you for their generasipn
to be an everlasting covenant,

B TI0R "]SJ'?I‘?'! D’T.TB&‘? ‘[5 m‘fji? to be God to you and to your offspring after you
C TR ‘]LﬁTL)'l ‘15 MDA 1 will give to you and to your offspring after you

D AR TON DR the land of your sojourn

D-doubled 1932 ]/‘WR'L); PN all the land of Canaan

c Di?ﬁﬁ nmx‘? as an eternal possession

B' orioRG 2715 "™ and 1 will be God to them...

A DIJ'W'W‘? TIMN FYIMN AR WD N2 Keep my covenant, you and your offspring
after you for their generations

The concentric structure directs attention to #red| which lies at its center.
The land is described using two phrases, botheshtbbjects dependent on the same
verb, and both made up of seven syllables each.d€sgnation of the land in the
paired phrases D-D as “the land of your sojourmtierscored by its definition as
“the land of Canaan,” emphasizes the current statuke land. It is a land where
Abraham is an alien, and it belongs to another lgedpe Canaanites. The two
phrases C-C' which bracket the center, howeverhasipe the future status of the
land: it will be an eternal possession, given byd@w Abraham and his offspring.
The next level in the structure, B-B', enclosesdifieof the land within the promise
of divine accompaniment. This in turn is boundedhmsy pairs A-A' which designate
the whole as a covenant, established by God withal#dm and his offspring
throughout their generations. The wider narratiiveho 17 also emphasizes covenant,
with two further references to covenant in the gsngreceding this passage (vv. 2, 4),
and eight following it (vv. 10, 11, 13, 14, 19, 21)

37S.E. McEvenue proposes an alternative chiastictstre spanning vv. 1-8, but admits that he leaves
out the land promise in order to effect the symme®.R.Williamson proposes a parallel structure in
vv. 7-8 that is elegant, but does not include theages “the land of your sojourn, all the land of
Canaan.” Sean E. McEvenuEhe Narrative Style of the Priestly WriteknBib 50 (Rome: Biblical
Institute, 1971), 163; Williamson, 172.
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The speech is dominated by strong language of geimund belonging. The
introduction of the terms “eternal” and “holdin@% noted above, augments the past
promise speeches with new dimensions of both lahgand formality. The formula
“to be your God” emphasizes the election of Abralsaescendants for a distinctive
relationship with the deit§® The positive pairs A-A', B-B', and C-C' also share
linguistic feature, the striking frequency of thari;ir:le‘? meaning “to” or “for,”
which occurs 11 times in the three verses. V\/‘pileerves a variety of grammatical
uses in these verses, overall it “expresses tleedtleslation.®® Its repeated use here
creates a textual web of relatedness, in whicHahd, Abraham, his offspring, and
God all interrelate by ties of belonging. Still, vilever, at the center of the
arrangement stands a jarring contrast to the visioeternal possession. The inner
pair D-D contains n(ﬁ; particle and uses no vocabulary of possession.cohe of
the structure, rather, presents a disjunction:gmesojourn in a land that belongs to
someone else, set over and against the futureggisccompaniment, belonging, and
possession that will last until eternity, and fengrations to come. Von Rad calls the
complex idea communicated by sojourn here a “cghohbroken” relationship of the
patriarchs to the lantf.

On the one hand, the language of promise in thiseveurrounds and almost
eclipses the language of sojourn, making the futuseon of landed hope a filter
through which the present reality of alien sojoigwviewed. In the literary structure
of the verse, the positive future brackets the tieggresent and re-defines it. The
land of sojourn will become—of all things—an etdrqepssession, alien status
changed to entitlement and impermanence transfotmpdrmanence. The change is
effected by the authoritative gifting of God. Thextts focus here on the strong
relations between God, the people, and the landrdsavell with Smith’s myth of
ethnic election in which territory arethnieare authoritatively bound together by an
account of divine appointment.

% This phrase represents the “covenant formula;RBndtorff argues that Yahweh being God for
Israel is “the substance of the covenant.” Wenhastdbes the covenant announced here as a charter
for Israel’'s existence and national character timgzing its claim to the land of Canaan and to a
distinctive relationship with God. Rolf Rendtorfdje ‘Bundesformel’: Eine exegetisch-theologische
Untersuchung SBS 160 (Stuttgart: Katholisches Bibelwerk, 1994), 60 (ET Rolf RendtorffThe
Covenant Formula: An Exegetical and Theological ebtigation trans. Margaret Kohl, OTS
[Edinburgh: T. &T. Clark, 1998], 15, 58); Wenha@®enesis 16-500-31.

% paul JolionA Grammar of Biblical Hebrewtrans. T. Muraoka, SubBi 14, vol. || (Rome: Eidiér
Pontificio Istituto Biblico, 1996), § 133d.

40 German “merkwiirdig gebrochene Verhaltnis;” von Radnesis169 (ET, 195).
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On the other hand, the assertion of sojourn anch&dte possession of the
land stands, still, at the center of the text, eadnot be fully eclipsed. The structure
of the passage, in fact, draws specific attentmithe odd contrast it poses. In this
focal point the land does not belong to étlenie the relationship between the two is
tenuous, and thethnieitself is peripheral in relation to anothethnie that does
actually possess the land. Both the language otetkieand the reality it points to
depict an uneasy juxtaposition. Sojourn here segémsmilitate against the
strengthening of ethnic ties to the land. What iislsojourn playing in the ethnic
myth? We may begin to answer this question by ceispa of this text with ch. 15.

The function of sojourn in this text bears simii@s to and differences from
its function in ch. 15. There, sojourn representss relationship of Israel to an
outside land, Egypt. Outside of Canaan, Israehia hegative state of sojourn, and
this portrayal serves to highlight the strong puesitties that exist by contrast
between theethnie and its rightful territory, Canaan. Here, howevegjourn
represents the relationship of Israel to the laselfiwhich is destined to be its own.
The negativity of sojourn is brought inside the letend, so to speak. However,
although sojourn is transferred to a new spatibksp that of Canaan, its temporal
aspect is similar to that of ch. 15, for it is Isgbrtrayed as temporary. Abraham
sojourns in Canaan now, but the promise speeclsiengi a future when the strong
language of possession will be actualized. Sojanri€anaan, as in Egypt, will
resolve into possession. In ch. 15 sojourn in Eggsolved into possession in
Canaan; here in ch. 17 present sojourn in Canaaives into future possession in
Canaan.

We may thus discern an aspect of sojourn in ctlihaparallels its functions
in ch. 15. In both texts thethnie experiences a temporary status of inferiority to
anotherethnie which is to be reversed by a future action ofdb&y who has chosen
the ethnieand allotted them a territory of their own. Tharda of reversal spotlights
the divine election of thethnie both here and in ch. 15, and thus reinforcesiethn
identity. In this sense the sojourn language in. d% and 17 fulfills a similar
function.

Ch. 17 augments the sojourn language of ch. 15etexy by introducing an
element of alienation into Israel’s relationshigiwCanaan itself, however temporary
that alienation may be. This element was not a @fattie picture of sojourn painted
in ch. 15, where the contrast between Canaan aygtEgrms a straightforward
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polarity of belonging vs. sojourn. In ch. 17 Canasrproblematized, functioning
both as future home and present not-home. The esigplach. 17 on Abraham’s
beginnings as a sojourner in Canaan connects hatharrative portrayal in ch. 12 of
his origins in Mesopotamia, and the content of fir@ promise speech in 12:1-3
which calls Abraham away from hrgtive land to a new lanéod will reveal. In
both forms, narrative and promise speech, the déxtenesis insists: Israel is not
autochthonous. While the future will bring a bonfdpossession between territory
andethnie it was not always scAccording to Genesis, there was a time when lisrae
and its land were not indissolubly bound.

What does this claim of outside origins accompi@hisrael’s ethnic identity?
A thread of scholarly discussion has probed thisstjan, although not with explicit
focus on the language of sojourn. My suggestiongvbevill interact with some of
the ideas that have surfaced in this discussion.

1) A claim of outside origins distinguishes the g&logy of Israel from that
of the peoples in the land. The concern for amiistiine of descent is illustrated by
the return to Mesopotamia, the place of origin,oimler to secure endogamous
marriage partners for Isaac and Jacob (24:3-4;-28:and by the text's negative
portrayal of Esau’s exogamous marriages (26:34&728:8-9)* Several scholars
have proposed this idea. Hiebert, for example, ssiggit briefly*? K.W. Whitelam
analyzes examples of origin stories that includgration accounts, in addition to
that of Israel. He finds that outside origins afeero used in order to establish
prestigious ancestry, or as a vehicle of hostibtyard other peoples with competing
claims to the ethnic territod? Thompson suggests that the marriage stories of the
patriarchs and the tradition of their origin in Mgstamia communicate that Israel is
“not to be identified with the Canaanites,” but gaa to claim that the Hebrew bible

“! The politics of marriage and sexual interactioli meiceive further attention below in the analysis
28:3.

“2 Hiebert, 96.

“3Whitelam does not believe, however, that thishis fationale for Israel’s claim of outside origins;
rather, he restricts the rationale to the issueooicrete land claims. This follows from his narrogi

of his argument about Israel’s outside origin im tways. First, he considers the exodus and conquest
traditions alone as lIsrael’s tradition of extermaigin and makes no reference to the stories of
patriarchal origins in Mesopotamia. Second, he dlirtke tradition of Israel's outside origins
exclusively to the post-exilic period, finding itationale in the socio-political needs of the reing
exiles to establish land claims over and agairestcthims of those who remained in the land. On both
counts his argument is artificially narrowed, te #xclusion of other significant data. See Keith W.
Whitelam, “Israel’s Traditions of Origin: Reclaingrthe Land,”"JSOT44 (1989): 30-31.
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portrays Israel as indigenous to the land andttieste tales about the patriarchs are a
“paradox” in the context of a broader traditionaotochthony**
P. Machinist makes a stronger argument for theifsignce of what he calls
“outsider stories® He finds that these stories communicate:

...Sharp differentiation between Israel and otherabitants of the
land, whether understood as autochthonous or alsataiders. In this
perspective...Israel enters the land already astanctise social and
cultural group—in other words, as a group formedsiole of the
contamination emanating from the other inhabitaotsthe land.
Contamination, thus, is a basic fear, perhaps pastasive in, but by
no means exclusive to, the Deuteronomic corpus; iatadestingly,
that fear centers not really on the other inhalstahat the Bible
recognizes as outsiders and new—Philistines, Aramseetc.—but
on those denominated as old, if not autochthonand,often broadly

categorized as Canaanif8s.

Although Machinist's argument is based on the esodladition?’ he highlights an
element of ethnic distinctiveness associated wiitside origins that is helpful in
interpreting the patriarchal stories as well. Smtbtes that myths of migration
involve the exclusion of indigenous peoples frome firovidential destiny of the
ethnie*® Using Smith’s terms and building on the observatiof scholars above, we
can observe that a tradition of outside origins Mogerve to maintain a myth of
origin and descent clearly distinct from that ofie@tethnies and would thus help
Israel to define its ethnic boundaries and to fyldts presence in Canaan vis-a-vis
otherethniesoccupying the same territory. While the scholdmsva locate this focus
most strongly in the other books of the Pentateuwghmay note the initiation of this
idea in Genesis, introduced by the concept of soj@nd its indication of distinct
origins for Israel that differentiate it from théher peoples in the land.

“ Thompson@rigin, 34. What Thompson means by the statement thell& “indigenous” is that it
exists in the place “where God first intended itlite as a nation,” in “the homeland chosen from
them by their god.” His emphasis on Canaan asdhect location of Israel’s ethnic self-realizatien
correct, but his argument for this fact obscurestlzar aspect of Israel's territorial identification
While Canaan is indeed the ethnoscape that isdimkith Israel’s ethnic definition from the start s
not depicted as its place of origin. Thompson'samdary is insufficiently nuanced, obscuring a
distinction which is highlighted as significanttime text. ThompsorQrigin, 80.

> Peter Machinist, “ Outsiders or Insiders: The Bill View of Emergent Israel and Its Contexts,” in
The Other in Jewish Thought and History: Constiutsi of Jewish Culture and Identigd. Laurence
J. Silberstein and Robert L. Cohn, New Perspectimedewish Studies (New York: New York
University Press, 1994), 50-51.

“®1bid., 49.

4" Machinist mentions the patriarchal stories oniefty. Ibid., 42.

8 Smith,Myths 136-38.
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2) A tradition of outside origins formulates thenoection of thesthnieto its
land as a function of divine gift, an emphasis Wwhic turn reinforces a sense of
ethnic election. Machinist clarifies this pointamother essay where he highlights a
contrast between traditions of autochthony in Egypt Mesopotamia vs. a tradition
of “marginality” in Israel. Machinist sees the n&ga value of marginality
transformed by the biblical tradition into a posttipicture demonstrating the divine
choice of Israef? He comments that “the status of new and outsidecaime the
mark and proof of a special divine chosenness—éty vnarginality vis-a-vis the
older cultures constituting the basis for replacihgm.® The tradition of outside
origins proved a central and productive notionlfvael’s self-image, contributing to
the making of a “counter-identity” in relation tbet older cultures surrounding®it.
Smith also notes that the affirmation of lowly amig can legitimize status for an
ethnie®® Machinist’s interpretation accords well with Sréthconcept of ethnic
election.

Weinfeld also highlights the contrast between thgim stories of Israel and
that of “the big autochthonous cultures” as attbsite cognate literature from
Mesopotamia, the Hittites, and the Egyptians. H&eraa typological comparison
between the figures of Abraham and Aeneas, pos#tishared genre of “foundation
story” between Israel and Greece. Weinfeld attebuhe migration pattern in these
national epics, however, to the basis of these dultures in “colonization and the
founding of new states,” i.e., to a concrete histdrbasis, and leaves unexamined
the rationale for emphasizing migration as an eténwé ethnic identity’®> Smith
finds a similar parallel between the migration/catation origins of Israel and
Greece, but focuses only briefly on the “senserotig history and unity” arising in
their respective traditior.

My reading of Genesis through the lens of Smithlsas finds that outside
origins make the most sense in light of conceptsetbinic election. Generally

49 peter Machinist, “The Question of Distinctiveness Ancient Israel: An Essay,” inAh,
Assyria...Studies in Assyrian History and AncientrNeastern Historiography Presented to Hayim
Tadmor ed. Mordechai Cogan and Israel Eph‘al, Scriptaréiolymitana 32 (Jerusalem: Magnes,
1991), 210-11.

*% Machinist, “Outsiders,” 51.

*1 Machinist, “Question,” 211.

°2 Smith,Myths 59.

*3 Weinfeld, “Promise to the Patriarchs,” 353-54, 358

 Anthony D. Smith,The Ethnic Revival in the Modern Warléd. Jack Goody and Geoffrey
Hawthorn, Themes in the Social Sciences (Cambri@gebridge University Press, 1981), 71.
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speaking, Smith’s analysis of ethnic myth revegtsevalent claim of autochthony in
the legitimization of ethnic ties to territoryln the cases where outside origins are
claimed, however, Smith’s explanation of ethniccet® can illuminate the logic at
work in the myth. Here the tie between #thnieand its territory is not natural or
primordial; rather, it is set up by divine commafdhus it is a specific act of the
deity which intervenes in the natural order to deanethnieand a territory for
belonging together. In this way, a tradition of idev election frames thethnie’s
association with the land as divinely mandated. is®mn of the ethnoscape is thus
more complex, but it is also quite strong. In I$gease, a tradition of origin outside
of Canaan envisions the relationship of #tknieto the land as a matter of divine
appointment, thus strengthening Israel’s ethniatitie as anethniechosen by God.
The promise speech of ch. 17 confirms this ethhéctien and appointment of
Canaan as Israel's divinely granted territory, kg same time that it emphasizes
ancestral sojourn in Canaan. Sojourn in Canaan ois im conflict with the
appointment of this land as Israel’'s ethnoscapés ih perfect harmony with the
election myth, rather, and even serves to intensify

3) A tradition of outside origins also gives thenbobetweenethnie and
territory a flexibility that serves the endurandesthnic identity. Smith notes that it
is not physical presence in a homeland which neaffi@r ethnic identification, but
rather the mythical and subjective aspects of lament; “...what is crucial for
ethnicity is not the possession of the homeland the sense of mutual belonging,
even from afar™ Positing outside origins de-emphasizes questidrsoeereignty
and ownership in the land as indicators of ethratomging, stressing instead the
element of ethnic election noted above. When sayete or ownership of the land
become threatened, therefore, ethnic connectidhetéand can still remain stronf.

°> Smith,Chosen 36-37.

* This emphasis coheres with the perspective of .D&li0-12 and Josh. 24:13, which depict in vivid
imagery the “outsider” relationship of Israel ts land, although in the framework of the conquest
period. The specific use of sojourn as a signabutbide origins also continues beyond Genesis in
references to the land as God’s gift and Isradfsus in it as sojourners (e.g., Lev. 25:23; 1 Chr.
16:19; 29:15; Ps. 39:13; 105:12).

>" Smith, “Sources,” 51.

¥ The emphasis in ch. 17 on circumcision as the sfgthe covenant complements this flexibility
introduced by sojourn. As a marker of ethnic idgmtcircumcision is portable; i.e., practicable
irrespective of territorial location, unlike othelements of Israel's law which could not be sematat
from life in the land. The accord between sojourd s related themes on the one hand, and concerns
relevant for exilic and post-exilic thought on thther, is once again apparent.
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As Smith observes, “aethnie may persist, even when long divorced from its
homeland, through an intense nostalgia and spititechment >

Again, Machinist's comments are helpful in thisaet) He observes that a
tradition of outside origins shows “that the lah@ttthe Bible understands as home
had tobecomdsrael and, thus, that the community of Israel esist apart from this
land...”° This “sense of contingency” served Israel well rotime, for “it came to
mirror the actual course of Israel's history, oiffigr hope that crises are never
permanent, yet caution that triumph and security naver simply be taken for
granted, and finally, a heightened awareness obthandaries necessary for group

"1 Machinist’s interpretation emphasizes ethnic iignalthough he does

survival.
not use the terminology. He shows that outsideriestchelp arethnieto withstand
periods of alienation from its land, as it is abdeview crises of dispossession as
temporary and to rely on alternate resources dafietidentity for group survival in
such times. Westermann supports this interpretatitimhis observation that sojourn
in this text is meant not only as a descriptor bfaham’s status in Canaan, but also
as a message to a later audience that “it is alwagsible for Israel to be an alief.”
That Israel could lose possession of the land b@edme once again alien in relation
to it, is a contingency built into the essentigitoof the ethnic myth by an emphasis
on ancestral sojourn. Thus sojourn, while negativejot a grave threat to ethnic
identity. The resulting flexibility in Israel’s rationship to its land imbues it with a
resilience that contributes to a stronger ethrenidy overall.

All three rationales for outside origins above eaghe ethnic election as
understood by Smith. Outside origins set up a cerptlationship between Israel
and its land, which can nevertheless offer res@ufgea strong and flexible ethnic
identity. Thus sojourn in Canaan as presented .id thalthough it problematizes the
relationship between territory arethnie paradoxically strengthens ethnic identity
through the intensification of a sense of ethnacebn. Ethnic election serves as a
bridge concept between tleéhnieand its land, such that the loss of the land tsano
fatal blow to ethnic identity, as long as divinealon of theethnieis still in place.
This conceptual bracketing of land within electignvisually represented by the

%9 Smith,National 23; Smith Origins, 184-85.

69 Machinist, “Outsiders,” 49; Machinist, “Questior208-09.
®1 Machinist, “Outsiders,” 54.

62 WestermannGenesis: 2317 (ET, 263).



90
structure of the promise speech in 17:7-9, as stabere®® Sojourn, once again, can
be seen to strengthen Israel’s ethnic identityughoan interpretation that highlights
its relationship to ethnic election.

Genesis 26:3

The third reference to sojourn in a promise spesxurs in a theophany at
the outset of the third wife-sister tale. All thnede-sister tales (chs. 12, 20, and 26)
contain sojourn references, but only in this tadeslthe sojourn reference appear in
the form of a promise speech (the references twisgojin the first two tales occur in
the form of itinerary notices discussed in Chapteo).

In contrast with the two promise texts discussethias chapter thus far, the
promise speech in 26:2-5 is set within a narragipisode that develops elements of
character and plot beyond the time frame of theghany itself. In keeping with this
structure, the discussion of this text is dividetbithree parts: (1) a study of the
sojourn command itself in v. 3; (2) an investigatiaf the sojourn command within
the structure of the promise speech in vv. 2-5,@)@&n examination of the promise
speech within the larger narrative structure ofag.

A. The Command to Sojourn

The divine appearance to Isaac occurs while ha iGarar (26:1). Isaac’s
location is in fact a primary concern of the proengpeech, which begins (vv. 2-3)
with three commands, a jussive verb and two impasstall conveying the directive
to Isaac to stay where hefs:

Do not go down to Egypt; mAYsEn ‘Tjﬁ"‘)l‘_&
settle in the land that | tell you; F°2R TR WX YIRD 1OV
sojourn in this land. DNTT PR M

83 Westermann similarly observes that the literanyctesing” of the land promise within the promise
of divine presence means that the vital priority l&rael is its relationship to God, which stangere

if it is a people expelled from the land. Ibid. 63ET, 262-63).

%4 Some commentators (e.g. Driver and J. Skinnerdmiesa disjunction between the two commands
“settle” and “sojourn.” Others (e.g., Speiser, Bawter, Wenham, and Hamilton) find the sequence
logical, often suggesting the translation “campt tbe first command. See DriveGenesis 250;
Skinner, 364; SpeisefGenesis 201; Vawter, 291, 293; Wenhar@enesis 16-50189; Hamilton,
Genesis 18-50193, 195.
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This is the first—and only—occurrence of sojounrthe imperative form. To
probe the land ideology in this command to Isaames clarification is necessary
about the specific location involved. Is Gerar, fhlace where Isaac must stay,
portrayed as a location within the land of promite®, in Smith’s terms, territory
designated by the election myth as the arena aélisrethnic identification? There
are a number of textual clues to explore in seaf¢he answer to this question.

1) Gerar is a place of sojourn, with the word pi@yween the name “Gerar”
(O72) and the verb for sojourm¥@) heightening the connection. The reference to
sojourn cannot single-handedly resolve the statuSeavar, however, since Canaan
itself can be designated a place of sojourn, ds/iB, and areas outside Canaan are
candidates for sojourn as well, as in 15:13. lad&asojourn in Gerar more similar to
sojourn in Egypt, a negative foil to life in theopmised land, or to sojourn in Canaan,
which is life in the promised land, but with theprise as yet unfulfilled?

2) The promise of the land to Isaac twice incluageeculiar plural, “all these
lands” (26:3, 4> The construction raises the possibility that Gees been added to
the territory previously promiséd.Commentators differ in their interpretations of
this phrasé’ It seems likely, however, that the speech pointshe inclusion of
Gerar in the promised land, whether or not it prasly was.

85 XX has “this land” instead of the plural consttioa in both instances. J.W. Wevers notes that this
translation simplifies and normalizes the odd glufahn William WeversNotes on the Greek Text of
GenesisSBLSCS 35 (Atlanta: Scholars, 1993), 399.

% Gen. 10:19 sets the boundary of Canaan north cdrGMum. 34:3-6 extends the boundary further
south, including Gerar in the promised land, assdbe expansive description in Gen. 15:18. Egyptian
13" c. descriptions coincide with that of Numbers. Sedanan AharoniThe Land of the Bible: A
Historical Geographytrans. A.F. Rainey (London: Burns and Oates, 193, 69-70.

" Turner states that Gerar is newly incorporated theopromised land by this grant to Isaac, which
means that Isaac never leaves the promised larads CbH. Sailhamer, and Wenham also believe “all
these lands” extends the promise beyond CanaarDilfnann interprets the plural to indicate
different parts of the future land of Israel, sattlthe promise here assures Isaac’s descendants
possession of the land in its widest sense. Valgbeves “this land” and “these lands” do not reter
Gerar, but to the land previously promised to Alratin 15:18-21; Isaac’s sojourn in Gerar, them, is
departure from the promised land. Hamilton reasiias the interpretation of the lands promised
depends upon Isaac’s location when he receivegrtraise. On this he prevaricates: if v. 2 follows v
1 chronologically, then Isads in Gerar and “these lands” include Gerar, but may be the story of
vv. 2-11 in capsule form, with the particulars $gpelout in vv. 2-11. Mullen believes Gerar was a
“foreign” land, and connects this emphasis in thd to an exilic agenda. Turner, 110; Co&snesis
189; Sailhamer, 187; Wenhaf@genesis 16-50189-90; August Dillmanm)ie Genesis erklartdth ed.
(Leipzig: S. Hirzel, 1882), 305 (ET August Dillmgr®enesis Critically and Exegetically Expounded
trans. William B. Stevenson, vol. 2 [Edinburgh: & T. Clark, 1897], 203); Vawter, 291; Hamilton,
Genesis 18-50192; Mullen, 149.
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3) The command to Isaac resembles commands irtltlee promise speeches.
Of the 17 promise speeches directly reported inptiteiarchal narrative®,13 have
an associated commaftiThe commands display a strong predominance ofsverb
expressing locative action>m1 , “go” (12:1; 13:17; 17:1; 22:2)y8p, “rise”
(13:17; 21:18; 35:1)\a, “return” (16:9; 31:3);\717 “go down” (26:2; 46:3);
V15w, “go up” (35:1); Vaur “dwell” (35:1); V12U, “settle” (26:2); and\Im,
“sojourn” (26:3). These locative commands are feedly paired with the wori,
“land” PIRTTON (12:1); PIND (13:17;26:2-3 [x2]); PINON (22:2; 31:3). An
additional specification is the description of thed as a location God will reveal: “|
will show you,” XX WX (12:1); “I will tell you” ﬂ"_?:y_( AR UN (22:2; 26:2).
The promise speeches, then, display a tendenoyuple the divine promises with a
directive from God requiring geographical moveméhThe command to Isaac
parallels the locative commands to the patriareispf which direct their steps
toward an ultimate goakithin the land of promisé&: The emphasis on a divinely-
selected location toward which God directs theigiin is highlighted by the phrase
“the land | will tell you” in v. 2, which parallel¢he phrase “the land | will show
you” in the first promise speech to Abraham (12Thus Gerar here occupies a
position that is parallel to, if not identical wjtthe land of promise.

4) The prohibition against going to Egypt expressed. 2 seems to set the
experience in Gerar in contrast with a visit to gigyscholars have suggested various
reasons for the “surprisiné® proscription heré? Certainly it stands out in sharp

6812:1-3; 12:7; 13:14-17; ch.15; 16:9-12; ch. 17;108 14; 21:12-13; 21:17-18; 22:2, 16-18; 25:23;
26:2-5; 26:24; 28:13-15; 31:3; 35:1, 11-12 46:3-4.

% The exceptions are 12:7; 18:10, 14; 25:23; 283.3-1

O Westermann calls attention to directional commaasia group, which includes in his view 12:1-3;
26:2-3; 31:3; 32:10; 46:1-3. He believes that thenmands to depart, remain, or return to locations
specified by God correspond to nomadic lifestyld egligion, but offers no overall interpretation of
how the locative imperatives function in the cutrearratives. Albertz divides the locative commands
of the promise speeches into two groups, each atsdavith a separate redactor during the exili er
and expressing a different stance toward existentside of Palestine. Westerma@gnesis: 2169
(ET, 147); AlbertzExilszeit 193, 196-97, 207 (ET, 249, 254-55, 267).

" The exception is the command to Jacob not todeary down to Egypt (46:3). It is given, however,
with the caveat that God is going to bring him bapkagain to Canaan, so God'’s instructions to Jacob
here do include an ultimate directive toward lomatin Canaan.

2 See von Radzenesis235 (ET, 265).

3 Janzen suggests the possibility of a belatedjogtiof Abraham’s move to Egypt. Albertz links the
prohibition to the exilic period, arguing that awilie redactor was here making the case that
emigration to Egypt contravened God'’s will. R. Odson and N.M. Sarna connect the embargo on
Isaac to the land promise. There is no explicittuak evidence, however, that travel to Egypt
endangers the promise. Janz@braham 99; Albertz,Exilszeit 202 (ET, 261); Davidson, 126-27;
Sarna, 171-72.
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relief against the backdrop of the two other famimduced patriarchal visits to
Egypt: Abraham’s foray, when he pauses at the lbdvdereceives no vision of a
divinity averting his descent (12:11), and Jacdiois, when God appears at the
border and gives express permission for depanuitk,the proviso that a return will
be forthcoming (46:1-4). Both these trips are lohkeith the exodus, as will be
discussed in Chapter Four. Here, however, an Egyyggbjourn is not on the divine
agenda for Isaac. He is, rather, to sojourn in Gérhis narrative contrast with a
descent to Egypt suggests that Isaac’s sojourndrariGis of a different nature,
ideologically speaking. It is not a departure from the promised, framed by the
language of exit and return as in 12:10-13:1; 18:43and 46:1-4. Rather, Isaac is
stopped in his tracks at the border, before thadepe. He may be in a zone that is
geographically ambiguous, but the text leads useleeve that he is still within the
circle of the land that is promised. Gerar, the&gnss to relate to the divine promise
differently from Egypt. Isaac’s sojourn in Gerarrist like the sojourn in Egypt,
where removal from the promised land awaits reswiuand return. Rather, it is like
sojourn in Canaan, where life within a land not gessessed awaits the fulfillment
of the promise. Isaac in his sojourn awaits nohange of location, but a change of
status.

What then is the logic of the promise speech? @Gmbs not desire that Isaac
sojourn in Egypt, an experience with its own paitic set of associations. He does,
however, desire that Isaac locate himself in the k@ which God directs him. In this
land, Isaac is to live as a sojourner. In returnd®vill give to Isaac a number of
benefits, among them the future possession ofahe(s). Isaac, then, is to live in a
very particular relationship with his location: tlad where he is to live is selected
for him by God, it is possessed by another (Isagmusns), and Isaac awaits a future
possession of it. How may we benefit from Smithtsné theory in interpreting this
text?

The logic of the sojourn reference here seemsrsitt glance to resemble
strongly that of the sojourn reference in ch. Iv.tie promise speech of ch. 17
Abraham’s status as a sojourner in Canaan higleléghtsacred link to the territory
of Canaan. His sojourn indicated outside origingg ¢hus pointed to the divine
selection of the land as the location for the medion of Israel’s communal identity.
In the context of the Abraham narrative, the tefixtlm 17 harmonizes closely with
the account of Abraham’s relocation from his larfdodgin, Haran, to the land
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chosen for him by God. Here a similar designatibowside origin is emphasized
for Isaac as well* Thus sojourn here affirms the election myth oéddrin the same
way that the reference in ch. 17 did. Isaac’s smjeustatus drives home once again
the point that Isaac did not naturally possessldne, but received it by divine
promise—i.e. Israel’s connection to its territosynot autochthonous (natural), but
sacred (divinely initiated). Something additionslhappening in this text, however,
that extends the significance of sojourn furtheydnd its connotation in ch. 17. To
probe this further dimension, a broader examinatiotine textual context is required,
first in the promise speech as a whole, and theéhnamarrative setting of ch. 26.

B. Sojourn and the Structure of the Promise
The promise speech to Isaac begins with three codsna

Do not go down to Egypt; [ntahig Im "T'jm"??_{
settle in the land that | tell you; F°2X TR WX PIRD 10U
sojourn in this land. DRI PIN2 M

These instructions to Isaac are followed by thresmgses in the first person
singular imperfecf? directed toward a second person singular prondnoibiact of
the preposition or verb (v. 3§:

And 1 will be with you, R AR

and | will bless you, 720X

for to you and to your offspring | will give alléise lands. 1R ‘[SJWI‘?W ?[i?":}
oNT nENToz TN

The structural juxtaposition of the three commaadd the three promises
creates a tight structure of reciprocity. What xpexted of Isaac on the one hand,
and what God will deliver on the other, are botacland concise. The terse series
expresses a straightforward correlation: if Isa@ows the divine instruction, God

™It can be argued that Gerar was a place of sojfarrisaac because he did not own land there, or
that it was not, because he was born there. Sojoutims text, however, seems to be an ideological
category related primarily to the structure of gremise and to the broad horizon of ethnic identity
rather than a sociological description of Isaacsaete status.

5 Coats points out that the construction of the fir®mise as a verbal sentence here differs frem it
usual nominal pattern. Coatsenesis189.

% In the third promise the recipient is Isaac (atidated by the second person singular pronoun) but
also his offspring, with the same pronoun attacitettie end of the wordr.

" 5{;; is an orthographic variation 0T'?§< with the article, occurring eight times in the MJee
Brown, Driver, and Briggs, 41.



95
will bestow upon him a three-fold grant (blessiagcompaniment, and land). Each
list of three concludes with a reference to laritijs*land” in the first series and
“these lands” in the second (both v. 3).

The second part of the promise speech is wordigritarstructure less crisp.
Two references to Abraham bracket the content, hand v. 5:

v. 3 And | will fulfill the oath that | swore to Aham your father...

v. 5 ...because Abraham obeyed my voice and kept Imayge, my commandments, my
statutes, and my laws.

Here four promises are made, each starting witlaw-sonsecutive perfect verb (vv.
3-4):

And | will fulfill the oath that | swore to Abrahagour father, ‘D?QPT:!]
and | will multiply your offspring like the stard beaven, ‘n’;jﬂj
and | will give to your offspring all these lands, Rl

and by your offspring all the nations of the eatftiall be blessed... 12720

This time Isaac is not the object of the promiseghe first promise the recipient is
Abraham his father, and in the subsequent threenipes the recipients are his
offspring, the word itself repeated three timesairrhythmic cadence. The four
promises are balanced in the final verse by the éements that Abraham “kept,”
the charge, commandments, statutes, and laws af hadlogic of the connection is
clarified by the conjunctionpy (because), showing that the promises will be
fulfilled as the result oAbraham’s obedient action.
The overall structure of the promise speech camégped thus:

Three commands for Isaac to obey
Three promises to Isaac
Four promises (to Abraham/to Isaac’s offspring)

Four requirements that Abraham obeyed

Within this structure, the cause/effect relatiopsbetween action and promise is
repeated, with the order of appearance reversedeit@nd time. In the first section
Isaac is given three commands, on condition of wi@od will grant three promised
gifts. In the second section God promises foursgiis a result of Abraham’s past
fulfillment of his four requirements. In this prosei speech, then, human obedience
is presented as the required condition for thelliuként of the promises.
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Once again, comparing this text with the widerugr@f promise speeches
proves illuminating. Two relevant patterns may sxerned in these speeches. First,
in chs. 22 and 35 the divine command is given,fafier which the narrative reports
the execution of the command, and then the pronasespoken in a subsequent
theophany. Ch. 22 connects the promise directlthéoobedience reported in the
narrative (22:16 “because you have done this thingh. 35 does not make a verbal
connection, but the narrative order suggests ie Hgical sequence appearing in
these two texts seems to parallel the sense @ettend part of the promise speech in
26:2-5, where the promises are made with referemes obedience that has already
been fulfilled (here, Abraham’s). The logic is thait a result or a reward for
obedience to a command.

Second, in 12:1-3; 16:9-12; 17:1-2; 26:2-5; andB3&:directive from God is
immediately followed by a promise introduced withe tconjunctiont and an
imperfect verb’® recounting what it is that God will do for the igent.”” The
sequence here is that of command and conditiospgbrese. The obedience has not
yet occurred, and the promise is made provisionallgxpectation of the execution
of the command. This is the structure of the conartansaac, appearing in the first
section of the promise speech.

The conditional logic in both parts of this promispeech, then, has
continuity with patterns evident in the other preespeeché¥.Divine promises are
often made either in response to past obediendge,expectation of future obedience.
The promise speeches also show a tendency foretheéred obedience to take the
form of locative action, as is the case here incttramand to Isaac.

Commentators have not always affirmed the presehcenditional logic in
the promises. Covenant theology has traditionathpleasized the eternality and
unconditionality of the promises to Abraham, ingdkal with the Davidic covenant,

8 Wenham notes that the conjunction indicates p@rmssconsequence and translates it “so that,” a
translation which highlights the conditional retetship between the command and promise. Wenham,
Genesis 1-15275; WenhamGenesis 16-50189.

916:9-12 is slightly different, employing an infiivie absolute, but the promise does closely follow
the command.

8W. Yarchin also traces a conditional pattern opémative/promise in many of the promises to
Abraham as well as the promises to Isaac in ch.Th&. analysis here overlaps with but does not
duplicate his study. William Yarchin, “Imperativeé Promise in Genesis 12:1-Ftudia Biblica et
Theological9 (1980): 173-74, 178 n. 50.
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both of which are likened to the “royal grant” reded in Hittite documents:
Interpretation of the promise texts that accent &urbehavior is thus obliged to
make distinctions that are not always persua€iveeinfeld, for example, describes
the behavioral elements of the Abrahamic promise3t and P as “presupposed,”
“prerequisite,” and “an expectation,” yet persigismaintaining they are “not a
condition.”?

Other scholars are more willing to identify a cdimial framework in the
promise speeches, although opinions differ as & Sbecific texts and/or textual
sources which might employ such logic. The prontsésaac in 26:2-5 is generally
viewed as conditional, although many commentatorsug on the second portion
which cites Abraham’s obedience, rather than thst fportion containing the
commands to IsadéHamilton, for example, detects conditional logicvierses 3-5
and finds it in 22:16-18 as well, pointing onlyAbraham’s obedience in both cases,
and contrasts it with the majority of the promigeeches which are “announced
unconditionally.® Turner, however, specifically points to the sojp@ommand to
Isaac as the condition for fulfillment of the acquanying promises, and also
maintains that the fulfillment of the covenant pises to Abraham was often made
conditional upon Abraham’s obedience, citing asngdas 12.1-3; 17.1-2; and
22.15-17%® Mullen states that the promise to Isaac in 26:@&s clearly not
unconditionaf’ and voices an objection to the scholarly positteat the promises to
Abraham were unconditional, arguing instead for flresence of a dialectic:
“Yahweh will remain faithful to his promise, butways has the power to revoke it if
Abraham or his descendants fail to follow Yahwetosnmands® Mullen finds this
dialectic to be a basic tension which he beliewes'endemic to the narrative

8 E.g., Delbert R. HillersCovenant: The History of a Biblical IdegBaltimore: John Hopkins
University Press, 1969), 98-119; Clements; Weinf&bvenant,” 184.

8 R. Youngblood offers a detailed critique of pasi$ maintaining an unconditional Abrahamic
covenant. Ronald Youngblood, “The Abrahamic Covén&onditional or Unconditional?,” iThe
Living and Active Word of God: Studies in HonorSamuel J. Schultzd. Morris Inch and Ronald
Youngblood (Winona Lake: Eisenbrauns, 1983), 31-46.

8 Weinfeld, “Covenant,” 195. In the case of the pismnto Isaac in 26:2-5, however, Weinfeld does
state that the promise is given because of Abrahafrédience. Weinfeld, “Covenant,” 185.

8 Calvin, by contrast, disallows the presence ofd@tional logic even in the reference to Abraham’s
obedience. Calvin, 229-30.

8 Hamilton, Genesis 18-50194. With regard to ch. 26 Hamilton writes, “Atfdul Abraham (v. 5)
means a blessed Isaac (vv. 3-4). Hamil®enesis 18-50193.

 Turner, 110.

¥ Mullen, 149.

® bid., 147 n. 70.
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presentation of the ways in which the human andndivealms interacts in the
biblical materials.®

Wenham also cites 26:5 as well as 22:15-18 an®laslexamples where the
fulfillment of the promise is contingent on obedienHe, like Mullen, finds broad
confirmation for such logic in the wider canon: i$pattern of promise-obedience-
fulfillment of promise is ubiquitous in Scriptursep for Gunkel and Westermann to
claim that the earliest form of the promise was amdlitional seems rash. It is
integral to OT covenant theology (e.g., Exod 19:4%8\Wenham’s comment draws
attention to a further nuance in the discussioe, gestion of earlier and later
development in the promise theme. Some scholaratdothe conditional logic
apparent in some promise speeches only later irdéiwelopment of the tradition.
The operating premise in this position is that ¢bodal logic is a feature of
Deuteronomic or post-Deuteronomic periods, andarbez. Van Seters, for example,
claims that the conditionality of obedience andhtggusness is introduced in 15:6;
22:16-18; and 26:3-5; for him this counts as evegesupporting his theory of a post-
Deuteronomic, exilic Yahwist: Westermann, on the other hand, uses the critefion
conditional logic as an indicator for later datifgr him the emphasis on obedience
in 18:19; 22:15-18; and 26:5 betrays the interektslater period; he considers them
additions or expansions on earlier promise texesntaintains, “But for the promises
that can be assigned with some assurance to thestoktrata, it is in fact
characteristic that they are absolute. Any motorativould be inconceivable®

Besides the possible circularity of logic thateoftoesets source criticism and
can be invoked in the case above, a further olojectan be raised to the restriction
of conditional logic within the bounds of late erg@ns upon the promise texts. The
objection is hinted at in the quotes from MullerdaWenham above, and more
strongly stated by Janzen. All three scholars ptonthe resonance of conditional
logic with a chord present on a larger scale ostie promise speeches, and not to
be confined to a single source or era in textuaklbpment. Janzen writes,

Genesis 26:5 has all the marks of a late, perhagpgePonomistic
editor. ... Should we then dissociate Isaac from iSiganeutralizing

% Ibid.

%' WenhamGenesis 16-500.

%L van SetersPrologue 240-42. Van Seters also finds conditional logid 2:1-3, where according to
his interpretation, the divine promises depend ugenimperative in v. 1 so they follow only as a
consequence of the obedience. Van SeRrdpgue 272 n. 32.

92 WestermannyerheiBungen122 (ET, 130).
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26:5 through the recognition of its editorial claea? Or should we

take this verse as indicating that in the verypeyrof faith set out in

chs. 12-25 we are to trace the inner spirit of cesp to God that,

similarly, later moves Israel to observe Sinai'wd& ... Is the

editorial insertion so finely and smoothly stitchietb the older epic

narrative as to warn us that though we may makeroppite

theological distinctions between Abraham and Mogsesmay drive

no theological wedge between théfh?

Janzen’s statement highlights the importance ¢ténding to the whole
picture in the final form of the text, recognizititat although later additions may be
present, it is possible that they have been ingatpd in some measure of harmonic
resonance with the larger arc of the biblical rniarea as well as with the earlier
material of the unit itself. Many scholars attribuhe second part of the promise
speech in 26:2-5 to a later, usually deuteronoraigftonomistic, redactdf What is
not often acknowledged is that the first part @& peech exhibits strong conditional
logic as well, and that this logic is evident inh@t promise speeches usually
attributed to earlier sources. The discussion bellvalso aim to show that the
narrative continuation of the episode builds on erténds the conditional logic of
the promise speech, confirming that the logicaimiaork of conditionality is of
vital significance for the understanding of thistte

We return, then, to the sojourn command to Isaaw with a grasp of its
position as the first clause in a framework of déodal promise’ In ch. 17 sojourn
in Canaan was a fact, a reality that correspondedbraham’s recent relocation
from Haran to Canaan. God promises that this spjoutCanaan will end, for God
will give Abraham (and his offspring) the land cfi@an as their possession. Here in
the language of ch. 26, sojourn is not a fact-aagtound reported by the promise
speech. Here, rather, sojourn is an imperative rordibis order, moreover, is
constructed in the pattern of significant locats@nmands to the other patriarchs,

which involve a geographical directive carrying $ptic weight, and a divine

% JanzenAbraham 100-01.

% E.g., Delitzsch,Neuer 360 (ET, 138-39); DillmannPie Genesis 305 (ET, 202-03); Driver,
Genesis 250-51; GunkelGenesis 300 (ET, 294); von Radzenesis 235 (ET, 265); Scullion, 200;
Skinner, 364; Vawter, 291; Westermarnbenesis: 2 518 (ET, 424-25). Wenham argues that the
phrasing of v. 5 is in line more with priestly thdauteronomic language. Wenha@enesis 16-50
190.

% The second part of the promise speech which tieesbedience of Abraham as the grounds for the
promises displays conditional logic, as discusdemlve. Here, however, the discussion will focus on
the conditional logic in the command to Isaac. $heond part of the promise speech reinforces the
message of the first, but is not the primary obgdattudy at this time.
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promise made on condition of the execution of tbsative command. Isaac will
receive the promises,he obeys—and the content of his obedience is,jousn

Sojourn for Isaac, then, is not simply a giverlitgghat expresses the fact of
his foreign origins relative to the territory praad. It is, rather, a behavioral
mandate. The charge parallels in form Abraham’sdasnto leave his land of origin
and travel to a divinely-revealed land, and Jacaob&ndate to leave his place of
safety and return to the promised land which isdha with danger, but designated
by God as the arena of his future. Like these comimathe command to Isaac
stands in relation to the narrative as a progranendaiective shaping the story of the
patriarch’s life. God asks of each patriarch oneggaphical move (sometimes more),
and God’s promises of broad ethnic success reteowillingness of the patriarch to
make the territorial commitment that God asks at.hi

In Smith’s terms, then, we see here a strong tteveof a territorial
dimension. The ethnic myth of election, the divcteoice of anethnieto receive
special status and benefits (here expressed iprtmaises), relies on the realization
of a certain territorial agenda (here expressethénlocative commands). Broadly
speaking, the locative commands and their accompgngonditional promises
communicate a moral vision, expressing what isirequof theethnie It is common,
in Smith’s analysis, for ethnic election myths telude an element of required
behavior:

To be chosen in this sense is to be singled owdecial purposes by,
and hence to stand in a unique relation to, thenéivPersons or
groups who are chosen are marked off from the tadki often at
first by a divine promise, to enable them to obeg perform God’s
will. They are required to stand apart, to follondesignated path,
which is part of that promise.. By doing so, they become God’s
elect, saved and privileged through their obedieacélis will and
their identification with His plafi®

Smith sees myths of chosenness as legitimatingdhmmunity’s ‘title-deeds’
or land charter; the reward for fulfilment of aulal or religious duties is communal
possession and enjoyment of a sacred fafithus land is “conferred by the deity on

a sanctified people as a reward for correct balnef conduct in the execution of their
shared mission® The logic resembles that of Deuteronomic land gl in which

% Smith,Chosen 48-49.
% Smith, “Politics,” 712-13.
% Smith,Myths 269-70.
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the gift of the land is granted on condition of feople’s obedience to divine law. In
our text here, however, it is not general fulfilimef the law upon which the divine
gift rests. The promises are made, rather, on tiondihat Isaasojourns—that he
live in a particular relationship to the land tiepromised. The ethnoscape, then, is
divinely granted on the condition of sojourn within

What does it mean for Isaac’s sojourn in Gerdye@laced in the category of
an ethical requirement? First, it means that sojauisome way describes a mode of
conduct, or the shape of life, that is divinelyuigd of the patriarch. The idea of
sojourn may thus vyield ethical possibilities, anot nly territorial symbolism.
Second, the designation of sojourn as God’s chargeaac raises the question of
whether the text poses this charge to Isaac’s &etants” as well. Smith notes that
ethnic myths present the ancestors ofdtimieas models for emulation, “exemplars
of virtue.”® What then is the ethical content, the “virtue,”Isdiac’s duty to sojourn,
and how might this requirement be meaningful farsthlooking to Isaac as a model?
The narrative that follows the promise speech tilés story of Isaac’s sojourn in
Gerar, providing more information about the mearoh¢saac’s sojourn in 26:3. We
may begin to answer the question, then, by invastig the language of the promise
speech in relation to the narrative episode ibohiices.

C. Isaac’s Sojourn in Gerar

Opinions differ widely as to the structure of 6. The wife-sister portion of
the chapter has received much attention as a &s&t for source criticism, with a
variety of judgments resulting as to the dating socape of the episode in relation to
chs. 12 and 20, as well as to the remainder oh#reative in ch. 26° Ch. 26 as a
whole is most often viewed as a collection of tiiadss, with diverse estimations of
the extent to which thematic unity has been effkatethe final form of the texf*

* bid., 82-83; SmithChosen 40-41.

1% The three tales have traditionally been vieweditesary variants, with opinions varying on
whether ch. 26 is the earliest of the three (Gunkekth, Skinner, Van Seters, Westermann) or the
latest (Noth, Maly, von Rad). More recently, scihelaave emphasized the differences in thematic
focus between the tales and suggested that they breagontemporaneous (Alexander, Niditch,
Petersen, Thompson). References for this discussienextensive, but for reviews of the main
contributors to the debate, see T. Desmond Alexaridee the Wife/Sister Incidents of Genesis
Literary Compositional Variants?¥T 42, no. 2 (1992): 145-53; Harry S. Pappas, “Deoapas
Patriarchal Self-Defense in a Foreign Land: A FdBnitical Study of the Wife-Sister Stories in
Genesis,'GOTR29 (1984): 35-50; Van Setessbraham 167-83.

01 E g., Delitzsch, H. Gunkel, and K. Koch describe ¢hapter as a “mosaic.” Brueggemann writes,
“This chapter is made up of an odd assortment den@s. Whatever unity it has appears to be
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Among scholars who observe a unifying theme todapter, the proposed topics
include blessing® the promisé®® and patriarchal success in a foreign cont&xt.

While all three of the proposed themes above k@ly important in ch. 26,
the theme of promise is structurally dominant. omparison with the other two
wife-sister tales, this is the only tale that irdg#s a promise. The promise is situated
at the beginning of the story, signaling the thethred the rest of the narrative will
develop’® The narrative as a whole is bracketed by the diyinomise, with a
second theophany situated near its conclusion 4285} playing again on the chords
that sound at the beginning of the episode. Thalinpromise speech in vv. 2-5
explicitly sets up the elements around which tha plill revolve. These elements
are first, the command to Isaac to sojourn, andrsicthe three promises made to
Isaac as reward (divine accompaniment, blessing,the gift of the land}®® The
opening verses of the chapter present these fearegits proleptically, then the rest
of the chapter narrates their actualization. Thempse speech records the four
elements in the form of command and future rewesttlle the narrative following
records the four elements in the form of reporteehés. The structure turns on v. 6,
which records Isaac’s obedience and execution & divine command:’’

secondary.” Von Rad observes, “The chapter containfess than seven traditional units... On the
other hand, one can easily see that an attempmaas subsequently to weld these brief traditional
units more or less into a compact continued evalestermann counters, “Ch. 26 is a self-contained
piece constructed according to a definite liternalgn and clearly recognizable as such, its purpose
being to gather together the few Isaac tradititvas have been preserved. It is a synthesis ofiatyar
of traditions, but not a ‘mosaic’...” DelitzschNeuer 360 (ET, 137); GunkelGenesis299 (ET, 293);
Klaus Koch, Was ist Formgeschichte? Methoden der Bibelexegéfe ed. (Neukirchen-Viuyn:
Neukirchener, 1989), 161 (ET Klaus Kodie Growth of the Biblical Tradition: The Form-Gcil
Method trans. S.M. Cupitt [London: Adam & Charles Bladi§69], 131); Brueggemanfgenesis
221; von RadGenesis235 (ET, 265); WestermanBenesis: 2515 (ET, 423).

192 Erhard Blum, Die Komposition der VétergeschichttWMANT 57 (Neukirchen-Viuyn:
Neukirchener, 1984), 299, 303; Brueggema@enesis 221-22, 225-26; Coats, “Threat,” 77, 80;
Coats,Genesis190-91; Fokkelman, 114; Turner, 113-14.

193 \WenhamGenesis 16-50188; Pappas: 47-48.

1% David L. Petersen, “A Thrice-Told Tale: Genre, fifee and Motif,"BR 18 (1973): 42; Blum, 303.
1%Here | disagree with Van Seters, who views the phaay as an interruption of the narrative
structure, with “no role whatever in the rest oé tstory.” He maintains that the theophany’s only
function is to extend the promises of the Abrah&mies to Isaac, thus relating to the larger naveat
but not the story development of ch. 26. Coats fitets the promise element in 26:2-5 disruptive,
exploding the simplicity of the tale and makingstsucture amorphous. | will argue that the promise
speech is in fact the central organizing elemenhefnarrative in ch. 26. Van Seteffraham 182;
Coats, “Threat,” 79.

1% The subsequent promises in w. 3-5 are givendads offspring, and thus are not immediately
relevant for the plot of ch. 26, which does notalve Isaac’s offspring.

97| disagree here with R. Polzin, who sees the kegaac’s reward in the removal of the possibility
for adultery resulting from the wife-sister rusearhilton, on the other hand, believes the patriavab
disobedienin this deception and that God blesses téespitehis bad behavior. Albertz, H.S. Pappas,
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Immediately after Isaac receives the command tousojin Gerar, the narrative
reports the follow-up: Isaac dwells in Gerar. Thee unfolding of the promises
begins, with suspense and tension surroundingetfiezation of each element. Each
of the three promised rewards is touched upon tlwcthe narrative, with the second
of the two occurrences being in the form of thietgon speech witnessing to the fact.
Sojourn is commanded in v. 2 and fulfilled in v. @ivine accompaniment is
promised in v. 3 and realized in vv. 24 and 28s$ileg is promised in v. 3 and
actualized in vv. 12 and 29; the land is promised.i3 and features prominently in
vv. 12 and 22. The structure may be mapped thus:

2-3 ~Sojourn in this land,

—and | will bewith youy Tjl2L 17X

—and | will blessyou, 273X

for to you and to your offspring | will give all éiselands 5&? NB']&TJ'{?;

6 L_So Isaac dwelled in Gerar.

12 |~Isaac soweth that landand reaped in that year one hundredf®di17 "7IX2

12 ~Yahwehblessechim. 11117 1712723M

22 L yahweh has made room for us and we have beendrisitthe land VIR M
24 ~lamwith you "2 MR

28 —We see plainly that Yahweh has beeith you BY 731 1071

29 L vou are now thélessecne of Yahweh 7131?5192 QD ADN

The promise speech at the start of the Isaac nartius functions as an
“announcement of plot,” a phrase used by Turneddecribe “statements which
either explicitly state what will happen, or whishiggest to the reader what the
major elements of the plot are likely to H8*Turner differentiates passages which
merely “drop clues concerning plot development’nirstatements of explicitly
programmatic purpose. The latter are placed rightha beginning of narrative
cycles™® Turner distinguishes four such announcementsatsitbiat the start of the
primeval history and each of the narrative cyclesAbraham, Jacob, and Jacob’s

D.L. Petersen, and Turner do connect the fulfillmeh the promises with Isaac’s obedience in
dwelling in Gerar, although not with the same dethistructure | propose below. Robert Polzin,
“The Ancestress of Israel in Danger’ in Dange8&meia3 (1975): 81-98; Hamiltorzenesis 18-50
200; Turner, 110-11, 113; Pappas: 47-48; Albdfkilszeit 202 (ET, 261-62); Petersen: 42-43.

1% The narrative uses a number of prepositions teries God’s presence with the patriarchs”,
28:15; 31:3; 46:4; 48:21NN, 26:24; 39:2, 3, 21, 231D, 28:20; 31:5; 35:3,'?, 31:42.

199 aurence A. TurnerAnnouncements of Plot in GeneskSOTSup 96 (Sheffield: JSOT Press,
1990), 13.

10 pid., 14.
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family.*** Turner does not include the Isaac story in hidyaig but the promise to
Isaac in 26:2-5 functions in the same way as tm@ancements he does treat, albeit
on a smaller scale. The Isaac narrative itselfeis/\short, with ch. 26 depicting in
miniature view what occurs on a broader canvashm dther cycles. Though
condensed, the structure still mimics the structirdhe other larger cycles, with the
promise at its start serving as the interpretiwe tkethe narrative that follows, as can
be seen in the structure above.

Turner's analysis of programmatic statements ghitd the question not just
of promise, but also of promise fulfilment. Turn@bserves that announcements of
plot arouse expectations for the reader, and theseguent fulfillment or non-
fulfillment of these expectations allows for podgidies of surprise, mystery, and
complication!*? On a larger scale, Clines traces the theme ofllfuént/non-
fulfillment throughout the Pentateuch, describingbroad strokes how the tension
between promise and fulfillment drives the overargarrative**® Several scholars
have observed ways in which ch. 26 develops then¢hef promise fulfillment.
Some of these scholars reflect on elements of m®@muilfillment only in relation to
the larger Abrahamic promises, and especially toenjse in 12:1-3* Others note
connections between the whole promise speech i2-%vat the start of the chapter,
and elements of fulfillment in the narrative follmg.**> | suggest that the narrative

1 bid., 13. Wenham highlights the same texts asfqmes” to the family histories, where words of
divine revelation present the themes that will lohfo the major cycles of Genesis. In the casehof ¢
26 he notes that the promises at the start of dineative “secretly determine the relationship betwe
Isaac and Abimelek, so they are set out right athltéginning.” He does not, however, explore the
structure of promise fulfillment in detail. Wenha®gnesis 16-50169, 188.

Y2 Turner, Announcementd 4-15.

113 Clines.

4 The contemporary label “ancestress in danger”tiier wife-sister tales reveals the tendency to
interpret the tales, including the narrative in 2B, in light of the promise of progeny. Clinesais
representative example of this interpretation. €aaid Biddle, however, see the wife-sister stages
relating primarily to the promise of blessing te thations in 12:1-3. Polzin focuses on the promise
element of blessing in these stories, as embodiedeialth and progeny. Van Seters claims, “The
promises to Abraham were regarded as having theirtfasic fulfilment in the Isaac story.” Turner,
by contrast, reflects on the non-fulfillment in @6 of the promises of progeny and blessing to the
nations. All these interpretations connect the atares principally to the Abrahamic promises. Ibid.
45; Coats, “Threat,” 71-81; Biddle: 599-611; Pol&8; Van Setershbraham 188; TurnerGenesis
113-15.

15 E. Blum, Fretheim, and Westermann note that thet find last sentences of vv. 28 and 29
respectively, “Yahweh is with you—you are blesséd ahweh” correspond to the promise in v. 3, “I
will be with you and will bless you.” Brueggemanintis at a theme of promise fulfillment, “In a quite
understated way, this narrative uses the formularofise (vv. 3-4, 24) to announce the goodness of
a blessed world.” Turner highlights the narratiufifment of God’s promise to bless Isaac. Albertz
touches briefly on the fulfillment of the three sjfie promises to Isaac. Gunkel makes the strongest
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reflects explicitly on the fulfilment of the proses made tdsaac in 26:2-3
(although some connections with larger themes @fotverall Genesis narrative may
be traced as well). Furthermore, the fulfillment tbiese particular promises is
integrally linked to sojourn, a thematic connectretatively unexplored by textual
exegesis to date.

Are the promises in 26:2-3 wholly fulfilled in @hnarrative, or is there
tension around the question of fulfilment? A briefestigation of each of the three
promises in terms of their narrative fulfilmentfers clues that help decipher the
meaning of the sojourn command.

1) Divine accompanimentGod’s first promise to Isaac is that the divine
presence will accompany him. Scholars interpret thmise of divine
accompaniment as a pledge of protection and/oasagtee of success on a divinely
approved mission® It is closely associated with the locative comnsndften
appearing in association with the motif of jourrt&}it appears for the first time in
Genesis here, in 26:3. The promise is well suiteddcompany the command to
sojourn, for it pledges an amelioration of the dasginherent in life as an alien,
offering protection by an authority higher than theal sovereign to whose power
the sojourner will be vulnerable.

Is the promise of God’s accompaniment fulfilledt¥eile is no direct comment
from the narrator on the events as proof of diaesistance. What is reported in the
text is an affirmation from God that he with Isaac (v. 24), in contrast with the
earlier promise that heill be with him, and also the words of Abimelech and his
cohorts strongly affirming that God has been wihalc:'® How are these men so
certain? It seems that the facts of Isaac’s sucoas®ded in the narrative, even
without an explicit textual reference to divine acganiment, are the evidence that
convinces Abimelech and his men that God is wigad$*® Since protection offered

claim for the promise and its fulfillment as sturihg the narrative, reasoning that these elements
were added at a later stage to bring unity to atfewd array of parts. In Gunkel's opinion the
resulting unity is thin and the passage remainolesive; he does not, however, offer a detailed
textual examination of the elements of the pronaiad its fulfilment. Blum, 303; Fretheim, 530;
Westermann@enesis: 2522 (ET, 428); BrueggemanBgenesis 226; TurnerGenesis 113; Albertz,
Exilszeit 202 (ET, 261-62); GunkeGenesis299-300 (ET, 293-94).

Y18 E 9., WenhamGenesis 16-502, 189; Fokkelman, 114; Van Seté?sologue 304.

117 \WestermannyerheiRungen131 (ET, 141).

"*®The text contains an emphatic infinitive absoldl2R7 IN7.

19 ¢ W. Mitchell writes, “Abimelek recognizes the taable relationship between Isaac and Yahweh.
Yahweh is with him...meaning that God has made kndwe favorable attitude toward him by
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for a journey would relate especially to interaotiowith foreigners encountered in
the strange land, it is specifically in the exchesgiith the inhabitants of Gerar that
divine assistance would be most apparent. In teiational realm we see Isaac
repeatedly gaining the upper hand: the people@reranded not to touch him under
penalty of death (v. 11); he becomes so wealthtytbeaPhilistines envy him (v. 14);
he is asked to leave because he is too powerfihéon (v. 16); he attains his goal of
access to water after several squabbles over ell22, 32); and Abimelech comes
to him requesting a covenant of nonaggression Z8v29). After the description of
these facts, the verbal affirmations from God arn#elech that Isaac is divinely
assisted appear as summations concluding a longssefr narrative proofs. God
promised Isaac divine assistance during his sojoumn foreign land, and from the
evidence the narrative offers, God fulfilled thadiise.

2) Blessing Blessing by its simplest definition is the besabwf a benefit as
a visible sign of favot?® In the patriarchal narratives, the benefits okbieg relate
to “health and wealth'®! Blessing is embodied in the things that sustath@molong
life: fertility (of body, field, and cattle), finamal prosperity, health, and general good
fortune or well-being'? Blessing thus relates to generativity and proditwgti
natural processes that belong in the orbit of @aaheology** It finds its measure
in material, this-worldly succesé*

The narrative expressly links God’s blessing afls(26:12) with an increase
in his wealth. The phrasing is exaggerated, witteghforms of the roor\/'v'u.
“become great,” in one verse (26:13) and the mexdifkn, “exceeding,” added as a
finale. As in 24:35, the report of God’s blessisgsupported by an inventory of

conferring various benefits upon him...” ChristopiWright Mitchell, The Meaning of BRK “To
Bless” in the Old TestamerSBLDS 95 (Atlanta: Scholars, 1987), 69.

120bid., 165-66. Mitchell sketches the history oé thcholarly interpretation of blessing in ch. 2 of
this work.

121 Amos, 10.

122\walter BrueggemantReverberations of Faith: A Theological HandboolOtd Testament Themes
(Louisville: Westminster/John Knox, 2002), 19; JoSeharbert, 7J73,” in ThAWAT ed. G. Johannes
Botterweck and Helmer Ringgren (Stuttgart: W. Kealmtmer, 1973), 825-27 (ET Josef Scharbert,
“J03,” in TDOT, ed. G. Johannes Botterweck and Helmer Ringgrerar{é Rapids: Wm. B.
Eerdmans, 1975], 293-95); Claus Westermdber, Segen in der Bibel und im Handeln der Kirche
(Munich: Chr. Kaiser, 1968), 14, 25 (ET Claus Wasnn,Blessing in the Bible and the Life of the
Church trans. Keith Crim, OBT [Philadelphia: Fortres§78], 6, 18); Westermani¥,erheilungen
126, 145 (ET, 136, 157); Westermafgnesis: 2172 (ET, 149); Wenhangenesis 1-15275.

123 Amos, 12; Fretheim, 425; BrueggemaReyverberationsl9; WestermanrSegen44-45 (ET, 41);
WenhamGenesis 1-15275.

124 A Murtonen, “The Use and Meaning of the Wortgtek and Bak& in the Old Testament¥T 9,
no. 2 (1959): 165, 175.
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wealth (26:14). Commentators have pointed out thieative emphasis on Isaac’s
wealth as effected by divine agenéyThis occurs not only by the connection with
blessing in v. 12, but also by the shape of the plothe wife-sister episode as
compared with those in chs. 12 and 20. While thigigzah in the other stories
receives his wealth as a gift from the local soxgréalbeit with different timing and
motivation each time), here Isaac’s prosperity mselated to the benevolence of
Abimelech. Divine agency in the wife-sister stogshan entirely different shape here:
God appears at the start and promises blessing, @wl enters again at the
conclusion and delivers this blessing, in the shafpmaterial gain. The promise of
blessing, in Van Seters’s words, is “made gotd.”

The sense of divine intervention in granting matdnlessing is heightened
by the introit to the episode, which situates thenés during a time of famine.
Isaac’s rich harvest stands in striking contraghts famine'?’ The finding of wells
near the end of the narrative draws an arc of dpweént from famine to water,
paralleling the arc of the Abraham story from baness to birth?® The story forms
a “narrative of prosperity“®that accentuates God’s blessing on Isaac androwmfi
the fulfillment of the promise.

The promise receives another narrative accenttenfuifillment in the
pronouncement of blessing on Isaac in 26:29. Alegtelnd his entourage tell Isaac
that he is blessed by God. Is the speech here plesiatknowledgment of fact,
parallel to the admissions of Laban (24:31 and @Q:Bbraham’s servant (24:35);
and even the narrator (24:1; 25:11; 26:12; 39%Y0r is it an active invocation of
blessing, parallel to that of Melchizedek in 142®2>! Furthermore, is Abimelech
here taking steps to appropriate for himself thes&ihg of Isaac, thus fulfilling the

132

“extension™"“ of the blessing promise, that the nations wilbdte blessed through

125 CoatsGenesis190-91; Petersen: 42-43; Van Setétsraham 188.

126 yan SetersAbraham 188.

127 See von Radzenesis236 (ET, 266).

128 Tyrner,Genesis110; BrueggemaniGenesis225-26.

129 BrueggemanrGenesis223.

130 Most of these statements are descriptions basen egncrete indications of material wealth.
13Lyawter’s translation suggests this: “Henceforfthe LORD's blessing be upon you!” Vawter, 295.
Speiser believes the phrase is not an invocatiorabfarm of welcome. SpeiseGenesis 202 n. 29.
According to Mitchell an invocation of blessing i® different than a declaration, as it simply
describes the relationship between God and theopesho is blessed. “The blessings declare that,
because of the favorable relationship, the persessbd has been, or will be, the recipient of henef
bestowed by God.” Mitchell, 79.

132\WestermannyerheiRungen145-46 (ET, 157-58).
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proper relationship to the patriarcfi?Whatever the interpretation, the speakers
articulate clearly the fulfilment of the blessimgomise recorded in 26:3. “The
Philistines appear as another device for articoatif the blessing™®* The narrative
confirms that God has unmistakably granted Isaaat Wb was promised.

3) Land Does Isaac experience fulfilment of the landnpise? Isaac alone
among the patriarchs is recorded to have sown isei@ land and reaped a harvest
(26:12). Delitzsch writes, “We see from this uniof agricultural with nomadic
life...not as yet found in the history of AbrahamattHsaac, encouraged by the
Divine promise, had set firm foot in the land>Certainly Isaac’s farming activity
indicates closer access to the land, and the edeace of the earth’s yield accents
success in his relationship to the land. Few &rititterpret this text, however, as
indicating actual possession of any territdf§.It is possible to say that Isaac
experienced blessing in his relationship to thelldout not to say for certain that he
possessed it. The promise is thus unfulfilled,thate is also a hint of the experience
of what fulfillment might look like.

The statement that Yahweh made room for Isaacetértful in the land
expresses similar ambiguity. The words do convegrase of freedom and stability
in relation to the land, along with the expectatadrfertility. The latter, however, is
only a future hope, and not a certain fulfillmefdthe former is even more
problematic. Isaac does indeed have room at Rehpbuot it is in the context of two
conflicts: his increased prosperity has led todvistion from the city of Gerar (vv.
14, 16), and conflicts with the shepherds of Géare forced him to move twice
until he finally finds a well that is uncontested(17-11). His “ample roont®’ here
is set against the backdrop md room, in either the city or the valley of Getat.
Once again there is a hint of fulfillment, but adiull-fledged realization.

The wells themselves may suggest the stakingrobsdaim in the land. Van
Seters suggests this but acknowledges that thasasclvere not pressed, as Isaac

133 Biddle: 610-11; Fretheim, 527; Wenha@enesis 16-50193; Van Seters\braham 187.

134 BrueggemanrGenesis222.

1% Delitzsch,Neuer 362 (ET, 141).

13 vawter and Van Seters claim that Isaac’s plantingans he actually owned land. Von Rad
suggests that some limited planting is consonattt s&@mi-nomadic practices of grazing flocks on
fields belonging to farmers. Skinner and Davidstso delieve this is possible. Vawter, 294; Van
SetersAbraham 188-89; von Radzenesis143, 235 (ET, 166, 265); Skinner, 365; Davidskit).

3" Davidson, 130.

38 Turner rightly notes that ‘Reheboth’ (Room) does$ cannote peace or harmony, but simply the
space to exist separately. Turn@gnesis114.
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withdrew to Rehobotf** Wenham casts the discovery of water supply asdggl! of
future security in the land, so that the most Isaac e&pees is the “incipient”
fulfillment of the divine promise&™ Isaac’s building of an altar at Beer-sheba (Y. 25
is similarly indefinite. The episode parallels theophany and subsequent actions of
Abraham in 12:7-8, where land possession was eagndf a reality. The act seems
more closely related to the theophany and divirmmse that prompts it, than to
concrete actions of territorial acquisition. If éasawas staking a claim to the land by
building an altar** the claim was at most symbolic. Again, the act maint to a
future realization, but is not clear evidence dfiftment in Isaac’s time.

Thus Isaac may be successful, fruitful, and powenf relation to the people
of Gerar, but he does not gain a foothold in theziritory. He is divinely blessed and
protected, but he owns no land. Isaac begins agjarser in Gerar and never
changes his status, although he is a sojourner experiences obvious and even
extravagant blessing and protection.

The structure of the narrative is clear. Isaaeikes the command of God to
sojourn. The command is a condition for three psasiwhich will be fulfilled for
him if he obeys. Isaac does obey, and the subseqgaerative is careful to address
the ensuing fulfillment of the three promises. Tefahe three promises are clearly
fulfilled. The third promise, however, is only haat at. Its fulfillment is hopeful,
incipient, perhaps symbolically achieved—but int fully realized. This promise
which hangs between fulfillment and non-fulfillmeast not surprisingly, the promise
of the land.

We return to the question of the sojourn command its ethical content.
Sojourn in its ordinary definition means life inland not possessed, presence
without belonging. As Smith points out, unsettleslh@nd uprootedness ordinarily
militate against a strong ethnic ident.In the framework of divine command and
promise, however, sojourn takes on an additionahedsion. Sojourn means
presence in a land not possessed, but promisefuaigra possession. As explored in
the discussion of ch. 17, the framework of an eaanyth makes outside origins an
asset to ethnic identity. Here we see an additieteahent introduced: a portrait of
what life looks like for theethnie defining itself by sojourn. Isaac, a father of the

139 van SetersAbraham 190.

140\WenhamGenesis 16-50194.

1lyvawter, 296 AlbertzExilszeit 202-03 (ET, 262); Pagolu, 70.
142 Smith,Chosen 39.
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ethnie is commanded to sojourn. His life as a sojoubrargs him the benefits of
divine election—blessing and protection galore—thé promise of land remains
unfulfilled. He is to live in expectation, waitiran the fulfillment of the promise. His
life as a sojourner is a life of obedience to theng@ command, and is thus rewarded
with signs of promise fulfilment. With regard tbe land promise, however, the
signs are only symbols of a future that lies ahésahc’s life of sojourn means that
he does not possess the land, but his alienatoon the land is ameliorated by the
future possession that is divinely promised, arat transforms his present sojourn
with symbolic embodiments of future belonging. Theme of sojourn as a herald of
promise fulfillment, lightly touched on in the syoof Isaac’s birth in ch. 21, is here
expanded and made explicit.

Set in the framework of Israel’s election myth, @op here strengthens
ethnic identity by emphasizing ethnic chosenness afopositive future. It also
provides a moral vision for the life of tlethniein the present. The people of Israel
are, like Isaac, to understand their attachmenthé land as secondary to their
religious commitment; that is, derived from it asrebendent upon it. Ethnic territory
that is divinely granted means a stronger tie éoléimd, but also a more flexible one.
Loss of sovereignty in the land or exile from i auot existential threats to the ethnic
identity of Israel, for the category of sojournaasommand of God gives tlethnie
resources for survival in an interim where posses$s not actual, but hoped for.
This text shows that not only land possession aat sojourn are part of the divine
plan for Israel, and sketches the shape a lifeogdusn might take. Sojourn ethics
will be further elaborated in Chapter Four, but $higgestion of sojourn as a mandate
begins here. This text also helps to provide thgiclaunderlying sojourn as a
metaphor for all of life, an idea which recurs wthothe Jewish and Christian canon,
often coupled with an accompanying reference t@#st sojourn of the ancestors.

Genesis 28:4

The fourth and final promise speech containingfarence to sojourn occurs
in 28:1-4, when Isaac commissions Jacob to go tl&aaram, following Jacob’s
obtaining of Esau’s blessing by deceit in ch. 2iie Epeech is not a divine promise;
it issues from the lips of Isaac, and is presentelde form of a wish for the promises



111
of God to apply to Jacos® The language of the speech, however, closely rsitre
language of the promise speech#and the logic of the speech follows a similar
structure. Comparison with the other promise spegdtb the patriarchs is thus the
most illuminating context for the study of this tekike the promise speech in ch. 26,
the speech here is integrally connected with itsati@e setting. The discussion
following, therefore, will follow a sequence similto the preceding section of this
chapter, moving from analysis of the text, to ékation with its immediate context,
then to its broader narrative setting.

A. Command and Blessing

The text of 28:1-4 fits into the pattern outlinpdeviously of a locative
command followed by an enumeration of divinely-bestd benefits. The bi-partite
division is as follows:

[Command]
1 Do not takea wife from the daughters of Canaﬁifr?@'&‘?)
2 Ariseandgoto Paddan-aram, to the house of Bethuel, your enttifather '('[5 o)
Andtakefor yourself a wife from there from the daughtefd.aban, your mother’s brothem 1)
[Benefits]
3 And may God Almightypless youandmake you fruitfulandmultiply you,
7270 77271 TR 792)
so you willbecome an assembly of peop@¥3Y 57:!‘35 D“}:H)
4 Andgive to you the blessing of Abrahatm you and to your seed with you
BTIRN N2 T
so you willpossess the land of your sojouwhich God gave to Abraham

(T PINAN T0E7)

Opinions are divided as to whether the speectiustsred conditionally; that
is, whether the benefits bestowed are presentedrasigent upon the fulfillment of
the commands. Coats states, somewhat enigmati€@hyg, blessing itself does not
tie explicitly to the instructions for a proper mage, although the juxtaposition

143 There is no consensus as to the precise form®obfeech; e.g., Westermann describes the speech
as a blessing in the form of a wish; Fokkelmansciailh wish for the promises of God; A. Pagolusall

it a prayer of blessing; Mitchell calls it a prayfer the blessing promises. Westerma@enesis: 2

546 (ET, 447-48); Fokkelman, 112, 57 n. 28; Pagblh-26; Mitchell, 98-100.

144 |n particular, see the close parallels D.M. Ceacés between 17:8 and 28:4, both divine speeches
attributed to the Priestly source. Carr, 81.
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suggests that finding a proper wife is fundametudulfillment of the promise**®
Fokkelman believes the fulfillment of the chargell\lead to” the realization of the
blessing’*® and translates the text “take a cognate wife ftheme,so thatGod may
give you the blessing of Abraham® Westermann favors a strong connection,
arguing that the command governs the text, andth®atink between the command
and the blessing is determinative, as it is elsesvire P1*® Both Westermann and
Wenham call attention to the narrative followinghexe Esau responds to the
incident by marrying a wife he hopes will not bridgpleasure to his parents. The
episode mimics the logic of the promise speech) ®#au attempting to act in a way
parallel to the instructions given to Jacob in hopattaining the benefits of parental
goodwill, and thus suggests that there is a caosahection between Jacob’s
commission to find a wife in Paddan-aram and higpéon of the blessinly?

The structure of this speech follows the pattelbseoved in the previous
discussion of 26:3. As in the locative commandshef promise speeches, the logic
of command and benefit forges a conditional associdetween two components in
the text. These two significant elements are intoedl for the first time in the
narrative, both presented in the weighty contexheflast words of Isaac recorded in
Genesis. The first element is the command to marparticular sort of wife. The
second element is the explicit designation of Jaaslkihe heir to the Abrahamic
promises:>° The second element is connected to the first; iebed is the condition
for the promise. While the structure is familiahgtcontent is new. What is the
meaning of the connection suggested here betwegprdimises and marriage?

We may make the initial observation that the comasato Jacob and their
associated benefits are thematically linked. Asdhrinotes a linguistic symmetry
connecting the command, “taked(®%), and the resulting promise, “givesi2).*>!

In addition, Turner notes, “These elements of thbrahamic promises are

particularly appropriate in this context as Jacedwves thdand to find awife.”**?

195 Coats Genesis200.

196 Fokkelman, 112.

“TIpid., 112 n. 38.

198 \WestermannGenesis: 2544 (ET, 446).

19 bid; WenhamGenesis 16-5@14.

%0 5ee discussion below for the variety of scholaginions on whether this designation of Jacob as
heir to the promises is first introduced here,iearh ch. 27, or later in 28:13-15.

31 Amos Frisch, “Your Brother Came with Guile’: Resgses to an Explicit Moral Evaluation in
Biblical Narrative,”Prooftexts23, no. 3 (2003): 281.

%2 Turner,Genesis125.
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Isaac commands Jacob to leave Canaan, and thesgerahiv. 4 is that he will
possess\") that same land. Isaac instructs Jacob to mandytkee promises of v.
3 all relate to the quantity of his progeny (Godl wiake Jacob fruitful, numerous,
and an assembly of peoples). The latter commandandfit are related by a fairly
straightforward connectiotr®> The former, however, present an irony. Jacob is to
leave the land of Canaan, both geographically snastual journey to Paddan-aram,
and symbolically in his choice not to unite with fieople; that is, not to marry “the
daughters of Canaan.” Associated with this depar&und disengagement, however,
is the promise that he will possess this very skand. As Amos observes, “it.is
remarkable how the promise of the land is madetold just as he is forced to leave
it.”*>* The logic seems counter-intuitive.

Here we find the term “sojourn” serving as aniptetive key. Isaac uses the
term to describe the land that Jacob will possagtie now-familiar juxtaposition of
present alienation and future possessidtiso you will possess the land of your
sojourn” (see the previous discussion of 17°8)f Jacob is to one day belong in this
presently-strange land, he is called upon to diggaedrom the land in his choice of
wife. Not marrying a daughter of the land is conedcto his status of present
alienation from, and future belonging in, this laddcob’s alienation from the land,
his sojourn, is to be mirrored by his choice ofawithe choice demands first, that
Jacob journey away from the land, and second, hbatarry a woman “from the
daughters of Laban,” not “from the daughters of &am”

Why, however, is further alienation the path tofudure eradication of
alienation? The first possibility is that the premihere follows the same logic as the
promise to Isaac in 26:3. There Isaac’s future @esen of the land depended upon
his present obedience to God’s command of sojdAilife of non-possession in the
present signaled an identity rooted primarily indGoelection, and dependent upon
divine grant of the land rather than concrete pgsea of it. Here too we may see
this logic at work. Jacob’s commission to distamimself from the land in his

133 A similar connection can be seen in the blessih@®ebekah in 24:60, where the occasion of a
marriage is an appropriate setting of a wish famatant progeny.

14 Amos, 179.

1% Fokkelman highlights this juxtaposition in thetigad contrast between the wished-{aY “that he
may give” and the thankfgfd “he has given,” both in v. 4. Fokkelman, 112. '

1%017:8 also used the phrase “land of sojoufiMa! 1IX. Von Rad proposes that the phrase is
coined by P as a theological term expressing acpéat relationship to the land. See von Rad,
Genesis169-70, 214 (ET, 195, 245); von Rddheologie 172-73 (ET, 169).
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choice of wife signals that his attachment to thedl is not “natural.” The prior
promises focused on outside origins to highligla divine appointment of the land
as the ethnoscape for Israel, eschewing an autmobis conception of Israel’s
connection to the land in favor of a concept ohettelection that served a stronger
ethnic identity. Here, it is not autochthony thathe logical opposite of sojourn, but
belonging to the land through marriage, throughonnwith “its” daughters. The
insistence on Jacob’s distance from Canaanite wdamansymbolic imaging of his
sojourn, pointing away from the present alienatmmard a future possession of the
land that is given, emphatically, by God alone. édn+iCanaanite marriage, then,
reinforces the divine appointment of Canaan asositape for Israel.

This first suggestion gives a general frameworktlfi@ interpretation of this
text. There is some specific content to the texiwdwver, that demands further
probing. Jacob is specifically commanded to goadd@n-aram and marry one of his
maternal cousin&®’ This instruction goes beyond the logic sketchedvaband
challenges it. Had Isaac simply commanded Jacothtmse a wife from outside
Canaan, his instruction may have been interpreseal straightforward emphasis on
“outside origins.” This idea harmonizes well with @leology of continued sojourn
in the land divinely appointed as Israel’s ethnpscaurther exploration is required,
however, to account for the specificity of the coamah in Isaac’s speech. Here the
narrative setting of the promise speech provedtialpthe interpretation of the text.

B. The Priestly Account of Jacob’s Departure from Canaan

The promise speech in 28:1-4 is a part of a naer&pisode stretching at the
minimum from 27:46 through 28:9. This passage aslitionally assigned to the
Priestly narrativé>®in large part because of its vocabul&The interpretation of

157 Jacob executes the command in its specificityepixthat he marriesvo women who answer the
requirements. Leah is at first introduced as ardetéon in the plot, which presses toward Jacob’s
marriage to Rachel, the chosen wife. Rachel coetinto occupy a favored position with Jacob
throughout her life. Leah and her progeny, howeass,not excluded from the ethnic election myth as
Hagar, Ishmael, and Esau are. In fact, Jacob’s ahaatiage represents the transition from linear to
segmented genealogy, when, for the first time gli&no dis-elect sibling excluded from the promise
The double marriage of Jacob to two sisters may plgpart in this sense of completeness, as
siblings/twins in myth often symbolize synthesisvimen opposite parts of a whole. See J.E. Circlot,
A Dictionary of Symbojdrans. Jack Sage (London: Routledge & Kegan R&6R), 23-25, 336-37.

1% See BrueggemanrGenesis 236-37; GunkelGenesis 385 (ET, 372); Davidson, 143; Driver,
Genesis 263; von RadGenesis 245 (ET, 277); Scullion, 208; Van Setefdyraham 283; Speiser,
Genesis216; Vawter, 308.
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this passage as a didactic text urging endogameusage also fits well with exilic
or post-exilic concerns about intermarriage assediavith the Priestly writet>® In
addition, issues of style and narrative developnoemtribute to the designation of
this passage as Priestly, primarily in contradgiom with the J narrative of ch. 27.
The relationship with the blessing narrative in 2h.is uneasy: the P account seems
to follow a separate chronology, it presents aeradite motivation for Jacob’s
departure from Canaan, and the blessing it rec@idss questions about the nature
of Isaac’s prior blessing of JactY.

The difficulties in harmonizing ch. 28 with ch. Bdve led many scholars to
pursue an interpretation of ch. 28 emphasizingnidependence from the narrative
development in ch. 27. The P account is isolatethéntext of 27:41-28:9 (with an
introductory text, also isolated from its contesituated earlier in 26:34-3%).
Several sharp contrasts are then drawn with theerative of 27:1-45: the P account
criticizes Esau, even laying the blame for the fgroonflict at the feet of Esau and
his exogamous marriages rather than Jacob andebiaption®® Jacob is portrayed
as the obedient son executing Isaac’s instructi@tser than an unscrupulous
trickster who dupes both his father and brotfféthe rivalry between Jacob and
Esau is mitigated® and Jacob receives the blessing(s) because heohasarried
exogamously as Esau hi&8.

More recently, interpretors have argued for théyuaf the account from
26:34 through 28:9. The motivation for Jacob’s fey in ch. 28 can be reconciled
with the rationale in ch. 27, and indeed the nasmaitself seems to attempt this
harmonization with the transition in 27:41-45, mmrt$ng the first motivation (Esau’s

%9 V/ocabulary and phrasing typical of P (and espBcialch. 17) include the divine name El Shaddai
(v. 3), the verb combination “make fruitful\{1M®) and “multiply” (V7127) (v. 3), “assembly of
peoples(v. 3), “your seed with you” (v. 4), and “land odyr sojourn” (v. 4).

180 Amos, 179-80; Brueggeman@enesis 236-38, 240; von Rad>enesis 245 (ET, 277); Scullion,
208; Speiserenesis216; WestermaniGenesis: 2547 (ET, 448).

81 For an explanation of the calculations which réwea contradictions in chronology between the J
and P accounts, see Hamilt@enesis 18-5@33; Driver,Genesis262.

182 BrueggemannGenesis236-37; Carr, 85-86; CoatSenesis199; Davidson, 142; DriveGenesis
254, 262-63; GunkelGenesis 385 (ET, 372); von RadGenesis 237 (ET, 268); Scullion, 202;
SpeiserGenesis202, 215; Vawter, 297, 307; WestermaB@enesis: 2524 (ET, 429).

183 BrueggemanrGenesis236; Carr, 87; Coat§enesis199-203; von Radzenesis245 (ET, 276).

184 Coats,Genesis200; Carr, 87; Skinner, 374; Vawter, 297.

185 Brueggemann,Genesis 237; Terence E. Fretheim, “The Jacob Traditiofieology and
Hermeneutic,'Int 26 (1972): 432; Vawter, 297, 307; WestermaBanesis: 2547 (ET, 448).

1% Davidson, 133; Gunkelzenesis 386 (ET, 372); von Radsenesis245 (ET, 276); Skinner, 374;
SpeiserGenesis202; Vawter, 307.
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wrath) followed by Rebekah’s construction of thea® rationale (marriage choice)
as an excuse with which she influences Is@akikewise, the text of 26:34-35 need
not be viewed as isolated or misplaced. Commerstdtave argued for its thematic
continuity with the themes preceding it in ch. 2%as well as for its deliberate
placement at the beginning of ch. 27 in an interaidraming of the blessing account
within the theme of marriage choict.These interpretations allows for a more
integrated reading of the narratives about Isaddéssings which avoids their
fragmentation into parallel, contradictory accounts

An analysis that accentuates the unity of thedodgsnarratives is not of
necessity a claim for their origin in one sourdthaugh it is possible to make a case
that they come from one hait’. Such an analysis, rather, allows for a shift in
emphasis from a contrastive framework emphasiziakarjties to one in which
smaller textual units can each play a nuancedinotke final form of the narrative.
Regardless of this text’s source, summarily asemits thrust to an exilic/post-exilic
concern for purity of lineage short-circuits theogass of exploring its function
within the continuing story of the patriarchs. Wit or not they represent
contributions from J and from P, the two blessimgshs. 27 and 28 are a part of one
larger narrative, and play interrelated roles ie tthevelopment of its ongoing
themes—most particularly the theme of promise, ticnot the exclusive domain
of either J or P alone. This assumption involvesuatle reformulation of the
approach to the promise speech in 28:1-4. Instéaakking, how is this blessing
different from the one preceding ithe question can be framed ag)at does this
blessing contribute to the overall development loé fpromise theme in the
patriarchal narratives?

Taken as a unit that plays an important partéoranected (though variegated)
narrative, this episode (27:46-28:9) contributes glements that are significant for
the development of the promise theme. First, thosnise speech explicitly connects
Jacob to the divine promises given to Abraham a@aad. Opinions differ on what

187 Alter, Genesis 147; Amos, 178-79; Michael Fishbane, “Compositaond Structure in the Jacob
Cycle,” JJS26 (1975): 25-26; HamiltorGenesis 18-5R34.

18 E g., the themes of alliance with outsiders, arel motif of wells echoed in the name of Esau’s
father-in-law Beeri. Amos, 170; Hamilto@enesis 18-5@10; TurnerGenesis115.

189 Alter, Genesis 136, 147; Amos, 170; Wenhaf@enesis 16-50202.

10\Wenham, for example, makes this argument. Amohgratvidence he marshals is the observation
that the vocabulary of 28:1-4 is reflective of themise speeches in general rather than of P in
particular. WenhanGenesis 16-5203-04.
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exact role this speech plays in relation to thos@ediately preceding and following
it. Some scholars point to 27:29c as echoing tbenme to Abraham in 12:3, and so
argue that Jacob was already designated the hedbatham in ch. 277 In this
view the connection to Abraham in 28:1-4 comes aselg an affirmation or
reminder of the earlier designation, or simply asadiernate (and thus superfluous)
account expressing the same i§&Dthers argue that Isaac’s speech in ch. 28 only
expresses Isaac’s hope that Jacob would beconieethef the Abrahamic promises,
and that Jacob does not in fact become so ungél,lathen God speaks to him
directly in 28:13-15"3In this view also, the speech of 28:1-4 recedesgnificance.

It is clear that the speech of 28:1-4 is explcithst in the language of the
divine promises spoken to Abraham and Isaac inriheative thus fat/* The
preceding blessing in 27:27-29 suggests this lageguaut only in part’® The Bethel
promise speech of 28:13-15 utilizes the same lagguathe highly charged context
of divine address, but in the narrative order ines after 28:1-4, and thus only
serves as a ratification, albeit a powerful onee Tdtification, furthermore, serves to
confirm the power of Isaac’s prior words in 28:18f that although they were
merely human words, they are now shown to have beeantent, factually correct.
Jacob, then, is in 28:1-4 for the first time exlyc designated the heir to the
promises of Abraharh®

The connection of 28:1-4 with the thread of pra@mmspeeches running
through the narrative exerts a powerful effectha tdevelopment of the Jacob/Esau
story. Up until now the narrative has recorded sdvmachinations on the part of

1E g., Mitchell, 81-83.

72 |pid., 99-100.

13 E g., Fokkelman, 57 n. 28, 110-12.

17 See the preceding discussion on the vocabulary fof References that 28:1-4 holds in common
with the promise speeches in P; in addition, seeptiomise speeches in 12:1-3, 7; 13:14-17; 15:5, 7,
13-16, 18-21; 22:16-18; 28:13-15; and 26:2-5, 2% 38lso the earlier analysis of 28:1-4 in terms of
locative command and promised benefits, which aligrwith the logical structure prevailing in the
promise speeches overall. Most importantly, theespereferences the promises of land and
descendants, two central elements which are r&atdréoroughout the promise speeches, but are
absent from the blessing of ch. 27.

17527:29¢ invokes a curse on those who curse Jaabh atessing on those who bless him. This is the
only explicit parallel to any of the earlier promispeeches.

178 Some examples of scholars who arrive at a simdaclusion, albeit by a variety of arguments, are
Adrien Janis Bledstein, “Binder, Trickster, HelldaHairy-Man: Rereading Genesis 27 as a Trickster
Tale Told by a Woman,” i\ Feminist Companion to Genesid. Athalya Brenner, The Feminist
Companion to the Bible 2 (Sheffield: Sheffield Aeatc Press, 1993), 283-90; Calvin, 247; Coats,
Genesis 200; Davidson, 143; Wenhai@genesis 16-50210, 214; Westerman@@enesis: 2546 (ET,
447-48).
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Jacob and Rebekah resulting in Jacob’s obtainingfiie that originally belonged to
Esau. The theme of the divine promises is left mgydhowever, and the reader is in
suspense. Will the promise continue? Which brothdt receive it? Do the
successful ploys of Jacob mean he is now the déibtaham? Only in 28:1-4 is the
answer given (and perhaps just the beginning oftisver). Here for the first time
in the Jacob narrative the text opens up to theemibrizons of God’s election of
Jacob, Jacob’s succession to Isaac and Abrahamathser fto Israel, and the
appointment of the land of Canaan as the ethnodoapbe people. The blessing in
ch. 27 had its own role in the Jacob narrativejndef the future of Jacob over
against that of Esau, with all the ethnic symboligntailed regarding the
interrelation of the two peoples descended frormthEhe speech in ch. 28, however,
plays a different role, connecting Jacob for thstftime to the myth of ethnic
election and the divine appointment of an ethnosdapthe people of Israel.

The speech of 28:1-4 also adds another significeleiment to the
development of the promise theme in the overalratiare. This element is the
inclusion of Jacob’s wife in the horizon of electiand promise. Coats notes that the
J account of Jacob’s flight focuses on the rivddefween the brothers as its main
theme, and makes the telling observation, “Thabaeventually returns with a
family is somewhat incidental* In comparison, the P account contributes to the
narrative a tight connection between the familyctire and the patriarchal promise.
Jacob’s choice of wife is connected with God’s etecof Jacob as father to a people,
and with the divine appointment of the land of Ganas the territory for this people.
The discussion of Isaac’s speech above stressgddhninection within the logical
structure of the speech itself; here it becomedentithat the narrative setting also
emphasizes the link. The speech of Isaac is sduatethe beginning of Jacob’s
journey, framing the following chapters with theemhe of intentional marriage
choice under the aegis of the promise, while alamtaining and further developing
the theme of sibling rivalry already introducedthg preceding chaptéf®

17 CoatsGenesis205.

178 Esau, by contrast, is shown in this narrativeedhe dis-elect brother, and his marriage choice in
28:6-9 confirms his status relative to the promisis marriage to Mahalath offers a negative
corroboration of the connection between marriageé @iomise: she is the daughter of Ishmael, who
the narrative has already shown to be the dis-edeat of the previous generation, and is thus
disconnected with the promises as, by associai®rijis daughter. Kunin reasons that Esau’s
marriages make him both ideologically and geneahdlyi distinct from Israel. Davidson notes,
“From the point of view of the main religious themkthe patriarchal traditions...he is but marrying
into a cul-de-sac.” Davidson, 143; Kunin, 109-11.
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Viewed as an isolated example of P’s ideologys tbkt and its genealogical

179 presenting

agenda can be relegated to the minimal positidia ofinority report,
an alternate ideology out of tune with its narmtoontext. Assuming the text makes
a contribution that works toward the overall goalsghe narrative, however, some
continuities can be discerned with the broader exdnof the patriarchal stories.
Jacob’s journey to Paddan-aram and his choice f&f are closely connected with
the election myth. A similar connection was madeiezain ch. 24, when Abraham
commissioned his servant to procure a wife for dsaan investigation of the
commonalities between these two passages—tradiyorasigned to different
sources, J and P—further highlights the signifiearad Isaac’s speech and in

particular, its reference to sojourn.

C. Isaac’s Wife and Jacob’s Wives

Our text and the text of ch. 24 are situated el positions relative to the
larger narrative. Each represents a transitiorh& rtext generation, following the
completion of a collection of stories about theoprpatriarch, in the first case
Abraham (chs. 12-23) and in the second Isaac (257146)*%° The transitional
materials in each case involve, among other thitigs)ast narrative mention of the
mother (Sarah in 24:67, Rebekah in 28% )he last recorded speech of the father
(Abraham in 24:6-8, Isaac in 28:1-4), the ritualiziast testament of the father
introduced with a notation of his advanced age 2¢hand ch. 273%? and a charge
for the procurement of a suitable wife for the $a4:2-4 and 28:1-2). The motif of
blessing interweaves throughout both accotffitsyith particular attention to the
transfer of blessing to the next generation (288528:4).

A comparison with ch. 24 reinforces the significalements previously
noted at the dual levels of the speech itself &drimediate narrative context. First,

179 BrueggemanrGenesis237.

180 Brueggemann identifies transitional elements & #md of the Abraham narrative and finds
parallels in the Jacob and Joseph narratives,dmg dot mention the texts about Isaac. Ibid., 195.

181 Brief genealogical notes reference Sarah lat@5id2 and 49:31, and Rebekah in 29:12; 35:8; and
49:31.

182 For the last will and testament as the socioimstinal setting of ch. 24, see Wolfgang M.W. Roth,
“The Wooing of Rebekah: A Tradition-Critical Stud{Genesis 24,CBQ 34 (1972): 177-78.

831n ch. 24, w. 1, 27, 31, 35, 48, 60; in ch. 28, 1, 3, 4, 6 (x2). The motif is also dominant i ¢
27, with which ch. 28 is closely linked: 27:4, D, 12, 19, 23, 25, 27 (x2), 29 (x2), 30, 31, 33)(&,

35, 38 (x2), 41 (x2).
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the charge to marry endogamously is forcefully @nésd in both text®* Both
charges are paired with an emphatic prohibitiorireganarriage to the daughters of
Canaan (24:3; 28:1). In ch. 24, a solemn oath Uinésr the urgency of the
commission (24:2, 9). While the words used for tlestination are different, the
implication of both is a directive to the same gedled in ch. 24 Abraham’s native
land, and in ch. 28 Paddan-aram), and to the sawople (in ch. 24 Abraham’s kin,
in ch. 28 the particular family of Bethuel). Threnguage of the two charges shares
several common elements of vocabulary:

Do not take a wifelT&N HED'N'{?)
From the daughters of Canadlid>7 NN2an / |33 Nan)
Go (120 /72)

Take awife TUR AMPY /MWR ... 727TRY)

Second, both texts access the tradition of thenjg@s in conjunction with the
choice of wife. In 28:4, the Abrahamic promiseslarid and progeny are invoked
upon Jacob when/if he carries out the marriagegeharhe charge and the promise
are closely connected. In 24:7, Abraham appeaSad's past command for him to
leave his native country and to the divine granthefland of Canaaff as assurance
that God will now enable his servant to returnhie kand he had left and bring a wife
back for his son from there. Here Abraham clains the marriage he has in mind
for Isaac will succeed, because the same God whientfze past promises will
guarantee its success. In other words, the projestlecting a wife from Paddan-
aram is in line with the trajectory of the divineomises. Again, charge and promise
are closely knit together.

Here also, in this interconnection, we see oneenatipe theme of alienation
from the land of Canaan. In both texts, the protégie are to distance themselves
from the daughters of Canaan, journeying away ftleenland to find a proper union.
Outside origins are emphasized, in 24:7 by Abrakaeference to being taken from
his native land, and in 28:4 by reference to sgjour Canaan. In both texts the
horizon of the future is the possession of the lah€anaan, but the path to that

184 Scholars have noted the similarity between thesecharges. See for example Wenh&@egnesis
16-5Q 213; WestermaniGenesis: 2545 (ET, 447).

18 The first element echoes the call of Abraham irL42 the second directly utilizes the language of
the divine promise speeches, especially 12:7 ariB1Kenneth T. Aitken, “The Wooing of Rebekah:
A Study in the Development of the TraditiodSOT30 (1984): 9; Amos, 135; AlteGenesis113;
WenhamGenesis 16-50142.
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future is the selection of a wife from Abraham’siva land. Current alienation from
the land of Canaan, functioning on several levélsymbolism, serves the logic of
the myth of ethnic election. The motif of alienatisojourn heightens a sense of
ethnic identity by divine appointment, and interesif the sacred dimension of
Israel’'s connection to its ethnoscape.

Thus far, the parallels with ch. 24 have confirntiegl logic of Isaac’s speech
in ch. 24. Do they bring more light, however, te tjuestion of why the marriages in
each case had to be endogamous, that is, fromntgrdup, rather than simply non-
Canaanite? Here the narrative events that unfdddexjuent to each of the speeches
are revealing. The parallel encounters at the &#l:10-31 and 29:1-13) and
betrothal scenes (24:32-61 and 29:13-30) are degiibunds for comparison on a
number of levels, but the analysis here will foomsone aspect of similarity in the
two stories, that of the tension surrounding theesi decisions to return to Canaan.

In ch. 24 the element of tension is introducedyeiar the narrative with a
structural marker anticipating the plot clim&X.When Abraham commissions his
servant, the servant raises a concern: what ivitraen is not willing to return with
him to Canaan? Coats notes, “The question focusesngjor crisis of the plot, the
point of unity for the story®®’ The possibility of the woman’s unwillingness is
reiterated in vv. 8, 39, and 4% Both Abraham and the servant have stressed that th

woman mustantto go®

The question hangs in the air through the scereseav
the servant meets Rebekah and receives confirm#tainshe is the right wife for
Isaac. V. 51 represents a step toward plot respluthe family agrees that she may

go° An element of doubt retards the pldt,however, when the servant urges an

18| jeve Teugels, “A Strong Woman, Who Can Find?'Sudy of Characterization in Genesis 24,
with Some Perspectives on the General Presentatitsmac and Rebekah in the Genesis Narratives,”
JSOT63 (1994): 98.

187 CoatsGenesis167.

18 JanzenAbraham 90.

189 Ellen J. van Wolde, “Telling and Retelling: The Ws of the Servant in Genesis 24,” in
Synchronic or Diachronic? A Debate on Method in O&stament Exegesisd. Johannes C. de Moor,
OtSt (Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1995), 235.

1% For von Rad this is the decisive turning point, fes believes Rebekah’s later agreement is
automatically included in that of her family’s. 8ker finds a discrepancy between vv. 51 and 58,
viewing the two decisions as contradictory becarebekah is consulted in one and not in the other.
Sarna gives a social explanation, suggesting thabpinion might be sought on the second decision
but not the first because different questions arsed; i.e., marriage vs. travel to a foreign land.
Gunkel proposes two separate textual recensionls,ome focused on the consent of the prospective
wife and one on the family decision. | interpre¢ timal form of the text as building up to the fina
climax of Rebekah’s decision, and using the denisibthe family as a device which heightens the
drama of the final climax by creating first a falsémax, then a retardation, followed by the final
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immediate departure. The tension is heightenechadamily first negotiates, then
places the decision in the hands of Rebekah hemself 58a “the entire commission
hangs in the ai®® and the story “reaches its final clima%® with the question to
Rebekah, “Will you go?”’p'?ng). In v. 58b Rebekah explodes the tension with her
dramatic one-word resolution, “I will go,"?[bzf;). The solemn farewell blessing (v.
60) forms a poetic conclusion.

The story of Jacob’s marriages and return to Qariaamore protracted,
stretching over a number of chapters following 2. Allowing for some variations
in the plot, however, there is still a similar laluip of tension to the wives’ decision.
Ch. 29 recounts the meeting at the well, the extensf hospitality, and the betrothal
decision. Ch. 30 reports fertility in flock and gemy for Jacob. In the middle of the
chapter Jacob makes his first request to retu@attaan with his wives. As in ch. 24,
Laban’s first reaction is negative and the ensunagotiations slow down the plot,
initiating the buildup of suspense. At the begignai ch. 31 the element of return is
reintroduced with the dual motivation of disfavoorh Laban and his sons (vv. 1-2)
and a direct command from God (v. 3). Jacob do¢execute the divine command
at once; rather, he sends for his wives (v. 4)hwlie same verb “called”\/(mp)
used when Rebekah was sent for to give her decisi@d:58. Jacob then delivers a
lengthy speech in which he recounts Laban’s disfahe details of God’s action in
bringing him prosperity (vv. 5-12), and God’s conmdahat he return to Canaan (v.
13). The implied question left hanging at the etugh unspoken, is, “Will you
go?"194

wives. It is of the utmost importance and thisxpressed by the solemn, rhythmic

Westermann notes, “Everything now depends on tiewver of Jacob’s

form.”**®> Rachel and Leah answer with a disavowal of Lahaecognition of God’s
hand in Jacob’s prosperity, and an affirmationh& tuty to obey God’s command
and return to Canaan (vv. 14-16). Their pronouncengethe decisive turning point

resolution. See von RaGenesis221 (ET, 253); Skinner, 346-47; Sarna, 175; GUrBenesis 244-

46 (ET, 241-43).

¥ Teugels: 95.

192 CoatsGenesis 169.

193 WenhamGenesis 16-50150.

1% Davidson and Janzen observe that the decisiongfalgicob’s wives resembles that before Rebekah
in 24:58. JanzerAbraham 121; Davidson, 169.

19 WestermannGenesis: 2601 (ET, 492).
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and resolves the susperi$ln the denouement of 31:17, as in 24:61, therisiisg
(V@) and riding on camels as the parties set off o gy to Canaan?’

In both stories, the choice of the wives is notere pragmatic decision. The
lengthy speeches of the servant (24:34-49) andbJ@&d5-13) both set the terms of
the subsequent decision using two elements. Thsiediement is a recounting of past
events, attributing success to the guiding han@ad. The servant narrates the story
of meeting Rebekah as evidence that God was guldingo hert*® Jacob tells how
he multiplied his flocks as evidence that his wealtas divinely grantetf® The
second element is a reference to God’s past aatiadirecting the steps of the
patriarch toward migration to Canaan. Jacob télSad’s appearances to hitffthe
servant references God’s leading of Abratf&hThe resulting logic runs as follows:
(1) God called the male patriarch to migrate to &em (2) the same God has given
success to the current venture, and (3) now thaleematriarch-to-be is called upon
to give consent to another migration to Canaanoler. In both cases, recognizing
God'’s guidance of preceding events is the promppdsitive response to the request
for migration®? In other words, God’s providential direction oktharrated events

1% Coats notes that their pronouncement also resehesnounting tension of the previous chapter
recording the sisters’ rivalry; here for the fitishe they act and speak in unison. Co@snesis218.

" Turner notes that this migration also parallelsaktam’s original migration. “Jacob sets off, taking
his wives, children, livestock and property (3118); following Abraham who had taken his wife,
Lot, possessions and property and journeyed to &aiB2.5). Indeed, the phrase ‘to the land of
Canaan’...occurs here for the first time since 1Zfe patriarchal story restarts.” Turn&enesis
135.

1% Direct references to God'’s guidance in this spesxtur in 24:40, 42, 44, and 48, and again in the
servant’s final appeal in 24:56; Laban and Bettsualiswer sums up the crux of the matter with their
confirmation, “The matter comes from the Lord” (2d). The theme is set in motion earlier in the
chapter in vv. 7, 12, 14, 21, and 27. K.T. Aitkeveg a detailed analysis of the theme of guidance i
this chapter. Brueggemann has identified the sutifrob“appointment” in vv. 14, 44; and W.M.W.
Roth has noted the usage of the véfi1) to mean “leading” in vv. 27, 48, unique here ian@sis.
See Aitken: 3-23; Brueggemarn®enesis200; Roth: 178-79.

199 Jacob’s attributes his success to God’s guidanc®li5, 7, 9, and 12. See CoaBenesis 218;
Amos, 193.

2% Jacob cites both God’s promise to him at Bethélefw God guaranteed Jacob’s return to Canaan)
and God’s fresh command to him to leave Paddan-aratmeturn to Canaan, 31:13.

21 Abraham’s servant alludes to Abraham’s migration reference to Canaan as his place of
residence and Paddan-aram as the place of hisixi(&h37-38), and by the statement that Abraham
“walked before” God (24:40). The latter statemdmwever, is in direct parallel with Abraham’s
speech to his servant, where he explicitly spedkSanl’s call to him to leave his native land and
come to Canaan, the land which is divinely giverhi® offspring (24:7). Since the speech of the
servant parallels Abraham’s speech in all but adetails, the reference to Abraham’s walking before
God may be taken as a shorthand, if less expliefgrence to Abraham’s migration under the
prompting of the promise.

22\While the longer speech of the servant precedeedhlier and first decision of the family, rather
than Rebekah, it is a part of the narrative bupdta her decision; moreover, his final summatiost ju
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functions for the females as the theophanies arsbcaged promise speeches
functioned for the males: divine action enters itite realm of their lives, and the
response requested of them is a migration to Canaan

The speeches of Jacob and the servant thus préserdvents that have
passed as a call of God to the matriarch, a catl plarallels the calls received by
their male counterparts. The narrative places tnelbes focus on the independent
and direct speech of the woman in response toctilisEach of the three wives, in
the climax of the narrative, delivers a powerfulequivocally positive statement that
she will indeed migrate to Canaan. Rebekah’s weuddke the response of Abraham
to God’s first command of migration, suggestingt ther action is also an obedient
response to divine instruction (24:58j. Rachel and Leah’s speech directly
expresses their desire that God’s command of nidgrée obeyed (31:16). The three
women’s moments of decision are spotlighted by aatige that has framed the
choice of wife in the framework of the divine pr@®s. Each woman speaks an
affirmation of her decision to recognize the harfidGmd in unfolding events, to
affirm the original call of God to the patriarchrtograte to Canaan, and to undertake
her own migration from Paddan-aram to Canaan. Eemman, then, individually
enters into the central ethnic myth of the naratiVhe central elements of ethnic
election and sacred ethnoscape are highlightelerstory of each of the wives, and
each of their stories contributes to these vitahths. The promise narratives inscribe
the shape of Israel’s ethnic identity not only tigh the promises to the fathers, but
also the call of the mothef$!

before her decision repeats the element of diviridagce of his venture and the imperative of return
to Canaan (24:56).

23 Many scholars have traced a parallel in the nagdietween Rebekah and Abraham, noting her
departure from kin and native land to an unknowtury, the particular vocabulary used to describe
this choice, the blessing formula she receives,asad her traits of active hospitality which pagll
those of Abraham, especially in ch. 18. This patdlhs not been connected, however, to the story of
Rachel and Leah’s similar decision to migrate, twthe larger discussion around the question of
patriarchal endogamy. See Aitken: 22 n. 25; Am88-39; CoatsGenesis169; Fretheim, “Genesis,”
509-11; Susanne Gillmayr-Bucher, “The Woman ofrtidrieams: The Image of Rebekah in Genesis
24," in The World of Genesis: Persons, Places, Perspecta@sPhilip R. Davies and David J.A.
Clines, JSOTSup 257 (Sheffield: Sheffield AcadeRriess, 1998), 95, 99-100; Hamiltd®enesis 18-
50, 141, 147, 159; JanzeAbraham 90; Roth: 178-79; Meir Sternberghe Poetics of Biblical
Narrative: Ideological Literature and the Drama dleading Indiana Literary Biblical Series
(Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1985), 138ugels: 97-98, 102; Wenha@gnesis 16-50
138-55; van Wolde, 235-38.

24 De Pury analyzes the Jacob narrative as a legemidgin, emphasizing the importance of the clan
mothers’ separation from the original kinship graga part of the process of forming a new group.
He interprets Rachel and Leah'’s decision here, hewesolely as a victory attributed to Jacob in his
journey toward establishing autonomous group ithefibir his descendants. My reading locates some
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We return now to the question, Why do the chamfeg8:1-4 and 24:2-8
insist on the selection of wives for the patriarétem the kin group resident in
Paddan-aram? Neither text gives an explicit redsorthe instruction. Both texts,
however, narrate a sequence of events whereby ithes virom the kin group make
momentous decisions to answer divine prompting amdertake a migration from
Paddan-aram to Canaan. In doing this, the wivesrhecactive participants in the
central elements of Israel’s ethnic myth as toldhe stories of the patriarchs: they
leave the land of their origin, and go to a newdlappointed as sacred ethnoscape by
divine grant; they leave their kin, and define thielentity instead by the divine
promise of a nevethniefounded by divine election. The underlying logfcsojourn,
with all its symbolic freight, is the prominent iogn both stories. As the promises
called Abraham and Jacob to sojourn, leaving Paddam for Canaan, Rebekah,

Rachel, and Leah are called in these stories wusojas welf®

They migrate to
Canaan, following divine prompting, and add theidividual stories to the central
ethnic myth of Israel’s origins. Had the matriarcttg been from Paddan-aram and
the same kin group, their stories could not havallgded those of the patriarchs so
closely. Whether or not this parallel with the a#lithe patriarchs is the direct reason

for the endogamy imperative recorded in our té%tshe parallel does unfold in the

aspects of heroism, and thus contribution to thaietmyth, in the female characters of the story as
well. See de Pury, 86.

2% |saac also is commanded to sojourn, as discus@opsly in the analysis of 26:3, though his
obedience does not involve a migration from Padatam to Canaan. Highlighting Isaac’s inclusion
in the sojourn logic of the promises includes hinthie grad tally of the patriarchs and matriarche w
sojourn in Canaan. M.D. Turner argues that Rebekahigration to Canaameplaces Isaac’s,
positioning her as the female substitute for th&igah. My focus on sojourn logic rather than
concrete migration alone allows for Isaac’s inauasin the ethnic myth along with his wife; both are
portrayed as exemplars of virtue. See Mary Donomammer, “Rebekah: Ancestor of Faith,TQ 20,

no. 2 (1985): 43.

2% Many alternative interpretations exist for pawteal endogamy in Genesis. The lack of consensus
is evidence, however, that no single interpretatian successfully answered all the questions raised
by the texts under consideration. The interpretatgiven here is not an attempt to give a
comprehensive rationale for patriarchal endogamy rather to set the question in the context of the
narrative drama in Genesis, and especially toadtato the central theme of the promises and the
related motif of sojourn.

Some scholars have related patriarchal endogarthetpromises, although the connection is
often made in a general fashion and not with theatime explication above. See Brueggemann,
Genesis237; Cohn, 82; TurneGenesis102.

Other scholars connect patriarchal endogamy wistotical circumstances at the time the
texts of Genesis were written; e.g., an emphasismailogamy in J reflects David’s political alliances
and in P reflects exilic/post-exilic concern fosugs of purity and assimilation. For the latter thee
previous footnote on Priestly concerns about inggriage; for the former, see Coote and Ord, 149-50.

Alternative explanations utilize sociological orugttural-anthropological models to explain
patriarchal endogamy, usually with a focus on th&ntenance of ethnic boundaries. While such
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narrative, and the two stories highlight the pataliith powerful symbolic effect.
From the start, Paddan-aram is described with wtirdsevoke the original divine
call: “Go to my land and my kin” (24:4), the velyirigs that Abraham was called to
leave (12:1°” The women relatives in Paddan-aram are the divickebsen wives
for the patriarchs not simply because of a quahtyerent in the area or the kin
group, but because of the overarching logic ofgramise which will call them to
leave that precise land and kin group, following tbame path as their male
counterparts. Sojourn is so important a part ofetinaic myth that the narrative gives
not only to the group of Israel’'s ancestors, bsbab each individual within it, a
moment of decision in which they too commit tolit.the promise speech of 28:1-4
and its broader narrative context, sojourn is a ¢@ytributor to the election myth
that includes not only Israel’s patriarchs, butniatriarchs as well. As in the sojourn
command to Isaac, sojourn here is portrayed ashagbabedience, one in which all
the founding ancestors individually, both male &rdale, have personally chosen to
walk.

Conclusion

In the promise speeches of Genesis, sojourn bomés to ethnic identity
primarily by supporting the myth of ethnic electidrhis ethnic election myth forges
a strong bond between Israel and its land by alaydhe connection between them
to a sacred status. Israel belongs in Canaan notigpy, but by destiny. Sojourn is a
key element in sacralizing Israel’s connection tan@an. Ancestral sojourn in

approaches resemble my use of Smith’'s ethnic thetigy de-emphasize or disregard the land
promise theme highlighted by the narrative contgdme studies focus on inheritance, an issue
indirectly related to the land promise). Some exaspf sociological interpretations of endogamy in
Genesis are Mara E. Donaldson, “Kinship Theoryha Patriarchal Narratives: The Case of the
Barren Wife,”JAAR49 no. 1 (1981): 77-87; Kunin, 56-61, 261-66; Rol#e Oden, Jr., “Jacob as
Father, Husband, and Nephew: Kinship Studies amdP#triarchal NarrativesJBL 102, no. 2 (1983):
189-205; Terry J. Prewitt, “Kinship Structures ahd Genesis GenealogiegNES40, no. 2 (1981):
87-98; Naomi Steinberg, “Alliance or Descent? Thendtion of Marriage in GenesisJSOT51
(1991): 45-55.

C.J. Exum and C. Meyers offer interesting femingstdings of patriarchal endogamy. These
readings also draw upon sociological interpretatiasf endogamy as boundary maintenance.
Ironically, feminist readings of endogamy interpreamen’s roles in the patriarchal narratives in a
more negative light than my reading above. CherylEdum, Fragmented Women: Feminist
(Sub)versions of Biblical NarrativedSOTSup 163 (Sheffield: JSOT Press, 1993), 104-.20; Carol
Meyers, Discovering Eve: Ancient Israelite Women in Cont@xkford: Oxford University Press,
1988), 181-88.

297 Alter, Genesis113.
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Canaan, introduced explicitly in ch. 17 but refeethdirectly or indirectly in all four
texts, signals Israel’s origins elsewhere. Paradlyi, these outside origins heighten
the election of Israel as tlethniedestined by divine charter—and not merely natural
processes—for ethnic realization in the land ofd2am

In chs. 15 and 17 sojourn encapsulates a stateowfrealization for the
ethnie the periods in Egypt and Canaan that will ultiehatoe reversed by divine
action. Both the divine appointment of this negatperiod and the divine affirmation
of ultimate resolution make sojourn function asagkdoil that brings out the sparkle
in the jewel that is at the center of the promidés: divine election of Israel for
establishment in the land of Canaan, over and ag#ie logic of both autochthony
(the natives dispossessed) and natural might (eppré=gypt vanquished).

The paradoxical function of sojourn in buttressatignic identity, however, is
not limited to the historical memory of the ancestas sojourners. The cyclical
pattern implied in ch. 15 suggests a possible patitrepeated future sojourn for the
ethnie and continued championing of the deity for the telécpeople. The
connection of election with sojourn, then, may et only in the past. Ch. 26
expands this possibility. The command to Isaacdown, and the depiction of
blessing in his life as he obeys, sketches a podfaa divinely-mandated sojourn
“lifestyle” that can serve as a resource for ongagthical emulation by thethnie
Here sojourn is expanded beyond a memory to a moffering a paradigm for a
relationship to the land that emphasizes symboloinection over concrete
possession. According to Smith’s theory, such tee the most effective in
grounding ethnic identity. The strength comes framemphasis on ethnic election
over territorial possession, an accent which alloas greater flexibility and
resilience in ethnic identification regardless ohcrete circumstances. In ch. 28, the
promise (or myth of election) is made dependentnuffee continued choice by
individuals joining the ethnie—the matriarchs—to own the election myth
themselves, and commit to sojourn individually. ®ragain sojourn intensifies the
election myth, but here by accentuating individdatision alongside the original
divine initiative.

Sojourn in the promise speeches shows a gradaakfarmation from
negative foil to positive model, from past expeceno present paradigm, and from
limited time period to long-range possibility. Therizon of meaning for sojourn is
beginning to expand, setting the stage for thestextalyzed next in Chapter Four,
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where sojourn is intimately joined to ethical antién the past two chapters, sojourn

has proven to bring strength to the ethnic mythnbgnsifying both the elements of
territorial identification and of ethnic electioWe have also seen in this chapter a
hint at sojourn’s ability to strengthen the ethmgth by endowing it with directive
capacity for action. In the next chapter, this aspakes center stage.



CHAPTER FOUR
Constructing Relational Ethics: Sojourn in the Dialogues

Genesis includes six references to sojourn inodigd form, that is, in
speeches or messages between characters in aveaseiting (19:9; 21:23; 23:4;
32:5; 47:4, 9). These references occur in contekiater-relationship between the
patriarchs on the one side, and on the other, cteasawho are settled inhabitants of
their locations (the men of Sodom, Abimelech of &geEphron the Hittite, Laban
the Aramean, and the Pharaoh of Egypt). The sojaeferences thus offer
opportunities for reflection on the dynamics oferaiction between the patriarchs as
outsiders, or temporary residents, and the people whom they come in contact.
These reflections tend to be of an ethical natuetating the behavior of the
patriarchs (positively or negatively) to an impior explicit standard of goodness
advanced by the text. Discussions of ethical messay the patriarchal narratives
can become lengthy and mired in ambiguity; a thghoexploration of the questions
raised by each text is beyond the scope of thig@roThe aims of this study include
attending to some of the ethical issues raisedhbysbjourn texts, but not the full
unpacking of the moral implications of these issuRather, the discussion will
continue to bring analysis of ethical interactitragk to questions of ethnic identity,
utilizing A.D. Smith’s concepts to examine the waywhich the ethics of sojourn
suggested in the patriarchal narratives contributsrael’s ethnic myth.

As discussed in Chapter One, Smith’s understandihgethnic myth
emphasizes its role in deploying stories from tlastgo direct thesthnietoward
communal action. Ancestral stories supply “mapst amoralities” for the ethnic
future by portraying the virtues of the heroes \itnnded theethnie® These models
are meant to inspire present generations oetheieto emulate these virtues, which
express ethnic values and sustain tAdfounding legends thus personalize ethnic
history, depicting in story form how individual mesers of theethniecan realize its
values® In this way the past provides “essential bluegfirfor the ethnic future,
providing a guide, or “morality,” for the tasks raged in traveling toward the goal

! Smith,Chosen217; Smith Antiquity, 224; SmithNational 65-66.
2 Smith,National 64-65.
% Smith, Origins, 192.
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of ethnic realizatiorf. Reading the Genesis narratives as ethnic mythwallan
examination of the ways in which the heroism of #meestors serves as a “rough-
and-ready compass,” pointing members of #ibnie toward the values of the
community, and galvanizing them toward the achiesnof a collective future.

In each of the texts below, sojourn is associatéti a particular virtue
exemplified by the actions of the patriarch. Thesgourn virtues” are depicted in
the context of interaction with outsiders to #ténie Occurring at the boundary of
the ethnie’sidentity, the virtues exemplify how thethnie defines itself over and
against the Other. The embodied virtues of the stredestories thus point to central
values at the core of ethnic identity. In accorthwBmith’s understanding of ethnic
myth, these values relate closely both to the coasbn of an ethnoscape and to the
concept of ethnic election. The following analysiglicates the virtue depicted by
each text in turn, teasing out in each case thatioekhip of this virtue to
territoriality and election. The aim of the anatysas has been thus far, is to examine
the ways in which sojourn contributes to both theksments, and thus works to
bolster Israelite ethnic identity.

Genesis 19:9

The reference to sojourn in 19:9 occurs at theteceaf the suspenseful
account of the destruction of Sodom. After the rnésodom have demanded that
Lot hand over his guests and Lot has made a coofftr, they round on him and
say, “This one came as a sojourner, and he isrgayie judge! Now we will treat
you worse than them!” They follow their threat weh attack on Lot and his door.
The townsmen’s threat to Lot is the final elementhe plot buildup that brings the
events in Sodom to their climax. Until this poihetfate of Sodom has not yet been
decided. In the next verse (19:10), however, thesemgers rescue Lot from the mob
and reveal their divine power with a supernatutiake at the men outside. Next the
sequence of Lot’s deliverance and the city’s desva is rapidly set in motion. V.
19 thus represents the decisive moment on whicplttdurns. The events in Sodom,
in their turn, stand at the center of a largeratare complex stretching from 18:1 to

4 Smith,Chosen215-17.
® Smith, Antiquity, 223-24.
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19:38° Within this larger unit, 19:9 stands at the stwat center of the plot and
gathers together the primary themes of the nagalitie reference to sojourn in 19:9
carries a heavy symbolic freight, serving as anfeqsal point for the message of the
narrative as a whole.

The following analysis falls into four parts: fir@n analysis of the structure
of the overarching narrative, showing the pivotdérof 19:9; second, a discussion of
the themes set in place by the broad narrativedveork of chs. 18 and 19; third, a
detailed textual study of the sojourn referenc&9r® within its immediate narrative
context, and fourth, a thematic summation of thedyesns.

A. Sojourn in the Structure of the Larger Sodom Narrative

Several literary devices signpost the structurehef narrative. The first of
these devices is temporal and is indicated by aiogical markers such as day and
night, as well as visual cues such as light anérdess. The temporal structure of the
narrative may be depicted as follows:

A Midday (18:1-33)

B Evening (19:1-3)
C Night (19:4-14)
B’ Dawn (19:15-22) and sunrise (19:23-26)

A’ Early morning (19:27-29)
Coda: Evenings in the cave (19:30-38)

The narrative starts at midday (18:1, “the heathefday”), with the visit of
the three men to Abraham taking up the rest ofddne The messengers arrive in
Sodom in the evening (19:1). The decisive confriiorawith the men of Sodom
occurs late at night, “before they lay down” (19:4pt is outside in the darkness
with the men when they issue their threat to himl#9. Following this pivotal
moment in the dead of the night, the messengers thte men of Sodom with
blindness; the visual scene for them becomes yotdfink. They then leave the
townsmen out in the dark as they pull Lot back itte house, the story moves on
toward morning, and the messengers initiate Latjsadture (19:12). At dawn (9:15)

® The discussion below will demonstrate the unitgiéicture and themes in this larger narrative. For
a detailed argument defending the unity of chs.ahfl 19, see Robert Ignatius Letelli®ay in
Mamre, Night in Sodom: Abraham and Lot in Gene$isad 19 Biblical Interpretation Series 10
(Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1995), 31-41.
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the messengers drag Lot from the city, and byithe the sun has fully risen Lot is
safe in Zoar (19:24). God destroys Sodom, and éndarly part of the morning
(19:27) Abraham looks toward the land of the Plamd sees the smoke of the
destruction. Twilight follows both literally andltetally as Lot shelters in the half-
light of a cave, and two evenings of drunkennessiacest are recorded (19:33, 35).
The narrative shifts here from the detailed chrogglof the two days in which
Sodom was tested and judged, to a more open frarkevfaepetition with only a
general sense of the passage of timéhe final verses of the chapter the time frame
becomes much broader, covering the time from cdraepo birth of the two sons,
and then the continuance of the names “until thig' §19:37-38).

The temporal development of the narrative thusgdahe townsmen’s threat
to Lot in the center of its meticulously chroniclédo-day span. The incident
happens in the middle of the night and represersgoral turning point, after
which the protagonists begin to look toward thengs®f the morning to come (“we
are about to destroy this place,” 19:13). It alspresents a turning point in the plot,
with the visual imagery carrying symbolic signific on an ethical registéiThe
light of day provides the temporal setting for thsit to Abraham, which involves
much talk of righteousness and the evident naealigplay of it as well. The light
dwindles as the visitors encounter Lot, a more gonduis figure, as well as the city
of Sodom which has not yet cemented its fate. Tdnkrgbss deepens into night in
tune with the townsmen’s violent aggression towaod and his guests, which
crescendos in 19:9 in a clear depiction of eviéimit Immediately the narrative turns
toward morning and what it will bring, with new dlg in the divine decision
regarding the city (19:13). The full light of thersreveals the final and complete
obliteration of the city that had been so dark.

Spatial devices also aid in the structuring of tlagrative. The narrative is
attentive to details of location throughout, withesial emphasis at its climax on the

"W.W. Fields notes a similar temporal progressionfbcuses on its significance for issues of safety
“The chronological markers indicate a progressivelgre dangerous time of day from evening
through full night, and a progressively more safeetfrom dawn to full day.” L.M. Bechtel links the
increasing darkness with a mounting lack of clanitgiscerning ‘good and bad.” Weston W. Fields,
Sodom and Gomorrah: History and Motif in Biblicaaixative, JISOTSup 231 (Sheffield: Sheffield
Academic Press, 1997), 86; Lynn M. Bechtel, “Boundissues in Genesis 19.1-38,” itscaping
Eden: New Feminist Perspectives on the Bikblk Harold C. Washington, Susan Lochrie Graham,
and Pamela Thimmes (Sheffield: Sheffield AcademesP, 1998), 27-28.
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outside/inside boundary embodied in the door tosllmbuse and its potential breach.
The location of 19:9 within the spatial structufehe narrative may be plotted thiis:

A Mamre (18:1-15)

B Sodom overlook (18:16-33)

C Journey to Sodom, simultaneous with B (18:15-33

D Boundary of Sodom (19:1-2)

E Inside Lot’s house (19:3)

F Door of Lot’s house (19:4-9)

E Inside Lot's house (19:10-15)

D’ Boundary of Sodom (19:16-22)

c Journey away from Sodom, simultaneous with @9:23-26)
B’ Sodom overlook (19:27-29)

A’ --

Coda: Unnamed cave above Zoar (19:30-38)

The story begins in Mamre (18:1). After a meal thsitors start toward
Sodom, with Abraham setting them on their way (68:1Abraham has a
conversation with God as the men go on to Sodon22)8The messengers arrive in
Sodom, encountering Lot at the point of entrancéh&ocity boundary, its gateway
(19:1). Lot brings them into the city and into hisuse (19:3). The men of Sodom
surround the house and Lot guards its entranceddioe (19:6). The townsmen
threaten Lot and at the climax of their attack abeut to break through the door
(19:9). The inner space surprisingly breaks int dhter instead, as the messengers
open the door from within (19:10). They pull Losside and blind the townsmen,
who are then unable to reach the door (19:11).Mmbssengers then repeatedly urge
Lot to leave the city (19:12, 15), and eventuaigd him out by the hand (19:16).
Just outside the city (19:17) they have a conviensawvhich leads to Lot’s flight to
Zoar (19:23, 26). God destroys Sodom, and Abrahass go the place of their
conversation the day before (19:27) and views theke of the destruction. The
narrative returns to Lot, who now takes refugenruanamed cave in the hills above

8 Cf. Wenham’s analysis of the structure of the aiire, which emphasizes elements of dialogue
alongside temporal and spatial devices, resulting slightly different chart that nevertheless shar
the overall chiastic shape of those above. J.Adeoalso proposes a chiastic structure, but hist cha
is less detailed. WenhanGenesis 16-5041; J.A. LoaderA Tale of Two Cities: Sodom and
Gomorrah in the Old Testament, early Jewish andye@hristian Traditions CBET 1 (Kampen: J.H.
Kok, 1990), 15.
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Zoar (19:30); like the temporal devices used fos #tene, the location is indefinite
and perhaps archetypal.

The narrative is also structured by the buildup tefision through the
development of a plot. In this structure, the towas’s threat in 19:9 forms the
climactic moment. The arc of tension in the naveatlevelops around the question,
“Will there be righteous people found in SodoM?he theme is developed by use
of the word pair “righteous” and “just”\/pW and \uou), in contrast with the
antonyms “wicked” and “evil” {1 andvvun). The narrative begins by depicting
Abraham offering generous hospitality (18:1-15)sd@liloquy from God follows in
which he affirms Abraham’s election and his resjlaihiy to teach righteousness
and justicep2WnY NPT, to the nation he will father (18:19). God and &am
converse about God’s judgment on Sodom, with thésciate riding on how many
righteous individuals are to be found among thekeadc majority. During this
dialogue (18:23-32), “righteous?*73, is mentioned seven times and “wickexy,
three times. In his plea for the city, Abraham apeéo God’s role as judgegi) of
all the earth as grounds for just actia@{?) on the part of God (18:25).

The messengers then come to Sodom. Will theyrigitteous people there?
Is Lot, whom they encounter at the gate, a righdeman? The suspense mounts as
the evening passes. The men of Sodom surround hotree and make their demand,
and Lot begs them not to “act wickedly¥7n, thus branding their intentions as
wrong (19:7). They react with rejection of his aarity to make this moral judgment,
accusing him of “playing judge12u 12w, and follow their denunciation with a
threat to “treat him Wickedly,'%‘['? Y73 even more than they will the guests—a
confirmation placed upon their own lips that thaitentions are indeed wicked
(19:9). They then launch a physical assault ondmat the doorway to his house. In
this verse the drama reaches its height, as thabitamts of Sodom both show and
tell the answer to the plot’s question. After 1¢h@ action moves quickly forward,
with no questions to be deliberated and little imm$o be resolved. There has been a
clear verdict on Sodom’s wickedness, and the caresemps recorded are
straightforward. The text makes no further mentadngood or evil. It has been
decided that the city will be destroyed (19:13) &ns.

° Letellier, 233.
19 bid., 53.
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A secondary question still hangs in the air regaydhe status of Lot and his
family. First, will his sons-in-law be saved? Thesaer comes quickly, in the
negative (19:14). Some tension is then generatedndr Lot’s retardation of his
departure from the city, an element which conteluto the portrayal of Lot as
indistinct with regard to the righteous/wicked pdlain the story. Overall, however,
the narrative description of Sodom’s destructionnisre denouement, with no
elements of surprise except for the unexpectedusimh of Lot's wife in the
destruction—by her own action—just when it seenas tlot's nuclear family has all
escaped (19:26). Even in the deeply ambiguous talilag of Lot’s incest with his
daughters, there is no recurrence of ethical vdeapuThe speech in 19:9, it seems,
has said all that needs saying with regard to tha'spcentral question of
righteousness and justice.

In the structure of chs. 18-19, then, the townsm#meat to Lot in 19:9 is the
climactic turning point. On the one hand, spatiatl aemporal descriptions are
arranged chiastically, with the scene at Lot’s dwothe centre of the concentric
circles™ On the other hand, suspense builds in an arc fhenposing of the question
of righteousness early in the story to the conekisxposé of wickedness in the
townsmen’s threat to Lot in 19:9, which deliverg thramatic answer. After this
point, the consequences of the verdict spin oudipt@bly as the various threads of
the plot are brought to a point of closure andsteond half of the chiastic structure
neatly unfurls. 19:9 thus is both the climax and tirning point in the structure of
the Sodom narrative. Having established the centnglortance of 19:9 in the
structure of the narrative, we turn now to a disaus of the story’s key themes, first
as they are set up by the prelude, and then asateeprought into sharp focus in
19:9 itself.

B. Hospitality, Righteousness, and Justice in Genesis 18

Ch. 18 begins with the story of Abraham’s lavigispitality to three surprise
visitors. Scholars have noted the striking similesi between the account of
Abraham'’s hospitality and that of Lot’s in ch. ¥dThe correspondence between the
two episodes augments the complexity of the naeastructure, as a parallel

1 The two chiastic structures do not coincide pedgisbut they act to partially reinforce each other
with the action at Lot’s door in the middle of thight forming the centerpiece of both structures.

12 For detailed lists of the similarities between.ch8 and 19 see Van Setefshraham 215-16;
WenhamGenesis 16-503-44; Letellier, 64-66.
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progression develops alongside the concentric memerdescribed aboVe.The
stories of the two men begin in similar fashionhntiheir reception of their visitors.
The two stories move in quite different directiohswever, prompting the question
of whether any disparities in hospitality betweba two men can account for their
divergent fates. Scholars have parsed the slighatieans between the two men in
gesture, phrasing, level of haste, summons to theiily, and bread recipes, with
significantly differing conclusiond? Lot's offer of his daughters to the men of
Sodom in an effort to protect his guests is alsaoualy interpreted as either
boosting or diminishing the register of his hodfiiga™ Since opinions remain
divided regarding the quality of Lot’s hospitalitycomparison with Abraham’s, it is
safe to conclude that the narrative does not conuatena decisive comparative
valuation of the two characters in their roles asté.°

What the narrative does do clearly is draw a parof two men practicing
hospitality against a backdrop of sharply contragsthostility. Scholars generally
agree that the narrative sets the hospitality afaAbm and Lot in contrast with that

13 Wenham and R.I. Letellier note the same two stmest, with some differences in terminology and
details of the structure. Wenham uses the terméistpgphe” and “parallel panel,” and Letellier
“symmetrical inversion” and “parallel movement.” Wream,Genesis 16-504; Letellier, 64-70.

1 Nearly every commentary compares the featurebetwo characters’ hospitality. Interpretations
are at times in direct contradiction to one anqgtfar example, Lot's prostration can be gracious or
overly servile, his unleavened bread can be meueriddly baked flat flaps” or is in fact “superibr,
and urging his guests can be hospitable welcomesistance to the plan of God. For the examples
cited see T. Desmond Alexander, “Lot’'s HospitaliyClue to His RighteousnessJBL 104, no. 2
(1985): 290; Bechtel, 25 n. 5; Sharon Pace Jeamsdihe Characterization of Lot in GenesiBTB

18 (1988): 126; SpeiseGenesis139, 143.

' For example, H. Gossai comments, “His act of mtie of those who are strangers stands in sharp
and disturbing contrast to the abandonment andgaiom of his responsibility to those who are
members of his own family. This is a distorted aedverted hospitality...” In contrast, Skinner paints
Lot as “a courageous champion of the obligationkaspitality” and Thompson calls him “a paragon
of the virtue of hospitality.” Hemchand GossBipwer and Marginality in the Abraham Narrative
(Lanham: University Press of America, 1995), 85n8&r, 307; Thompsomrigin, 93.

® The narrative does make an overarching compan$dine two men, a point which this discussion
will address below. The comparison does not rigdaydver, on the assessment of the details of their
hospitality. The aim of the parallel between the twen is not so much a comparison between them,
as a contrast between their shagederal approach and the reception the men of Sajilarto their
guests. In arguing this my analysis comes clos¢hédcside of those scholars arguing for a simifarit
between Lot’s hospitality and Abraham’s. My argumdrwever, is based not on a conclusion that
the two men offer equal measures of hospitalityt, dnuthe rationale that the narrative at this point
intends something other than a comparative meagufirthe two against each other. For a similar
argument see Laurence A. Turner, “Lot as Jekyll Hyde: A Reading of Genesis 18-19,” Tihe
Bible in Three Dimensions: Essays in Celebratiofrafty Years of Biblical Studies in the University
of Sheffield ed. David J.A. Clines, Stephen E. Fowl, and ®all. Porter, JSOTSup 87 (Sheffield:
JSOT Press, 1990), 90-93.
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of Sodom:’ Sodom'’s treatment of its visitors will receive raatetailed attention in
the close textual analysis below. Here, however gilestion regards the contribution
that the account of Abraham’s hospitality makethunfolding story of Sodom and
its fate. The vivid depiction of Abraham’s interact with his guests certainly sets
the scene for the subsequent drama of their regepti Sodom. Two thematic
aspects of this prelude stand out as particulatgvant for our discussion.

First, the scenes with Abraham and his visitomada connection between
human hospitality and divine action. Some schoiarsrpret this connection quite
strongly, calling the visit to Abraham a “test” bfs virtue and the subsequent
promise of a child (18:10) a “reward” for his sussfll performancé® Gunkel uses
parallels from ancient and modern folklore to ittate the pattern of hospitality
tested and rewardédand later commentaries often follow his 1é&@ther scholars
reject the logic of reward, preferring the termftgiand loosening the connection
between Abraham’s hospitality and the visitors’mige of a child. Westermann, for
example, distinguishes between this story and niggsed Greek parallels, noting
that there is “a great difference whether the psamof the child is a gift from the
guest or a reward for proper behavid:'Von Rad writes, “the narrator, without
letting the promise of a son cease to be a retl .gifefaces it with a certain general
test for the recipient of God’s most elementary s@nds.?* Abraham’s hospitality
is still seen as significant and exemplary, butdbeelation with the promised child
is not direct. Fretheim, however, rejects the lagguof both reward and gift entirely,
citing the previous promise in ch. 17 as eviderta&t tAbraham’s hospitality is
unrelated to the promise given in ch.?£8.

The language of the text does not draw an expdiorinection between
Abraham’s hospitality and the renewed promise chid given at the end of the
meal. The two elements follow each other in quiekrative succession, however,
and at the very least prompt a question about twirelation. At this point in the

" Coote and Ord, 124; Fields, 41; Heard, 51-52; Kn&o Lings, “Culture Clash in Sodom:
Patriarchal Tales of Heroes, Villains, and Manipiola” in Patriarchs, Prophets, and Other Villains
ed. Lisa Isherwood, Gender, Theology and Spiritydliondon: Equinox, 2007), 186; Miller, 556;
Turner,Genesis86; Vawter, 232. For a differing view see VanesgtAbraham 212.

BE.g., Letellier, 54; Thompso®rigin, 91.

9 Gunkel,Genesis193-99 (ET, 192-98).

% See for example Davidson, 63; Skinner, 302-03; téav227.

2L WestermannGenesis: 2334 (ET, 276).

22 See von Radzenesis177 (ET, 204).

3 Fretheim, “Genesis,” 462.
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narrative the connection is merely suggested; #et fines, however, are more
boldly drawn in the events to follow. The storytlas point only tells that Abraham,
the ancestor of Israel, welcomes strangers witgekse, and in the course of his
offering hospitality he receives from his guests amsurance that he will have
descendants. The hint is that an ethic of hospitalorresponds in some way to
ethnic realization, the establishment of commudeaintity.

The second thematic contribution of ch. 18 is dssociation of hospitality
with larger issues of righteousness and justiegiay P73, This idea is developed
in the section following the meal scene, from v.t@633. The first association of
hospitality with righteousness and justice is irn9. Here God speaks in soliloquy,
pondering a disclosure to Abraham of the plan iggr Sodom, in light of God’s
election of Abraham to become a nation. God goe® @ay: | have chosen Abraham
SO that(]:_Jr_:?) he may instruct his descendants to keep the Wwialoweh by doing
righteousness and justicBe@n? mpIs), so that(]:_:?_:‘?) Yahweh will bring about
for Abraham what he has promised him (18:19). heotwords, when Abraham and
his descendants do justice and righteousness, @btull the promises made to
Abraham?* In this speech, election leads to ethics, whichtim lead to the
fulfillment of divine promises. The well-rehearsedntent of these promises—Iland,
progeny, divine accompaniment, and blessing tom#t®mns—can be expressed in the
shorthand of “ethnic realization.” Ethnic realizatj then, is here made conditional
upon ethical behavior. As Alter puts it, “Survivehd propagation, then, depend on
the creation of a just societ§>”

Looking back, it becomes evident that the logialo$ speech parallels the
logic of the story preceding it, underscoring iddmoadening its scope. In the first
episode hospitality led to ethnic realization; herghteousness and justice lead to
ethnic realization. The narrative is beginning td m place, then, an association of
hospitality with righteousness/justice. The twotw@s are both human actions that

24 Westermann argues that the conditional nature@ptomise here is evidence of its origin in later,
postexilic circles where piety consisted of “obs$egv righteousness and justice.” Westermann,
Genesis: 2351 (ET, 289). See the earlier discussion of @ér8 for my analysis of conditional logic
in the promises.

% Robert Alter, “Sodom as Nexus: The Web of DesigrBiblical Narrative,” inThe Book and the
Text: The Bible and Literary Theqrgd. Regina Schwartz (Cambridge: Basil Blackwidig6), 150.
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lead to divine action in establishing the ethnimaaunity, and in this story, the two
virtues may be equivalefit.

The second association of hospitality with righisress and justice occurs in
the conversation between God and Abraham, whicimbeg v. 20. In the dialogue,
a number of phrases and images evoke the impressiarjudicial proces%. Some
scholars have dissected the passage into compogentssponding with court
procedures, continuing the metaphor through ch.wh@re the visit to Sodom
comprises eyewitness evidence, verdict, and thal fientencé® Two particular
aspects of this judicial process relate to ouruwdismon of hospitality.

God begins the process by speaking of an outtpyy / mpYT) against
Sodom, an outcry which is associated with its gsgat(18:20-21). This outcry has
been described as the initial complaint or demamdddress that sets the juridical
process in motion; it is a cry for the executiorjusftice®® What is striking about the
word is its frequent use in contexts of oppressiod social injusticé’ The cry
comes from the powerless innocent who are explated maltreated, and who in
their suffering and distress seek protection frame aho would champion theth.
The outcry of Sodom, presumably, comes also fronrgmalized victims of
oppression. In 18:20-21 God hears their outcry, dadcends to investigate the

% Some scholars interpret the phrase “righteousarggustice” in light of its usage elsewhere in the
canon to indicate the overall code of behavior ireguby the covenant. In proposing an equivalence
between hospitality and “righteousness and justineths. 18 and 19, | am not arguing against this
broader interpretation of the phrase. Rather, geagthat the narrative here fills out what righi®o
and just behavior looks like in concrete terms hinfing a portrait of hospitality. Righteousnessl an
justice in this story are enacted in hospitality tilsat hospitality can stand in for the broadercem

as an example of it; this is not the same as etimgushe concept. For the argument that
“righteousness” in the HB communicates varied nearaf meaning defined by its narrative context,
see David J. Reimer?™3,” in NIDOTTE ed. Willem A. VanGemeren (Carlisle: Paternost®96),
750. For interpretations of the phrase “righteossreénd justice” in light of its usage in other $ext
see Amos, 104-06; Brueggemar@enesis 169; Davidson, 68; Timothy D. Lytton, “Shall Ntthe
Judge of the Earth Deal Justly?’: Accountabilitypgn@passion, and Judicial Authority in the Biblical
Story of Sodom and Gomorrahldurnal of Law and Religiof8, no. 1 (2002-2003): 36.

2" For discussion of these legal referents see JaBkptkinsopp,Treasures Old and New: Essays in
the Theology of the PentateudfGrand Rapids: Wm. B. Eerdmans, 2004), 125-27;thErm,
“Genesis,” 467-68; Letellier, 115; Loader, 29; loytt 36; WestermaniGenesis: 2353 (ET, 290).

% See Bruckner’s detailed analysis, and especi@lystmmary of the flow of the juridical procedure
on p. 127. James K. Bruckndmplied Law in the Abraham Narrative: A Literary éiTheological
Analysis JSOTSup 335 (Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Pr2gg1), 124-70.

29 Blenkinsopp, 125; Bruckner, 143; Lytton: 36; vomdRGenesis 179 (ET, 206); Westermann,
Genesis: 2353 (ET, 290).

%|n the Pentateuch see Gen. 4:10; 27:34; Exod 323;9; 5: 8, 15; 22:22, 27; Num. 20:16; Deut.
26:7; the word is also used extensively in the petig literature.

3 Alter, Genesis 80; Amos, 105; Davidson, 68; Fretheim, “Genesi§8; Hamilton,Genesis 18-50
20-21; Letellier, 119; von Ratenesis179 (ET, 206); Sarna, 145.
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situation. Later in 19:13 the great outcry is conéd twice as the reason for
Sodom’s destruction. Ch. 19 will flesh out the pretof the vice in Sodom, but in ch.
18 the text already sets up the expectation thdbi®& sin relates to oppression of
the vulnerable. In dramatic contrast to Sodom’s reggion of its victims is
Yahweh's receptivity to their cry. While the legsédctions of the Pentateuch will
explicitly teach that the God of Israel is the cipgon of the vulnerable, the story of
Sodom depicts this hospitality of God, this attentio the cry of the needy, in vivid
narrative.

The outcry caused by Sodom’s oppressmpys, is contrasted through word
play in this passage withps, righteousnes¥ God has described Abraham as a
teacher ofP78 in 18:19, and the narrative has painted a detaledrait of his
hospitality as an example story of his virtue. Byittast Sodom is characterized as a
cause offpys, and its inhospitality will be the theme of theapker to follow.
Righteousness and hospitality continue to interngaawch. 18; their association will
be more direct in ch. 19.

Justice also is linked with hospitality througle tjudicial proceedings of
18:20-33. God, as “the judge of all the earth” 2B}; exemplifies justice in his
treatment of Sodom, for he surely “does what i¢"j(3:25). First we see God’s
receptivity to the cry of the oppressed, ttigs of Sodom. All are included in the
administration of justice, for even the powerlessteard. Next we see God deciding
to bring Abraham into the discussion of what wilppen to Sodom, admitting him
into the secrets of the divine countilAbraham stands his ground before God
(18:22)* expresses shock at the potential course of ey@st®5, “Far be it!"),
demands that God act justly (18:25, “Shall not jilndge of the earth do what is
just?”),*®> and persistently proposes smaller and smaller ewnfor the group of

%2 Gossai points out that the pun is highlighted nuearly in Isa. 5:7:

[Yahweh] expected justic®@un),

but saw bloodshed"@QR);

righteousnessT273),

but heard a cryT[‘?STJ:B).
Gossai, 90. See also Amos, 105.
¥ WenhamGenesis 16-5069.
% Tradition holds that in the original text, God atobefore Abraham, whose apparent upper hand in
such a scenario occasioned enough dismay to occasiscribal emendation. Hamilton provides
bibliographical references for the text criticadalission. Hamiltorzenesis 18-5@3 n. 24.
% T.J. Mafico argues that Abraham in this dialogai@oét actually pleading for Sodom, nor for Lot,
but wrestling with the question of the nature ofd@ojustice. T.J. Mafico, “The Crucial Question
Concerning the Justice of God (Gen. 18:23-26),3A no. 42 (1983): 15.
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righteous peoplép =18) who can avert Sodom’s destruction (18:23-32). Gitmivs
Abraham to question the judicial process, to presgoint repeatedly, and to win his
case for a change in the criterion for judgmenttahlam insistently challenges God'’s
justice, and his demand is received and considasgpitably.

Two cries for justice come before God, and bothraceived. The process of
justice itself exemplifies hospitality. J.K. Bruakn expresses this correlation
strikingly:

That God is the only legitimate self-authenticatjadiciary and has

the prerogative to act is widely assumed by inttgs. In this text,

however, an argument of another kind is offerede Téxt offers a

juridical response that invites human participaiiothe process. The

text discloses the possibility of a legal processplving humanity

and God, by which questions of justice and injesticay be raised

and adjudicated. This is the ‘way’ into which Abaam enters. He

freely approaches, questions and influences Godtxedure in

adjudicating justic&®

The “way of Yahweh,” the righteousness and justidech Abraham is to
live and to pass on to his descendants, is the ofidnpspitality, of welcome to the
outsider. Ch. 18 portrays this through the wordd actions of both God, the
establisher of theethnie and of Abraham, the elected father of the natlmat is
charged to follow the same ethic. Ch. 19 presdmsantithesis to this ethic. The
townsmen’s attitude to right and wrong and thewcedures of justice are both
crystallized in their treatment of Lot, the sojoairin their midst. We turn now to the

analysis of 19:9, where these intertwined themesktbrought to a head.

C. The Sojourner in Sodom

The scene in the city of Sodom is rich in nar@tartistry, providing much
material for extensive analysis. Here the discussudl concentrate on issues of
justice, good/bad distinctions, and the interactioh individual and corporate
identities across boundaries in acts of inclusiorexclusion. These themes have
been set in motion by the preceding narrative, issudsed above, and come into
sharp focus with the sojourn reference in 19:9. @halysis following will move
through the narrative verse by verse, beginnintpin.

The scene begins at the city gate, where Lotasedewhen the messengers
arrive (19:1). Immediately questions of justice g¢hd community are suggested.

3 Bruckner, 156-57.



142
Many commentators interpret Lot’s location at tlag¢egas indication of his accepted
status in the community, for he is positioned at place where communal justice is
traditionally administered” Von Rad says that “Lot is now a townsmah,”
Westermann maintains that he “has become a citiZe®, Morschauser maintains
he is on “guard duty” for the cit{ and Rashi suggests he was appointed as a
judge.** Wenham, however, raises a doubt: why are the ®ldérSodom not
mentioned as well? Is Lot in some way estrangednhftbe community?” The
omission is the first hint of something odd, a semisat all is not quite right.
Ambiguity about Lot’s relationship to the communityll pervade the entirety of the
remaining chapter.

Vs. 2-3 detail Lot’s hospitality to the messengarsd the parallels here with
Abraham’s hospitality in ch. 18 trigger disagreeinever the comparative narrative
appraisal of the two charactérs-or the purposes of this discussion, the detailed
study of Lot as an individual character is not ehttal importance. In this reading,
which focuses on the dimension of ethnic identitytexts referencing sojourn, the
figure of Lot can be seen to fulfill two functionBirst, Lot functions as a bridge
connecting the story of Abraham, Israel’s divinelgcted ancestor, with Sodom, the
community that God judges and destroys. While theative makes skillful use of
characterization and plot detail in developing kativolvement with Sodom, in the
larger drama comparing two ethnic communities Isoini fact only a placeholdéf.

37 Cf. Gen. 23:10, 18; 34:20, 24. AlteBenesis 84; Hamilton,Genesis 18-5032; Derek Kidner,
Genesis: An Introduction and CommentalDTC (Leicester: Inter-Varsity, 1967), 134; L&t 140;
Scullion, 159-60; Wenhangenesis 16-504.

% He also observes that Lot owns property in Sodowh ia related to the native population by
marriage; von Radzenesis185 (ET, 212).

%9 WestermannGenesis: 2367 (ET, 301).

40 Scott Morschauser, “Hospitality’, Hostiles and stages: On the Legal Background to Genesis
19.1-9,”JSOT27, no. 4 (2003): 467.

*! Rashi, 77.

“2\WenhamGenesis 16-5054. Bechtel and Letellier interpret Lot's positiat the edge or boundary
of the city as signaling marginal status with regtar the community. Bechtel, 26; Letellier, 140.

3 See discussion above for references.

4 My description of Lot as a placeholder is not fiaene as Coats’s suggestion that Lot is a passive
character who acts as a foil to the active, hefdicaham. | am not arguing that the dominant
characteristic of Lot’s character is passivity. et | propose that the narrative’s primary condgr
comparison between Abraham and Sodom, and thhiscémparison Lot’s role is secondary, adding
no unique contribution of content to the primaryngarison. In the structure of the plot Lot provides
a reproduction of Abraham’s hospitality, transfdrte a location where it contrasts directly witle th
inhospitality of Sodom, but his own hospitality da®ot shine in its own right. See George W. Coats,
“Lot: A Foail in the Abraham Saga,” iinderstanding the Word: Essays in Honor of Bernhdfd
Anderson ed. James T. Butler, Edgar W. Conrad, and Be®Ilénburger, JSOTSup 37 (Sheffield:
JSOT Press, 1985), 121; Codignesis114-15, 147.
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The details of his character and story, as willshewn further in the discussion
below, primarily serve to reflect on Sodom as a eamity and the vice it displays,
which in turn highlights the portrait of Israel’'s@stor and the virtue he is charged
to pass on to his ethnic community. If Lot’s hoafpiy resembles Abraham’s, then, it
IS not as a competitor but as a copy, situatedliagn the context of Sodom in order
to facilitate the truly forceful comparison of tharrative, which is between Abraham
and Sodom.

Lot’s second function is similar to those of Istehand Esau, two characters
who are portrayed with complexity, ambiguity, andm& sympathy, but who
ultimately pass off the stage, the final mark @itlpassing a genealogical note about
the ethnic communities they father (see Gen. 188725:12-18; 36:1-19). These
three characters are the dis-ef&cthe shadowy counterparts to the ancestors of
Israel in each generation of the patriarchs. Irezctheir stories, questions can be
raised as to whether ethical performance relatebdiv dis-election, and hence an
evaluation of Lot’s hospitality in Gen. 19 may balewvant for reflection on this
question. An evaluation of Lot's hospitality, andiricularly his offer of his
daughters, would thus have a place in the largeratnze progression of Lot’s
questionable choices and their impact on his fiag*® Ultimately, however, a
certain ambiguity in the Genesis narratives resitar ethical categorization of the
dis-elect. While the narratives communicate faistyong appraisals of Israel’s
ancestors on the one hand, and of the “native” jatipns on the other, the ethnic
communities related to Israel by these storiesofily ties seem to persistently defy
classification. As it is for Moab and Ammon, theso, it is for Lot: some narrative
attention is given to a complex and uncertain i@tship vis-a-vis Israel! but
ultimately it is the ideological polarity betweesrdel and the “native” ethnic
communities that drives the plot. Here in GeneSistiien, we turn with the narrative

45| borrow this term from Heard, who coins the ngism to express the negative side of election.
Heard, 3 n. 3.

4% Appraisals of Lot's character in the Genesis nis@a range across a spectrum. The extremes of
positive and negative estimations are represengsgectively, by T.D. Alexander and S.P. Jeansonne;
Jeansonne gives a synopsis of evaluations of Laitbgrs as well. Alexander, “Lot’'s Hospitality,”
289-91; Jeansonne: 123-29.

4" While Moab and Ammon were historic antagonistsstael, the depiction of their origins in 19:30-
38 is ambiguous, and has been variously interpraseéither positive or negative rhetoric about the
two nations. For discussions see Amos, 111; Bruegge, Genesis 176-77; CoatsGenesis 115,
148; Fields, 146; Heard, 60-61; Gunk8knesis217-18 (ET, 216-17); Janzefbraham 66-67; von
Rad,Genesis190-92 (ET, 218-20); Skinner, 314; Wenhdenesis 16-5060; WestermanrGenesis:

2, 380-85 (ET, 312-15).
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from its brief depiction of Lot’s meal to the buidg drama of the story: the men of
Sodom outside the door.

V. 4 reports that the men of Sodom encircle Léttrise. The description
reiterates a quadruple emphasis on the comprelesresig of the crowd: they are the
men of the city 17 “WiR), the men of Sodonoto “wi),*® from young to old
(P17 Twim), all the peopleqpr~53), to the last mann@pn).* The accent on
totality here is usually interpreted as an answehe inquiry in 18:16-33 about the
extent of Sodom’s sin—whether it is “altogethen‘;; (18:21), and how many
righteous individuals might be found among the withnajority (18:23-323° This
verse thus demonstrates unmistakably that there a@r; in fact, even ten righteous
men in Sodom® Yet it is also possible to discern an additionaipkasis in this
description, that of unanimity of opiniGAThe all-inclusiveness of the group means
that there are no objectors or dissenters, andtamatives to the collective agenda.
This throws Lot’'s opposition to their wish into sparelief, and highlights their
rejection of his protest as not only a favoring viée over virtue, but also an
insistence upon the dominance of the collectivé avier the individual opinion. The
visual image of the group encircling the home attds sense that the power of
numbers will be brought against Lot’'s lone resis@rthe many overpowering the
one™

In v. 5 the men of Sodom make their demand thabkiog his guests outside
so they may “know themany 1T, While alternative interpretations have been
proposed? the consensus opinion is that the intent of tiengmen is homosexual

“8 The repetition here has been seen as evidencgloss. See Bruckner, 134; WestermaBanesis:

2, 367 (ET, 301). Morschauser, however, finds furtlegal terminology here, writing, “On the
surface, the epithet ‘men of’ would seem to be adescript term for ‘inhabitants’. However, in the
ancient Near East, ‘men of (Geographical Name) d&lad juridical dimensions, and was used as a
technical reference to ‘citizens’: those who wemddbrs of a particular civic-status and authority
within the body-politic.” This usage would accorditiw the narrative’s developing theme of
participation in juridical process. Morschauser7 46

49 Westermann defends this translatiorﬂ@??; against the alternative “from the farthest linaif fhe
city].” WestermannGenesis: 2367 (ET, 301).

* JanzenAbraham 61; Loader, 37; Westermar@enesis: 2367 (ET, 301).

*1 Turner,Genesis87; Sarna, 148; Wenha@gnesis 16-5063.

%2 Letellier writes, “the townsmen appear to act wittcorporate intention.” Gossai also observes,
“...the unity of the city and the uniformity of purpasesuccinctly captured in v. 4. All the men are of
one mind...” Letellier, 145; Gossai, 87.

%3 Letellier notes that “surrounding” gives the seo$eencircling with evil intent, and Fields notes
semantic overlap with “besieging.” Speiser alsotadgs a hostile undertone with his translation,
“closed in on the house.” Letellier, 145; FieldS; BpeiserGenesis139.

* Brian Doyle, “The Sin of Sodom agla’, yada’, yada’'? A Reading of the Mamre-Sodom Narrative

in Genesis 18-19,Theology & Sexualityno. 9 (1998): 91; Morschauser: 472.
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rape. The prevailing view also holds that the prinfacus of the narrative is not on
the sexual aspect of their demand, but ratherigktion of hospitality’> Rape is
symbolic of aggressive inhospitality,and as such is used here to exemplify the
extremes of Sodom’s maltreatment of gu&ét¥he request is prefaced by the
demand that Lot “bring the men out to us,” removihgm from the protection of
Lot's house and handing them over to the contraheftownsmen?® Heard argues
that their goal is not so much sexual pleasure #wable demonstration of their
dominance and control over the defenseless gtieGtsssai writes, “The focus of
this narrative is on domination and humiliation; afishing others who might be
perceived to be different and wedK.In Bechtel's analysis of boundary issues in
this episode, she describes rape as a forcefukconsensual boundary violation,
threatened by the townsmen in response to the laoyndolation of the guests
entering their city’* The door to the house as the boundary within whiehguests
are protected provides a striking visual image g tonflict. Lot’'s hospitality
establishes a boundary that shields his guestasigaostility; once outside the door,
however, the visitors would be unprotected and enalble to violent penetration,
both physically and symbolically. The threat ofe@ap this passage, then, is not so
much a personal sexual crime as a corporate méatifas of social violence against
vulnerable individual elements.

> Amos, 108; CoatsGenesis 143; Fretheim, “Genesis,” 474, 477; Fields, 4bs&ai, 83; Letellier,
158; Loader, 37; Vawter, 235; Westerma@enesis: 2368 (ET, 301).

% Janzen contrasts rape with hospitality, writing,rape desecrates the sanctity of human sexual
relations. The sanctity of these relations consistthe mutuality of consent—the mutuality of
entrusting one’s body vulnerably to the other affdring tender hospitality to the body of the other
JanzenAbraham 62.

°"S. Niditch compares the threat of homosexual iapg@en. 19 with Homer's use of cannibalism in
the Cyclopes and Laestrygones incidents ofQkgsseyln both stories, travelers needing succor are
met instead with hostile behavior that “epitomiza#ti-social interaction in each culture.” Susan
Niditch, “The ‘Sodomite’ Theme in Judges 19-20: HgmCommunity, and Social Disintegration,”
CBQ44 (1982): 369.

%8 Lings, 184.

*¥ Heard, 52.

% Gossai, 83.

®' Bechtel, 28-29.

%2 Biblical traditions about Sodom and Gomorrah a@lesof the Genesis texts echo an emphasis on
social injustice. Loader provides a comprehensinalyasis of these traditions; Fields looks in
particular at texts that share plot motifs with henesis narrative. Loader, 49-74; Fields, 1555&¢
also Alter, “Sodom,” 157; Amos, 108-09; Gunkéknesis216-17 (ET, 215); Loader, 43; Miller, 556;
von Rad,Genesis185 (ET, 213); SpeiseGenesis142; Vawter, 233; Westerman@enesis: 2363-

64 (ET, 289-99).
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Lot’'s counter-plea in vv. 6-8 heightens the drashgood and evil, corporate
and individual. First he goes outside and shutsdib@ behind him (v. 6), putting
himself between the threatening crowd and the eyelad guests, and also placing
himself outside the safe boundary of his own haig self-sacrificing mediation on
behalf of his guests represents the high point isf Hospitality, and echoes
Abraham’s intercession on behalf of others in &**Next (v. 7) Lot addresses the
men of Sodom as “my brothersR, prefaced with a polite “pleasex’;.64 His
address to the townsmen as brothers has been sigriaterpreted as courte8yan
appeal to responsibilif}’ a reminder of common humanft{pr a juridical statement
of legal equality’® All these meanings are perhaps implied. What #reative makes
most clear is the jarring contrast between Lot'slrads to the townspeople as
brothers and their response in v. 9 that he isojourner®® Their rebuff is in direct
opposition to his plea. Lot’s call for a bond witlem denoting equality, respect, and
a hearing of his voice is countered with a decianabf exclusion signifying his
marginalization from the group and its processagfision. The townsmen as a group
are unified and homogenous. Lot’s divergent voippeals to brotherhood before
presenting his opposing opinion, but the divergeatvpoint will not be tolerated,
and so the bond he appeals to is vehemently denied.

In v. 7 Lot also begs the men of Sodom not td teickedly,” "07n. Here
he begins to discern between good and ‘Basid issues a judgmefitin v. 9 the
townsmen will reject not only his conclusion, bubne fundamentally, the validity of
his participation in the process of discerning gaod bad: “this fellow...is playing
judge!” Their response in v. 9 thus stands in cerptint to v. 7, picking up both the
elements of communal status (“brothers”/“sojourheaihd the process of judging
(“act wickedly’/“playing judge”). Between the twoewses stands v. 8, where Lot
offers his daughters to the mob instead of his tguethe mob makes no direct
response to this offer. The verse is not unreldtediever, to issues of sojourn.

%3 Letellier, 148.

4 WenhamGenesis 16-5066.

% Letellier, 148.

% WestermannGenesis: 2368 (ET, 301).

7 Amos, 108-09; JanzeApraham 63.

% Heard, 54; Morschauser: 473 n. 43; von Raenesis186 (ET, 213); Scullion, 159.
% Alter, Genesis85; Heard, 54; JanzeAbraham 63; Miller, 556.

0 Bechtel, 30.

"L Bruckner speaks of an “implied ought” in Lot’s wierhere. Bruckner, 137-38.
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While a thorough analysis of Lot’s offer of hisudgaters is beyond the scope
of this study, it is worthwhile to note here itendarity to the wife-sister tales in Gen.
12, 20 and 26. In all four stories, a man exploitesignated as sojournef? makes
a female or females in his household sexually alsalto the natives in exchange for
the safety of males in the household (or in Loise; males who have come under
the protection of the household)n the case of the wife-sister tales, the beruwfit
safety is augmented by a second gain of wéalihd in some cases, rights of
settlement in the lan@.A less direct parallel may also be noted in Geh. tgere
there is no direct mention of sojourn, but the kamlity of Dinah (as well as other
“daughters,” vv. 9, 16, 21) for marriage is presenas an opportunity for Jacob’s
family to gain rights of settlement in the land gmaspects of prosperity through
trade (34:8-10, 21). Safety is not a benefit exipicoffered at the start of the
narrative, but Jacob’s fear at the end of the shyiggs the issue in (34:30). The
outcome is quite different in each story, althoutjere are closer similarities
between the three wife-sister tales. The centnalilaiity, however, lies in the
vulnerability of the sojourner (whether real or gamved), and the venture to reduce
the hostility of the natives toward the strangergheir midst by allowing sexual
relations with females from the sojourner’s houseld

The literature interpreting the Shechem narratind the wife-sister tales is
vast/” and a comprehensive argument about the value jedgmimplied in these
stories cannot be sufficiently defended within gegameters of this project. It is

2Gen. 12:10; 20:1; 26:3; 19:9.

3 Gen 12:13 “so that my life may be spared;” 20:te§ will kill me because of my wife;” 26:7 “the
men of the place might kill me for the sake of Reltg” 19:8 “do to them as you please, only do
nothing to these men.”

412:16; 20:14, 16; 26:13-14.

°20:15; 26:12.

®T. Gur-Klein and J. Pitt-Rivers find anthropolagiicevidence for a similar pattern of events in
which sexual access to the women of a guest or evargifamily is offered in exchange for security
of reception and the granting of land use rightamfra sedentary population. Thalia Gur-Klein,
“Sexual Hospitality in the Hebrew Bible: Patriarthineage or Matriarchal Rebellion?,” in
Patriarchs, Prophets, and Other Villaingd. Lisa Isherwood, Gender, Theology and Spiitiua
(London: Equinox, 2007), 159-60, 175; Julian Pittd®s, The Fate of Shechem or The Politics of Sex:
Essays in the Anthropology of the Mediterranead. Jack Goody, Cambridge Studies in Social
Anthropology 19 (Cambridge: Cambridge Universite$, 1977), 159-61.

" More recent studies include bibliographies of tliscussions to date. See for example Susan
Niditch, A Prelude to Biblical Folklore: Underdogs and Tritkrs (Urbana: University of lllinois
Press, 2000), 23-69; Frank M. Yamada, “Dealing Wtpe (in) Narrative (Genesis 34): Ethics of the
Other and a Text in Conflict,” ithe Meanings We Choose: Hermeneutical Ethics, émdghacy and
the Conflict of Interpretationsed. Charles H. Cosgrove, JSOTSup 411 (London& T.. Clark
International, 2004), 149-65.
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sufficient to note at this point that 19:8 makesoatribution to the development of
sojourn themes that resonate throughout the pettiaanarratives. Lot’s offer echoes
those of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob in their negmgas sojourners for safety and
a foothold in the land. The men of Sodom, howeaes,the only native population of
the five stories who reject the offer of the sojwarr out of hand, adding to their
response an explicit threat of harm and an actogsipal assault. Unlike the native
hosts portrayed in the four stories above, thehithats of Sodom are painted with
no sympathetic touches whatsoe{®éFhe ambiguity characterizing the stance of the
hosts in the other four stories contrasts with ¢hesar vice of the inhabitants of
Sodom, who breach the boundaries of negotiatiogety, and person in a hostile
attack on the sojourner in their midst.

Lot’s offer of his daughters includes the phré®s to them what is good in
your eyes” (19:8)R2>"°b2 232, meaning “as you please,” or “as you see fit.”
According to Bruckner the expression is a juridicadication of decision-making
power, indicating that Lot is making “a concessiorthe self-authenticating rule of
the men of Sodom:® Lot concedes to them the authority of discernind deciding
what is “good,”2%, and gives them full reign to act on their deaisibhis stands in
contrast to v. 7 where Lot pronounced that theyevesting wickedlyp¥?, and tried
persuading them to refrain. It seems that Lot i& mttempting to give the men of
Sodom what they want: the power to make value jiagmas a group and act with
impunity on their self-authenticating decision. Listgiving them this power in a
different domain than they initially demanded, hoare—that of his daughters rather
than that of his guests. He also gives them theedom only after initially
repudiating it with his statement in v. 7. The fim&ords of Lot’'s speech echo his
opening words, urging the townsmen not to do angho his guests, and invoking
the “ought” of hospitality again by stating thaetmen have come under his roof in

8 Several scholars observe sympathetic portrayatkeohosts in the wife-sister tales. For examples,
see Albertz,Exilszeit 205 (ET, 264-65); Alter, “Sodom,” 155-56; Coaenesis 150; Peter D.
Miscall, “Literary Unity in Old Testament NarratiyeSemeidal5 (1979): 32; Wenhan@Genesis 1-15
291-92; WenhamGenesis 16-5072.

For an argument that Shechem is portrayed with syimypin Gen. 34, see Danna Nolan Fewell and
David M. Gunn, “Tipping the Balance: Sternberg’saRer and the Rape of Dinah]BL 110, no. 2
(1991): 196-97, 200-01.

" WenhamGenesis 16-5085.

8 Bruckner, 138. Amos also notes the resonanceisfstatement with the expression “everyone did
what was right in his own eyes,” used elsewher¢han Hebrew bible to describe “a situation of
unbridled anarchy and violence, characteristiaroés and places where relationships between human
beings have broken down.” Amos, 108.
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order to find protection (v. 8j It is not surprising, given the focus of the
confrontation on the issue of decision-making powiat Lot's offer of his
daughters does not appease the crowd. In factrehisnciation of their authority
seems to be all they hear in his speech, and thissthat they respond to in the
climactic statement of v. 9.

The first utterance of the mob in v. 9 is an orttetot, “Get away!®* The
spatial image here expresses relationship to themmity, as is the case throughout
the narrative. The mob rebuffs Lot’s expressiocloseness, “my brothers,” warning
him that in relation to their group he is both phgtly and metaphorically too close.
With these words they also command Lot to remowveskif from his position of
mediation between the townsmen and his gueststaiisval would leave the door
of his house unguarded and the boundary open, ialipthe hostile group to enter
and engulf the protective, private space.

The townsmen speak again, this time to one anofingir indirect reference
to Lot in the third person emphasizes his exclugrom the group and from its
process of interaction and decisfSrThey interject, “This one came as a sojouffier,
and he is playing the judge!” Then they turn on &gain and threaten, “Now we will
treat you worse than them!” The two second-persiuiressses bracket the central
statement which they make to one another, speakogt Lot but not to him. This
central statement contains the principal oppositadnthe story, that between
“sojourner” and “judge.” The men of Sodom imply thar asojournerto judgeis, at
the very least, inappropriate, and at the mostrngnaous, absurd, or nonsensical.
The tone of their statement has been interpretedoatemptuou&® mocking®® or
incredulous’ but in all cases, the clear message is that thgnjent of a sojourner is
not accepted by this group.

8 Bruckner, 137.

8 The phrase is a unique occurrence in the HB anta#ienging to interpret. Fields notemWJLJ is
usually used in the sense of ‘approach’. Howeveconjunction with‘IN‘?ﬁ, which always refers to
a distance farther removed (Num. 17.2; 1 Sam. 30th2 expression means ‘get away!” Hamilton
also argues that the use of the adverb allowsreslation suggesting distance. The phrase has been
variously translated as “come on,” “come here,"€g@nt yourself,” “move away,” “make room,” and
“stand back.” Fields, 78; HamiltoGenesis 18-5029 n. 9; WenhantGenesis 16-5035; Heard, 55;
Bechtel, 33; DelitzschH\leuer 305 (ET, 53); DillmannDie Genesis254 (ET, 103); Bruckner, 134.

% Bruckner, 135.

8 Or “came to sojourn.”

% | etellier, 151; Rashi, 78.

% Alter, “Sodom,” 150; WenhanGenesis 16-506.

87 Gunkel and Skinner interpret the use of the imgmréonsecutiv®®™ as expressing paradoxical
consequence. Gunké&henesis209 (ET, 208); Skinner, 307 n. 4. ‘
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The designation of Lot as a sojourner is prefdogdhe label “this one,”
IR, A variety of translations bring out the significm of this word: “a single

n88 ® and “this solitary individual.®® The word

immigrant, that one there,®
emphasizes Lot’s solitary position over againstihanimous group that acts of one
accord. The subsequent phrase “came as a sojd’ume‘p;x;, drives home the
point: Lot is an outsider to Sodom and its inhafiga Next comes the accusatory
phrasetIpy vaW™, with the infinitive absolute usually translatesl @mphatic or

1 “tries to

intensive, expressing a sense of impertinent presom (“playing judge,
be a judge * “presumes to judge, yes, to judgd?®*

Two aspects of this contrast between sojournird)jadging are significant
here. First, the men of Sodom communicate with rtrstatement that it is
inappropriate for a sojourner to take a role in thenmunal process of judgment.
There are varying interpretations of what exadtiy fprocess of judgment is. Von
Rad points in particular to Lot’s function as arkior, mediating the confrontation
between the townsmen and his guéstSpeiser prefers a broader interpretation
focusing on the general exercise of authority, exguhat the legal connotations of
the scene are incidental and the best translasidtoi act the master® Bruckner,
however, makes the case for more explicit juridgghification, writing,

‘Play the judge’ is a unique phrase in the Hebrewld This
challenge to Lot is in the manner@tio Warranto(What warrant?), a
legal procedure in which a person is called to shgwhat authority
he claims an office of privilege. Ought Lot or otidglot not play the
judge? Lot has no warrant to judge them, in thpinion, since he is
an alien. ... It is their community. They are unaniman their values
and behavior. Their authority is self-authentiogfih

The clearest indication of what judgment meanshan tarrative comes from Lot’s
statement that the men of Sodom are acting wickedly. Lot here makes a moral
judgment about the actions of the group, discermihgt is good and bad for the

8 WenhamGenesis 16-5085.

8 Gunkel,Genesis209 (ET, 208).

% JanzenAbraham 63.

1 Bruckner, 134; DillmanrDie Genesis254 (ET, 103); JanzeAbraham 63; Letellier, 151.
%2 WenhamGenesis 16-5085.

% Alter, “Sodom,” 150.

% Less commonly the infinitive absolute may be ttatesl as repetitive, expressing continual action:
“keeps on judging,” or “sits in judgment.” Heardy;3.ytton: 50.

% See von Radzenesis186 (ET, 213).

% SpeiserGenesis134, 136.

" Bruckner, 135.
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community®® In v. 9, the community tells him that he may notsiich a thing. The
group of townsmen determines its own moral evabmatf its course of action (a
course that will bring harm to two vulnerable indivals), and will brook no scruples
from a lone individual. When the individual objecke is reminded that he is only
one, and that he does not belong to the group.lalked “sojourner” thus serves as
shorthand for their forceful exclusion of a consti@us objector who speaks up for
what he believes is right.

Second, the content of Lot’s judgment is itseljechonable to the men of
Sodom. Lot has proclaimed an ethical imperativeat's speech raises the ought of
hospitality as a warrant for the protection of styars. Lot clearly thinks that the
‘shelter of his roof'...is sufficient grounds for thpgotection of the messengers. He
considers the failure to honor this protection %ed’...”% In vv. 7-8 Lot claims that
protecting vulnerable outsiders is a moral good, @ndemns the townsmen’s intent
to harm them as evil. The men of Sodom, howevéecteahis judgment of Lot’s.
Furthermore, they round on him and proclaim hinojawner, and thus a vulnerable
outsider himself. They then assert that they wlhtbre evilto him (v. 9) than to the
guests Lot had tried to protect. Thus Lot’'s mortadrge to protect visitors is rejected,
and further, the evil intent of the townsmen broed® include the sojourner as well
as the visitors. They insist on their moral optfSrthey are free to do what is wrong,
and to prove it, will donore wrong.

Thus Lot’s “judgment” is rejected on two levelsrsg he is excluded from
the decision making of the community. His labelsagurner ejects him from the
communal procedures of discerning good and bad. dutsider's voice is not
welcome in the univocal declarations of the meSa@dom. Second, his evaluation of
inhospitality as wicked is rejected. The commuraftfirms that it can and will do
harm to vulnerable outsiders. Lot’s label as sajeuputs him in the circle of those
under threat; more evil will befall him, they thte, than was originally intended for
the visitors. The fact of Lot's judging and the temt of Lot’s judging are both
decisively renounced. As Westermann succinctly gut¢hose who use force not
only do what they want, but also want to be in tight."'°* The men of Sodom
declare that Lot is a sojourner. This means thatvbice is not included in group

% Bechtel, 24-25.

% Bruckner, 137.

190 etellier, 151.

191 \westermannGenesis: 2368 (ET, 302).
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discernment of good and evil, but also that hisyvexistence is under threat of
extinction by the evil he sought to name and resisSodom, then, the sojourner is
not only excluded but extinguished.

The remainder of v. 9 shows the men of Sodom dekegtheir self-appointed
right to eradicate the resistance of a sojournbeyTpress hard against Lot, called
“the man Lot” to emphasize his solitariness oncairggand come near to breaking
down the door, the fragile boundary of hospitalifthe turn in the plot comes
immediately. The unnamed, vulnerable visitors tomh to have divine powers: they
pull Lot into the protective space of his homensfarming into his protectors after
he sought to protect them (19:10); they strikertten of Sodom with blindness so
they cannot find the boundary they sought to deshg|19:11); and they declare that
they will destroy the city because of the outcrgiagt its people (19:13). The verdict
is clear. After all the haggling over who has tight to judge, the narrative affirms
that it is God who has the ultimate power to jugged from bad. Most importantly,
God's justice sides with the sojourner. God judgesospitality to sojourners as
wicked, and acts decisively to punish it. As thergs of ch. 19 unfold, it is Sodom,
and not the sojourner it tried to eliminate, tlsa¢mtirely eradicated (19:25).

D. Abraham, Sodom, and Ethnic Establishment

The four primary figures in the Sodom narrative &od, Abraham, Lot, and
the group comprised of the men of Sodom. Eachehthcts along the twin axes of
justice and hospitality and the results of each of their actions play iouthe
dimension ofethnic identity A review of these three elements for each offthe
characters serves as a synopsis for the discusbmre.

Abrahamis exemplary in hiospitality The detailed story of his generosity
to unknown, surprise guests (18:1-8) is the prgtfor Lot’s, which imitates but
cannot surpass its original. Abraham’s hospita$itgffered as a cameo of his general
righteousness and justicevhich he is charged to teach to his descendd®t49).
Abraham’s destiny as a teacher of justice is thtedtreason God brings him into the
deliberations of the divine council regarding théefof Sodom (18:17-19). Abraham
enters the deliberation process as a voice cditingustice (18:25). In his appeal he
presses for the salvation of Sodom based on smalier smaller numbers of
righteous people in it (18:23-32). Here Abrahampldigs further qualities of
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hospitality, pleading for the welfare of a citywdich he does not belorf? He also
urges the consideration of a small minority asuiefitial for the fate of a large
majority. Justice and hospitality intertwine inghmarrative to inform and define one
another.

Throughout the narrative there are numerous wayshich Abraham as an
individual represents thethnic communityHe is affirmed as the father of an ethnic
group, indeed a great and mighty nation (18:183. vdle in relation to thigthnieis
described as instructive; that is, his examplagiftroehavior is held up as the moral
pattern that his descendants are to follow. Abrahakes his role of community
representation seriously, even taking up the catis¢hnic groups not his own in his
dedication to justice. In addition, the logic oEhargument itself, as Speiser notes,
“seeks to establish for the meritorious individtred privilege of saving an otherwise
worthless community*®® The narrative points to the conclusion that hisieitment
to right behavior as an individual leads to thalklsthment of his ethnic community.
First, God’s speech affirms that righteous and pedtavior on the part of Abraham
and his descendants will lead to the fulfillmentlo divine promises, the content of
which is ethnic realization (18:19). Second, foliogvupon his display of hospitality
Abraham receives divine confirmation that he wdlvk a child (18:10, 14), the son
who signifies the fulfillment of the divine promséo establish Abraham as attnie
Finally, the narrative concludes that it is on asdoof Abraham that God rescues
Lot from the destruction in Sodom (19:28.While Lot will father other ethnic
groups, they are still related (albeit less diggctb Abraham, and the text declares
that they owe their survival to him. Not only wlbraham be a nation, but he will,

192 Many commentators underscore Abraham’s selflegseviin interceding on behalf of Sodom. A
few scholars, however, view his advocacy as a rabstract defense of a theoretical point regarding
the operation of justice. The latter interpretatibowever, still affirms Abraham’s commitment teth
serious consideration of the righteousness of mesntiean alien community, albeit less powerfully
than the interpretation of his advocacy as actadidarity with the people of Sodom. For the
interpretation of Abraham’s advocacy as a pleaamb of Sodom, see Delitzsddeuer 302-03 (ET,
50); Dillmann,Die Genesis251 (ET, 97); DriverGenesis196; Fretheim, “Genesis,” 476; Gossai, 55;
Hamilton, Genesis 18-5017-19; Kidner, 131, 133; Letellier, 136, 219; i&ar143; Scullion, 156;
Vawter, 231; WenhantGenesis 16-5063. For the interpretation of Abraham’s advocasya more
theoretical debate over justice see Cdatmnesis130 n. 20; Gunkelenesis205 (ET, 204); Mafico:
15; von RadGenesis180 (ET, 207); Skinner, 305; Westerma@enesis: 2354-57 (ET, 291-93).

193 gpeiserGenesis 135. For similar statements see Brueggem@&emesis 173; von RadGenesis
180-82 (ET, 207-09); Sarna, 150; Van SetAtwaham 214-15.

1% This verse is generally seen as representingrikstly perspective. Davidson, 75; Driv&enesis
191, 202; GunkelGenesis 261-63 (ET, 257-59); Loader, 44; von Rd&genesis 189 (ET, 217);
Skinner, 310; SpeiseGenesis143; Vawter, 239; Westermar@enesis: 2376 (ET, 308).
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according to the promises, be a nation so sucdet&ftihe is a blessing to other
nations (18:18). Abraham thus functions as a pasigxample of the three-part
message of the text: (1) justice and righteousnasan hospitality, (2) those who
practice hospitality are individuals in right retatship to community, and (3) God
establishes the ethnic community of those whorastich ways>>

Sodomfunctions as a cipher for all that is oppositédAtraham/Israel in this
narrative'® Its inhospitalityis pictured in its townsmen'’s threat of rape tovisstors,
an act symbolizing the extreme anti-pole to ho$pataeception of the outsider.
Their inhospitality is notched up another level witeey threaten worse treatment to
Lot, an individual who is not even a complete algsibut a sojourner with a home in
the city. Their attempt to physically overpower Lamd break through his door
epitomizes a determination to crush the being amdevof the sojourner before the
will and power of the group. Issues joktice highlight the inhospitality of Sodom.
The townsmen act as a univocal group, declaring theral option and rejecting the
alternative judgment of the sojourner. Moreoveg then of Sodom insist that the
sojourner has no right of protection; in their egthiworld the only “right” is that of
the group. The process by which Sodom judges sketite voice of the individual
and shuts the outsider out of the community. Ultetya Sodom’s rejection of
hospitality as the way of justice leads to its masfiion as anethnic community
Sodom has no survivors, no descendants, and neefufthe God who establishes
Abraham’s ethnic future cuts off that of Sodom. &wodthus functions as a
thoroughly negative example of the text's messétggenies hospitality as the way
of justice, extinguishes the voice of individuatsthe group, and calls forth God’s
complete destruction of Sodom as a community.

Lot plays an uncertain role as a figure a few stepwoved from the strong
figure of Abraham. Hishospitality is virtuous to the extent that it replicates
Abraham’s, as he welcomes the guests and perfonnusiselfish act of intercession
(19:1-7). His offer of his daughters (19:8) is affirmed by the narrative as virtuous,

195 Alter analyzes Gen. 17-21 and makes a similar aegunthat propagation in these stories is
conditional upon moral behavior. He notes thatdsahirth is announced to his father in ch. 17 tnd
his mother in ch.18, but that before the birthlitsech. 21, the intervening episodes and thehiiazt
questions are closely related to the issue of biiter's analysis, however, does not look closaty
sojourn or at the connection of hospitality witlstjge. See Alter, “Sodom,” 149.

19 Alter aptly notes, “As to the larger unfolding d@gs of biblical literature, Sodom...becomes the
great monitory modelthe myth of a terrible collective destiny antitioeti to Israel’'s. The biblical
writers will rarely lose sight of the ghastly pdsbty that Israel can turn itself into Sodom.” ¢hj 157.



155
however, and is difficult to categorize as anythimg deeply ambiguous. He boldly
makes a moraljudgment, declaring Sodom’s inhospitality wicked (19:7), but
muddies the waters with an immediate concessitinedownsmen’s moral judgment,
urging them “do what is good in your eyes” (19:8)is position in relation to
communityis likewise indeterminate. He courageously attamjmt mediate the
intensifying conflict and to defend the rights a$ kulnerable guests, but his appeal
to a bond of brotherhood is rejected and his mextiaproves unsuccessful.
Ultimately it is others who will have to stand fbim, as his guests become his
protectors and rescuers (19:10-11, 15-16), and hsmnés virtue is cited as the
reason for his salvation (19:28). At the end of the day Lot fathers two nations
(19:37-38), but the initiative of his daughtersnraking this happen (19: 31-38)
stands in stark contrast with the divine initiatigkaracterizing the births of the
elected line of Abraham (21:2-3; 25:21; 29:31; 20:2.0t has an ethnic future, but
not as the elect of God. Lot's shadowy figure con$é the message of the text
primarily by highlighting the chiaroscuro of Abrahaand Sodom, the twin pictures
of ethnic establishment and ethnic extinction.

Through it all, the figure ofGod functions as the anchor for the values
expressed in the narrative. Godthe judgeof all the earth (18:25); he delivers the
ultimate evaluation of good and bad that affirme ¥irtuous hospitality of Abraham
and renounces the wicked inhospitality of Sodond'&qustice is in itselhospitable,
first, because it is open to active participatiooni outsiders (both the vulnerable
oppressed who cry out and the bold questioner wialenges the judge), and
second, because it affirms the welcome of the sp@uas action that is “right.” In
both form and content the justice of God is hogpétajust as the justice of Sodom
was inhospitable in both form and content. As judfje/hat is right, God ensures the
continuity of the right way by establishing the mthfuture of those who practice an
ethic of hospitality. God is the divine guarantdr ethnic identity God elects
Abraham in order to live ethically and pass on dtisics to his ethnic community
(19:19). God also confirms the communal ethic lgngng the hospitable individual
an ethnic future, enlarging Abraham’s identity fransingle, childless figure to the

197) ot's relationship to Zoar (as a community andeation) is likewise indistinct. He chooses it as
his desired destination and place of establishnaemt,on his account it is not overthrown (19:218t Y
for unnamed reasons he is afraid to stay there|emves it to live in a cave (19:30). His ambivalen
toward the city reinforces an overall sense of asioh in his identification as an individual withet
communities he inhabits.
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father of a nation. Sodom, however, the group waild not hear the voice of an
individual sojourner, God reduces from a city fillith people to a wasteland.

Sojourn in this text functions in a new way conguhrto its use in the
promises and the itinerary notices. First, it ist mimarily concerned with
relationship to land. Lot’s categorization as aosaper by the men of Sodom may
derive from his origin outside the city, but hiss@mation as a non-native is here
primarily focused on the social results of the safian: his exclusion from
communal processes of moral judgment, and the goesees for the community
who rejects him. Sojourn here is a prism refractsgyeral issues of communal
interaction. Its use in this text contributes a rémension to the discussion of ethics
that began in the analysis of Gen. 26:3. Thereusnjwas put forward as a proposed
way of life for the people of Israel, a categoryidgntity that expressed not just their
past origin myth but also a continuing dimensiorihair present self-understanding.
Here, what a life of sojourn looks like takes onrenconcrete social detail.

This brings us to the second novel dimension gdwsa in this text. While
the texts analyzed thus far have utilized sojowwa @escription pertaining to Israel
itself (via its ancestors), here it is not primatisrael that is the sojourner. Lot, the
sojourner in this text, is related to Abraham bat a part of his ethnic future. His
role as a sojourner in the story focuses the starkparison between Abraham and
Sodom in their roles asosts demonstrating the basic message that the ethtuicef
of Israel depends upon its commitment to hospjtalibhe point here is that Israel is
to receive the sojourner, in a way that Sodom ditl fihe ethical imperative of
hospitality to the sojourner relates closely to steng theme of justice to thme in
the law codes of the Pentateuch. Here the primangern is Israel's responsibility
ashostto the other who sojourns in its midst.

The motive clauses of these laws about the sogouittowever, repeatedly
make a striking connection between Israel’s recaptf the sojourner and Israel's
own identity as sojournef§® The connection made explicit in these motive aaus
Is subtly suggested in the Sodom narrative as wells own hospitality to his guests,
reaching its high-water mark in 19:6-7, comes floman who is himself vulnerable,
isolated, and as becomes clear in 19:9, a confisogulirner. Abraham’s hospitality

198 Ex, 22:21; 23:9; Deut. 10:19; 23:7; Lev. 19:34;2% Miller comments, “Israel’s way of dealing
with the aliens resident in their midst is giveam empathetic moral incentive out of their own sl
present experience as strangers and sojourndesiphasis original. Miller, 567.
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in ch. 18, clearly depicted as exemplary, comesvden explicit reminders of his
sojourn status in 17:7 and 20:1, with multiple refeees to his tent dwelling
throughout the chapter (18: 1, 2, 6, 9, 10) addisgal images of his transient®&.
The story dramatizes the irony that secure, natieenbers of a cohesive community
are far less welcoming to outsiders than two sglitmen who are themselves
sojourners-® Ultimately the text offers two levels of commentasn sojourn as
Israel’s identity. First, welcome to the sojouriethe ethic held up before Israel as
the way to an established ethnic future. Secorflpeftion of sojourn as an ongoing
dimension of Israelite identity motivates and erabthe hospitable welcome of
others that is so central to its communal ethic.

In both cases above, openness to the Other isupelts a value to cling to,
and a virtue to practice. If the ancestral stopesvide a “compass” for thethnie
the needle here points in a surprising directiathnie establishment, the guarantee
of a viable future for thethnie is shown to be dependent upon opening, rather tha
guarding, the boundaries against the Other. Thewrmgss is urged not only in
examples of hospitality to the sojourner, but alsahe affirmation of a sojourn
identity for Israel itself that makes possible sweblcome to the other. While it
seems that such openness might militate agairsigs&thnic identity, it may be the
case that this “sojourn virtue” rescues the ethmith from a rigidity that would
ultimately weaken it. For aethnielike Israelto survive, surrounded by stronger
political powers and with fluctuating control ovigs ethnic homeland, flexibility in
its interaction with the Other may have been a kesource. This sojourn text
suggests such flexibility, proposing that openntesshe Other is the paradoxical
route to ethnic establishment. This openness nieealso be balanced with a certain
distance, however, as the texts analyzed belowrekal.

Genesis 21:23
As in the previous text, in 21:23 the sojourn refeee occurs in the context of

interaction across an insider/outsider boundargl, aparticular virtue is the focus of
the ethical reflection. Here the virtuesr, a word with multiple significations in

199 Gossai and Amos touch on Abraham’s sojourn inticelato his hospitality. Gossai, 40; Amos,
102-03.
110 Fields highlights this twist in the case of Loielfs, 54.
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Hebrew, translated here as “kindness” for the sdl@mnveniencé:! The discussion
following will first examine the relation of 21:28 its larger narrative context (20:1-
21:34); second, attend to parallels with otherntyretories in Genesis; and third, flesh
out the significance ofor in relation to sojourn.

A. The Narrative Context of 21:23

The sojourn reference in 21:23 occurs in a spedchAbimelech, king of
Gerar. Abimelech asks Abraham to swear that he wit deal falsely with
Abimelech, his offspring, or his descendants, dnad he will act with kindness1grT)
toward Abimelech and toward the land where Abral@® sojourned,1UR 1IN7
M3 1073, Abimelech requests this kindness from Abrahamparity with the
kindness he claims he, Abimelech, has shown to b Abraham responds to
Abimelech’s request in the affirmative with a lagofl swear,”DaWR 2N.

The text of this short exchange in 21:22-24 corgtawvithin it connections
backward and forward to the narrative both preagdind following the text. The
episode begins in v. 22 with the phrase “at thaetf X111 nva 7M. The phrase
situates the conversation in the same generalgened as the events preceding it, a
reference which could encompass just the expulsiddagar recorded immediately
beforehand, or extend backwards to also includebitte of Isaac, and even the
wife-sister incident in Gerar in ch. 2¢¢ In addition, Abimelech’s speech itself
makes explicit reference to past dealings betwemsdif and Abraham, referring in
v. 23 to the kindness he has shown to Abraham. phast kindness must be
something that occurred during their first intei@ct which is recorded in ch. 26?
Abimelech’s words thus connect this text closelyhte text of ch. 20. The exchange
between the two men is in continuity with the stofyheir interaction in ch. 20, both
temporally and thematicalf{*

1 The word M is notoriously hard to translate. For discussiohthese translation difficulties see
Aubrey R. Johnson, “HESED andA$ID,” in Interpretationes ad Vetus Testamentum pertinentes
Sigmundo Mowinckel septuagenario mis¢@slo: Land og kirke, 1955), 100-12; Heber F. Pe&c
“Translating ‘Mercy’, ‘Steadfast Love’, in the Boak Genesis,BT 31, no. 2 (1980): 201-07.

112yan SetersAbraham 186; CoatsGenesis155.

13 Dillmann, Die Genesis271 (ET, 135); GunkelGenesis 234 (ET, 232); Janzembraham 75;
Scullion, 169; Vawter, 252; Wenha@gnesis 16-502.

141t is not clear whether spatial continuity is pe&d as well between vv. 22-24 and the narrative
preceding in 20:1-21:21. The text does not recorthave of Abraham away from Gerar, and
Abimelech speaks directly to Abraham in v. 22 with intervening record of a journey to meet
Abraham. This seems to suggest that Abraham isistiGerar or its vicinity. However, the well
episode in v. 25ff is located in Beer-sheba (vv, 31, 33), and there is no textual note of a new
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Likewise, the text of vv. 22-24 shows continuitytiwthe well episode that
follows it, beginning in v. 25. The two principah&racters are the same, Abraham
and Abimelech, and there is no textual note of angle in location. Temporally,
there is a shift in v. 25 with the introduction aferfect verb (“he argued>37)
into the sequences of imperfect-consecutive vemnbs.i24 preceding and v. 26
following (both “he said,”7 78" ). The use of the perfect verb indicates the
beginning of a new time sequence; however, theofighe conjunction “and” "
before it indicates some sense of succession hatls¢quence preceding it.

Thematically, the topic of oaths concerning laadshared between the two
sections. The roo‘t/:::w (“swear”) repeats throughout both texts, appeanng. 23,
24, and 31, and echoing in the word playraii (“seven”) in vv. 28, 29, and 30, and
YW N2 (“Beer-sheba”) in vv. 31, 32, and 33. It is deb&alwhether the oaths
reported in vv. 24 and 31 are the same oath, twaraé&e oaths, or two different
stages in one overarching agreement. The debaté pbesible continuity between
the oaths intersects with source-critical analysisthe text!'® The traditional
position proposes two oaths or covenants, onededan vv. 22-24, 27, and 31, and
the other appearing in the remainder of the teterirening'*® Even this argument,
however, posits continuity between vv. 22-24 anel Well episode, even if only
portions of the well episode are seen to contiheghread that is started in vv. 22-24.

Analyses of the final form of the text usually fg@slevel of unity between wv.
22-24 and the well episode, regarding the secotid @m either a specific article of
the first, more general oath‘as a follow-on negotiation growing out of the ffirs

518 0or as a continuation of

oath, which is the basis for Abraham’s complaint.ir2
one overarching and unified odtfi.Regardless of the precise relation between the

texts, however, it is clear that the two segmemés cosely related, and that the

location between vv. 22-24 and v. 25ff. Ultimatelye evidence for a geographical setting of vv. 22-
24 is inconclusive, and continuity with the nawatpreceding it is best established on other greund
5 For a bibliography of scholarship on the compositof the covenant account, see Jonathan D.
Safren, “Ahuzzath and the Pact of Beer-SheBAYW101, no. 2 (1989): 185.

1% Gunkel,Genesis233-34 (ET, 230-31); von RaGenesis201-02 (ET, 230-31); Skinner, 325; Van
Seters,Abraham 185-87; Vawter, 251-52; Westermarn@enesis: 2 423-24 (ET, 346-47). These
authors do not all agree on the assignation ofthess to particular sources, but the textualsitivis
themselves are fairly uniform.

117 Coats Genesis156; DelitzschNeuer 3222 (ET, 81).

18 Fretheim, “Genesis,” 491; Wenhafenesis 16-505.

119 Hamilton,Genesis 18-56-87, 92-93; SpeiseGenesis160.
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material in the well episode is significant for thérpretation of the exchange in vv.
22-24.

The narrative is structured in a way that encoesatye reading of 21:22-24
as part of an overall arc that begins in 20:1 amadcludes in 21:34. As discussed
above, the continuity of narrative devices suchhasacters, setting, chronology, and
thematic elements contribute to the unity of thet.télost striking among these
literary devices, however, is thiaclusio bracketing the narrative between twin
references to Abraham’s sojourn in 20:1 and 21T previous discussion of these
two references focused on the significance of uhclg the birth of Isaac (21:1-7)
within this narrative arc. Here, the discussionl focus on the progression of the
narrative arc as a whole. Thelusio functions to identify the sequence of episodes
within it as one larger narrative unit. This intentl structuring locates our text,
21:22-24, within a specified chain of events: wsister deception (20:1-18), birth of
the promised son (21:1-7), expulsion of the digtet®n and his mother (21:8-21),
and territorial negotiations (21:22-34). This largarrative structure not only brings
the text preceding and following 21:22-24 into #igant relation with it, but also
calls for a comparison with similar narrative sauees in the interpretation of this
text; specifically, the narrative sequences in d%13 and in ch. 26. Once it is
established that 21:22-24 is part of an intentiamalrative sequence, the parallel
sequences of chs. 12-13 and 26 become an intemtabfothe analysis of 21:23. We
turn now to a brief survey of the relevant themaigcallels between the narrative
sequences of chs. 12-13, 20-21, and 26, beforegakicloser look at the text of
21:23.

B. Sojourn, Ethics, and Territorial Boundaries in chs. 12-13, 20-21, and 26

The similarities between the three wife-sisterisgin Genesis have long
been noted, and the source-critical debate suringriiese similarities thoroughly
rehearsed® This analysis will highlight only a few of the siarities in the larger
narrative sequences encompassing the wife-sisteiest focusing especially on
aspects relevant for the interpretation of thettaral negotiations that follow after
the wife-sister material. The analysis is not estiae; rather, it is specifically
centered on issues of sojourn and boundaries gsdlate to the oath in 21:23.

120 5ee the previous discussion on 26:3 for a bibdiphy of references.
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It is striking that all three wife-sister tales nmmence with an explicit
reference to sojour® Two are itinerary notices, one reporting that Atama
sojourned in Egypt (12:10) and the other that hHewaed in Gerar (20:1); the third
is a divine command to Isaac to sojourn in Ger&t32** Thus all three narrative
sequences situate the protagonists in a relatipreftgojourn vis-a-vis their settings,
both spatially and socially. The local monarchsam@bh and Abimelech, are
characterized by contrast as the purveyors of paweheir respective lands, the
autochthonous authorities with whom the patriatténge to deal in their attempts to
establish security and territorial holdings forrtigelves in lands where their rights
are in question.

In all three stories the patriarchs resort to @e@éon, portraying their wives
as their sisters (12:13; 20:2; 26:7), ostensibiywie motivation of gaining physical
safety (12:12; 20:11; 26:7, 9%° Allowing for variations in the details of the
deception and its discovery, there are a few keylaiities in the ruse and its results.
In the plot development of each story, the discpwdrthe ploy is followed by a
confrontation with the native monarch, who repraeacthe patriarch for his misdeed
(12:18-19; 20:9-10; 26:9-1065 The confrontation between monarch and patriarch is
the high point of the stories’ drama. After the ftontation, the conflict subsides into
a level of harmony as two elements form the denamrof the plot: the patriarch
receives material wealth, and the patriarch movieshhbitation away from the
wronged monarcf?®

121 several commentators highlight the danger to @mah strange territory as the central plot crisis
of the stories (among these, Petersen identifissddinger as the central theme only in ch. 26). See
Miller, 553-54; ThompsonQrigin, 53; WestermanrierheiBungen63-64 (ET, 62-63); Petersen: 42-
43.

122 These three references are discussed in de@hapters 2 and 3.

123 gee the previous discussion of 19:9 for referermeaparing the actions of the patriarchs to
anthropological patterns of “sexual hospitalityJ'K. Hoffmeier suggests instead that the wife-siste
stories reflect the practice of diplomatic marrigge proposal that serves to place the sexualmeat
offered under the umbrella of socially sanctionedrnlage, but maintains the same pattern of
exchanging women belonging to the household of@usoer for safety and rights to settle in the land
James K. Hoffmeier, “The Wives’ Tales of Genesis 2@ & 26 and the Covenants at Beer-sheba,”
TynBul43, no. 1 (1992): 81-99.

'2* All three speeches include the phrase, “What lyaedone?” IMUU™1), 12:18; 20:9; 26:10—
doubly emphasized in 20:9 as “things that oughttadie done.” For discussions of the form of this
accusation-questionBéschuldigungsformgland the indictment it communicates, see Biddig4;6
Bruckner, 179; HamiltorGenesis 18-50196-97; Van Setergbraham 173.

125D A. Nicholas traces a similar sequence in thedlhwife-sister tales, although his tri-partite eatt
combines the final two elements above. Dean Andiigholas, “Deception as a Motif in the
Pentateuch” (PhD dissertation, Hebrew Union Colledgewish Institute of Religion, 2000), 68-80.
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While there are differences in the timing of tleguwaisition, the motivation for

the enrichment, and even the stated source of #athy*° it nevertheless remains a
common outcome that the patriarchs emerge fromdeweption episodes richer
(12:16 and 13:2; 20:14; 26:12-14). Likewise, thare variations in the extent and
stated motivation of the relocation that ends thisagle, but a monarchical order
regarding a change of residence is clear in eagitlént*?” In 12:19-20 Abraham is
forcibly expelled from Egypt and leaves the cirdé Pharaoh’s authority; the
remainder of the narrative sequence locates hinCamaan, and his territorial
negotiations are not with Pharaoh but Lot. In 26t¥6Abimelech asks Isaac to leave,
which he does. Here, however, Isaac’s move takesohiy from Gerar to the valley
of Gerar, and in the subsequent negotiations owdisvine continues to deal with
Abimelech, whose authority extends over Isaac’s hewation as well. In 20:15
Abraham is invited to settle anywhere in Abimelactdnd that pleases him. While
this may be interpreted positively, and it is tthat Abraham is not expelled from
Abimelech’s land, the speech nevertheless impliegcuest that he change his
location from the place where he resides at the tinthe wife-sister deception. It
seems that Abimelech wants Abraham a little furtheay—perhaps in his land, but
not in his city. It is unclear when it is that Abhean moves out of Gerar and where
exactly he is located in the episodes from 21:2%®4, but at least by 21:25 he is
located further away, in Beer-sheba. Here the welotiations take place with
Abimelech, who is represented by the narrative asnlg some sort of territorial
authority in the area of Beer-shelfa.

126y7an Seters parses these variations regardingrifichenent and the expulsion in light of different
textual sources; Polzin offers a structural intetation of the differences within a synchronic
framework. My analysis focuses on the elementsoimmon between the incidents. See Van Seters,
Abraham 175, 188-89; Polzin: 85-90.

1271n 26:16 Abimelech tells Isaac to move away beeawss become “too powerful.” While Coats
maintains that the breach in the relationship hathing to do with the wife-sister deception and is
related only to Isaac’s ability to wrest wealthrfrahe land (26:12-14), it is possible to interpret
Isaac’s “power” in a broader sense that also iretuldis deception and the resulting decree for his
protection. Fretheim, for example, argues thatdsaavealth is due in part to Abimelech’s edict
protecting him, and thus is related closely towulife-sister incident. See Coatsenesis190-91, 194;
Fretheim, “Genesis,” 527. The theme of wealth éngativision and necessitating separation also
appears in 13:5-7, where the separation betweeah&lbon and Lot is attributed to the increase in their
wealth. In chs. 12-13 the expulsion from Egypt hssfrom the wife-sister deception, and the
separation from Lot results from material prosgerih ch. 26, both themes are evident in Isaac’s
expulsion from Gerar.

128\yawter notes, “At least for the purposes of thisrs Beer-sheba is counted within Abimelech’s
sphere of influence, even though vs. 32 distingssih from ‘the land of the Philistines.” Vawter,
252.
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Two of the three narrative sequences move immalgliaffter the wife-sister
story to an episode of territorial negotiation @82&nd 26:18). In ch. 21 additional
material interrupts the sequence, reporting théhlof Isaac and the expulsion of
Ishmael and Hagar. The transition to the territaregotiation happens with our text
in 21:22. We will return to a brief examination thfe contribution made by the
additional material in ch. 21. At this point, howeeyit is sufficient to note a few
aspects of the common thematic material sharetidthree narrative sequences.

In all three sequences, a sojourn scenario unfelts similar features. The
territorial negotiations that follow, then, happagainst this complex backdrop: (1)
an offer by a sojourner of an exchange of “good®X(for safety) that is judged
ethically reprehensible by the local monarch whwea gex offered is revealed to be
adulterous-® (2) an end to the transaction between sojourndrraanarch and a
return (or preservation) of the “goods” in undandhgmm; (3) the enrichment of the
patriarch by resources of the land where he sogand (4) a move by the patriarch
to a location further from the local monarch’s cahhabitation.

The territorial negotiations following the wifesger material in each
sequence also share common patterns and thentesygiitchs. 21 and 26 offer far
closer parallels than those in ch.'#3In all three sequences, the patriarch moves
away from the direct circle of the native monarold,aby stages, deeper into territory
more traditionally identified as the land promised Israel (Negev followed by
Bethel in ch. 13, Gerar’s general territory follavey Beer-sheba in ch. 21, and the
valley of Gerar followed by Beer-sheba in ch. 2Buring or after the move, strife
develops between herdsmen over rights to wateroansturage (in 13:7 the
conflict is between Lot's herdsmen and Abrahanrs2i1:25 Abraham complains
that Abimelech’s servants have seized a well hechay] and in 26:19-21 quarrels

129 The moral sensitivity displayed by the local mameshighlighted by a contrast with the
indifference evidenced by the patriarchs—is a stgkelement of all three tales. See discussions in
Albertz, Exilszeit 205 (ET, 264-65); Alter, “Sodom,” 155-56; Miscali2, 34-35; Moberly, 71-72;
Polzin: 93; WenhantGenesis 1-15291.

130 3.D. Safren enumerates the parallels between dgkienant episodes in chs. 21 and 26, while
Fokkelman, Turner, and Wenham highlight similasitleetween the two narratives on a wider scale
including the wife-sister stories. Parallels whiglso include the material of ch. 13 are noted by
Janzen, Sailhamer, Van Seters, and Westermann.eHaffgys an overarching motif analysis that
spans the wife-sister stories and the territoriefjatiations following them; he identifies many
elements similar to those | describe, but with lesegetical detail, and draws conclusions in the
direction of an argument concerning exilic thentase Safren: 183-90; Fokkelman, 113-14; Turner,
Genesis 114; WenhamGenesis 16-50187; JanzenAbraham 101-02; Sailhamer, 189; Van Seters,
Abraham 189-91; Hauge, “Struggles II,” 114-15; Westermaaanesis: 2200 (ET, 172).
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erupt between Isaac’s herdsmen and Gerar’'s ovepdhsession of two wells). A
negotiation occurs (initiated by Abraham in 13:& &y Abimelech in 21:22 and
26:26), in which a positive past relationship isedi as reason motivating an
agreement (13:8 “for we are kin;” 21:23 “as | halene kindness to you;” 26:29 “as
we have done to you nothing but good”). The thrgee@ments have reciprocal
structures, with an equality of obligation requireidthe two sides in each (in 13:9
each is to take a direction mirroring the othethi@ opposite direction; in 21:23 acts
of kindness are expected to be reciprocal; in 2&@® parties are to refrain from
harm to one another). The dialogue involved maksss af words carrying ethical
connotations, a matter analyzed at greater lengthhé discussion below. The
agreement itself concerns rights of land use osg&son (in ch. 13:11-12 Abraham
and Lot choose territories and settle in them;ir8@ the issue is possession of the
well of Beer-sheba; in 26:29 the general oath afaggression connects with the
narrative context of digging wells whose ownershipincontested to suggest Isaac’s
establishment of territorial integrity in the ared Beer-sheb&®'). The land
negotiation establishes a territorial boundarydpteast, distance) between the two
sides involved, and is followed by a physical sepan between the parties (in 13:11
Lot journeys away from Abraham and they separavenfeach other; in 21:32
Abimelech leaves Abraham and returns to the landhef Philistines; in 26:31
Abimelech and his men depart from Isaac).

The patriarch stays in the land of the promiseenehhe receives a divine
word reiterating the gift of the land (13:14-17;:24 in 21:33 there is only a
description of Abraham “calling on the name of Y& but it parallels Isaac’s
response in 26:25 after receiving the divine preni¥he patriarch then performs a
symbolic act establishing presence and memory @& lémd (in 13:18 Abraham
pitches his tent and builds an altar; in 21:33 Abra plants a tamarisk tree; in 26:25
Isaac builds an altar, pitches his tent, and dig®ld. The patriarch is relieved from
competition for the territory and experiences ardegf settled security in the area.
Even though legal possession of a land holding as firmly established, the
conclusion of the episode communicates a sensntdtive promise fulfillment with
regard to the patriarch’s belonging in the I&fdThis sense of the initiation of

131 Coats argues that the nonaggression oath is Epdigifa resolution of the well conflicts. Coats,
Genesis194.
132 \WenhamGenesis 16-504, 196; Janzembraham 77.
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promise fulfillment is augmented within the largec of the narrative sequences by
the inclusion in 21:1-8 of the miraculous birthlséac, in 26:12 of the success of
Isaac in cultivating the land, and in 21:22 and22628 of the affirmation of divine
presence with the patriarch.

The establishment of the patriarch in the land al®s the relinquishment of
competing claims to the same territory. In 13:11 Wilingly chooses to depart from
Canaan and claim territory elsewhere. This decigonade not by an autochthonous
landholder, but by a member of Abraham’s kin grdigt’s choice is bound up in his
exclusion from the circle of the elect who recettie divine promisé® In ch. 21
Abimelech, the local monarch, concedes the rigbtsatwell at Beer-sheba to
Abraham. The theme of election is raised not hare darlier in the narrative
sequence, when Ishmael is expelled from Abrahangsséhold (21:14) and
excluded from the myth of ethnic election expredsetie divine promise (21:12§/

In ch. 26 Isaac’'s establishment in Beer-sheba gmized by the mutual
nonaggression oath with Abimelech (26:29), whos@& me longer contest Isaac’s
water rights in the area (21:25, 32). Here Isaa rfacompetitors for election, but
the verses immediately preceding and followingrtagative frame the whole in the
context of the competition between Isaac’s two song of whom will be excluded
from the promise. These two repeated themes of igefulfillment and exclusion of
the dis-elect, then, help to explain and integtate inclusion of the episodes of
Isaac’s birth and Ishmael’s expulsion (21:1-21)he narrative sequence of chs. 20-
21.135

133 5ee Wenham's insightful comments on the “theolalgi;eography of Lot’s decision.” Wenham,
Genesis 1-15298.

134 Cassuto’s comparison of the first and second wsiiéer tales highlights the departures of Lot and
Ishmael following each story respectively. CassRes.

1% The expulsion of Hagar and Ishmael also toucheshenissue of compassion for the outsider,
which connects thematically to sojourn. Amos, Feeth Gossai, T. Reis, E. Tamez, P. Trible, M.
Tsevat, Van Seters, and Wenham note textual coionsecbetween Hagar’s expulsion and Israelite
sojourn in Egypt. The connection invites explomtidut a broader analysis of exclusion and
oppression themes in Genesis, and expansion @mhlgsis to Exodus texts, would exceed the space
limitations of this project. For the above discossi see Amos, 90-94, 122; Fretheim, “Genesis,” 488-
90; Gossai, 12-21; Pamela Tamarkin Reis, “HagaruRed,” JSOT87 (2000): 5-109; Elsa Tamez,
“The Woman Who Complicated the History of Salvaffoim New Eyes for Reading: Biblical and
Theological Reflections by Women from the Third l#&yoed. John S. Pobee and Barbel von
Wartenberg-Potter (Geneva: World Council of Chus¢li®©86), 15-17; Phyllis Tribld,exts of Terror:
Literary-Feminist Readings of Biblical Narrativé®hiladelphia: Fortress, 1984), 13-34; Matitiahu
Tsevat,The Meaning of the Book of Job and Other Biblicald®s: Essays on the Literature and
Religion of the Hebrew Bibl@New York: Ktav, 1980), 69-70; Van Setesshraham 200-01; Van
SetersPrologue 265; WenhamGenesis 16-50-13.
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To summarize, the land negotiation episodes din@réollowing themes: (1)
movement of the patriarch into territory more clgamcluded in the divine promises;
(2) negotiation of a territorial boundary (withlet the native monarch or the dis-
elect kin) that establishes land rights for theripath; (3) reciprocal commitment
pledged in an agreement that is couched in ternpastf relations and freighted with
ethical vocabulary; (4) physical withdrawal of thimer party; and (5) establishment
of the patriarch’s presence in the area by diviimenise and symbolic action.

The summary above, taken together with the pregeslimmary of the wife-
sister material, shows why the land negotiatiorestarbe interpreted in continuity
with the wife-sister stories. First, the themat@herence between the episodes is
strong. Both involve negotiations over commoditibst are in question for a
sojourner: safety, territorial rights, and wealleaped from the land. Both involve
the definition of territorial boundaries and thevament of the protagonists across
these boundaries toward positions where peacefsiegce is possible. Both end in
the affirmation of land rights for one or both sd®oth, finally, reflect on ethical
obligations with a strong affirmation of expectedight” behavior. The key
distinction in this regard is that the patriarchhis interaction with the other party
does notmeet the ethical standard of right behavior infttet case, butoesin the
second.

Second, the latter episodes of land negotiati@fer rback to the former
episodes of the wife-sister stories. This alludiorctions not only at the textual level
noted above (continuity of characters, setting,) dtat at the thematic level. The
language ofelationshipsand ofethicsused in the dialogues of the land negotiations
are inextricably bound up with the precedent of whie-sister stories. We turn now
to a close examination of the dialogue in 21:22e8&mining first its allusions to the
wife-sister episode preceding it, and then its Higegse of ethical languagengr),
noting parallels and contrasts with the negotiaionchs. 13 and 26 when relevant.

C. Sojourn and 7017 in 21:23

Abimelech begins his speech in 21:22 with theegta@int, “God is with you in
all that you do.” The mirror statement in 26:28 sixdemphasis with an infinitive
absolute, “we have seen clearlyf™®7 7). In both cases, the request for a treaty is
anchored in this introductory statement which isegi as the motivation for
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Abimelech’s appeal. What has Abimelech seen thagbrhim to the conclusion that
God is with the patriarch? And why should this |&éau to request a treaty?

While almost all interpretations of this statemgmtint to the preceding
episodes® not all are in agreement as to which aspect @frmvents demonstrates
God’s presence with the patriarch most definitiveter, Davidson, Janzen, and
Scullion cite Abraham’s material prosperity, anenpretation that may refer to
events in chs. 20-21, but is primarily dependenttan parallel with ch. 26, where
Isaac’s affluence is textually prominent (vv. 12-3¥4 K.D. Sakenfeld, von Rad, and
Vawter emphasize the display of divine power in wée-sister story of ch. 20,
arguing that Abimelech did not feel safe near Aaralbecause of God’s action to
protect him, and thus sought a treaty to stabilize relationship and avoid
Abraham’s enmity’*® Gunkel and Hamilton also cite the wife-sister egis but
focus on Abraham’s effective prayer of intercess(@0:17) leading Abimelech to
recognize his close relationship with G&dFretheim and Wenham rightly draw
attention to the phrase “in all that you do,” arguithat God’s presence with
Abraham is manifest in a pervasive and continuimgeess, one which may include
the events of chs. 20 and 21, but also indicate\ararching “tenor of life”
observable in all its circumstancé8 Regardless of the specifics, it is clear that here
as in ch. 26, (1) the patriarch is in a positionpoiver, (2) this power has been
observed by the Abimelech in his past interactiath ihe patriarch, and (3) the
power is expressed as the presence of God accompgahg patriarch. Here sojourn
plays an interesting role. The events in which Gatcompaniment of the patriarch
has become evident are specifically sojourn sibnati Despite the patriarch’s
relatively powerless status of sojourn, then, Gaussence has been with him and
has given him power—a non-traditional, surprisiagg even ironic kind of clout—
that motivates the other to seek a treaty with Him.

136 Westermann, however, sees no basis for the statéf@ed is with you” in 21:22 and infers that it
stems from ch. 26, where the statement has an eb¥Wundation. Westerman@genesis: 2425 (ET,
348).

137 Alter, Genesis 101; Davidson, 89; Janzekbraham 75; Scullion, 169.

138 Katharine Doob Sakenfeld@ihe Meaning of Hesed in the Hebrew Bible: A Newuilyg HSM
(Eugene: Wipf and Stock, 1978), 70-72; von Radnesis201 (ET, 231); Vawter, 252.

139 Gunkel,Genesis233 (ET, 231); HamiltorGenesis 18-5(88.

10 Fretheim, “Genesis,” 249; Wenhafenesis 16-502.

1“1 The parallels with ch. 13 are less direct, butah be observed that the need for an agreement
between Abraham and Lot arises because of an selieawealth, which the text portrays as having
been acquired during the preceding sojourn in Egype increase in power, then, arises out of
sojourn here as well, and here as in the otherasimes) necessitates a treaty.
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Abimelech next expresses a negative requestAthiethamnot deal falsely
(Opwm) with him (21:23). Why does he request this? Pteittis because Abraham
has deceived him before, in the wife-sister episeddier'*’ The patriarch’s lie
about his wife has been labeled bad behavior ithede wife-sister stories, and here
Abimelech asks for a pledge from Abraham that hiturke interaction with
Abimelech will be different. A past model of relas is rejected, then, and a new
one suggested. In the past model the patriarchusd in the monarch’s territory
and made an offer of exchange that involved a missentation of his tender. The
patriarch is now outside (or further from the cerdf the monarch’s territory, has
gained power (by divinely granted prosperity andativine display of power), and
a different type of interaction is proposed thahtcasts with the past mod¥éf
Sojourn, however, is not simply a thing of the paste patriarch, though further
from the local monarch’s seat of power, is stillarenuous position with regard to
the land he inhabits. Ch. 21 emphasizes that Albnakastill a sojourner (v. 34), and
his agreement with Abimelech explicitly reiterabes sojourn status (v. 23). Though
his sojourn continues, however, his interactiorhwithers is to change.

The new type of interaction proposed is clearlgrabterized by reciprocity
of obligation. In the wife-sister stories, powersaasymmetrical** Each party in the
interaction played a distinct role, and no similas were evident between sojourner
and ruler, receiver and giver, trickster and dtffén the land negotiation episodes,
however, structural symmetry is prominent. Abralamppeal in ch. 13 calls for
mirror movements of separation between him and(18t9) and parallel actions of
settling for each of them in their allotted temmiés (13:12). In ch. 26 Abimelech
requests of Isaac that he refrain from doing theth pist as they have refrained
from “touching” him; i.e., doing him harm (26:29h 26:31 Isaac sends them away
in peace, just as they mention that they have lsemtaway in peace (26:29). As in

142 Fretheim, “Genesis,” 491; HamiltorGenesis 18-5088-89; JanzenAbraham 75; von Rad,
Genesis201 (ET, 231); Wenhangenesis 16-502.

1431n 26:29 Abimelech and his men ask that Isaactédas no evil,” and in 13:8 Abraham says to Lot,
“Let there be no strife between you and me.” Balyations imply past or possible misdeeds that are
to be avoided by the new agreement.

144 Gossai shows that Abimelech held the power ijtias king and owner of the land, and Abraham
held it at the end of the story as the prophet with power of mediation for the restoration of.life
Gossai, 112-13.

5 1n chs. 20-21 a striking parallel emerges betwélem fertility of Abimelech’s wives after
Abraham’s prayer, and the miraculous birth of Isaamediately following. Here the symmetry is
between God’s dealing with each of the two famjlieswever, rather than a reciprocal interaction
between the two men exhibiting parity of power andality of obligation.
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ch. 13, then, the emphasis is on territorial sdmaraand the preservation of a
boundary. In ch. 21 Abimelech requests of Abrahlaat he act with kindness to him,
his posterity, and the land where he has sojourjustias Abimelech has acted with
kindness toward him. The reciprocity of commitmensimilar to that of the other
two incidents, and the element of boundary estiaivlent and territorial separation is
perhaps also evident (although to a much lessengxnh Abimelech’s concession of
the well to Abraham and his subsequent departune fBeer-sheba. While these
similarities to the other agreements are evideatydver, the content of what is
sworn by Abraham in ch. 21 stands out.

The treaty between Isaac and Abimelech in ch.26ften described as a
treaty of nonaggressidi® Its emphasis is on restraint from harm and resfmrct
territorial integrity. The treaty between Laban alatob in 31:43-54 is cited as an
even clearer example of a mutual nonaggression pabbrder treaty, with a similar
pledge to refrain from harm and a pronounced enmglasa boundary between the
territories!*’ The agreement between Abraham and Lot also shaiths these
treaties the features of territorial separation aestraint from conflict*® Is the
agreement in ch. 21 likewise a treaty of nonaggsa8sMany commentators call it
by this term*® While it may share the features of such treatlemyever, its
reference to kindnessigr) is unique among these textS This element demands
close interpretive attention.

Abimelech’s request for kindnessfT) from Abraham is in parallel with the
kindness he claims to have shown Abraham in the pasin, this reference points

196 Coats,Genesis194; Janzermbraham 102; Victor H. Matthews, “The Wells of GeraBA 49, no.

2 (1986): 124; Westerman@genesis: 2523 (ET, 428).

147 Alter, Genesis 175; Dennis J. McCarthy, “Three Covenants in GaneCBQ 26 (1964): 179-80;
Davidson, 177; DillmannDie Genesis336 (ET, 263); Fretheim, “Genesis,” 558; Gunkégnesis
350 (ET, 339); Janze®braham 125; Sarna, 202; Scullion, 224-25; Skinner, 388eiserGenesis
249; Vawter, 342-43; Wenhar@enesis 16-5®79; WestermaniGenesis: 2609 (ET, 499).

18 \Westermann notes the similarities between theemgeets in chs. 13 and 31; Coote and Ord
include the treaty of ch. 26 in the comparison. i&i@sannPromises 84; Westermann/erheiRungen
82 n. 48 (ET, 84 n. 48); Coote and Ord, 145.

199 Davidson, 89; Fretheim, “Genesis,” 249; Janzéhraham 102; Matthews: 124; Pagolu, 75;
SpeiserGenesis 160; Wenham@Genesis 16-505; WestermanrGenesis: 2426 (ET, 348). Vawter,
by contrast, believes it is a type of suzeraindaty and calls it an oath of fealty. Vawter, 252.

1509901 is, however, often associated with the wider cphaé covenant in the HB. F.I. Andersen
reviews scholarly understanding of the logical astion between the two concepts, concluding that
covenant follows fronf1017, as it does in the text here, rather than coveissoing in“1O and
constituting its necessary framework. Francis Idémsen, “Yahweh, the Kind and Sensitive God,” in
God Who Is Rich in Mercy: Essays Presented to DB. Bnox ed. Peter T. O'Brien and David G.
Peterson (Homebush West: Lancer Books, 1986), 453+54.
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to their past dealings in ch. 20. Some commentgionst to Abimelech’s specific
invitation to Abraham to dwell in his land as theop kindness referenced here;
others broaden the allusion to Abimelech’s genfrdlearance encompassing all his
responses to Abraham in the wife-sister storié3aken together with the preceding
reference to falseness, what Abimelech is commtingas that Abraham’s way of
relating in ch. 20 is rejected, and Abimelech’s vadiyelating in ch. 20 is affirmed.
What he wants from Abraham is a pledge that he agll like Abimelech acted
toward him, and not as Abraham acted toward Abiokglan the wife-sister
incident*>* Abimelech’sactions are characterized as kindnexsj, and his request
of Abraham is that he pledge to act similarly tosvaim.

Sakenfeld definesort as a voluntary action on behalf of another to giice
or assistance in time of troubi¥ H.-J. Zobel writes, “It is an act that preserves o
promotes life. It is intervention on behalf of smne suffering misfortune or distress.
It is demonstration of friendship or piety® It is striking that7or as an ethical
action reflects a relational framework. In GeneSiS[t  between individuals is
performed either in the context of a kin relatiapsfas happens earlier between
Abraham and Sarah in 20:13), or in the contextaf'secondary” relationship in
response to an unusual act of kindness initiatedngyparty in the relationship® In
other words; 1011 is benevolent ethical action offered within a ketationship,or,
within a non-kin relationship that is raised tenmgrdy to the status of a kinship bond
by the mutual exchange of benevolent action. Abéctgs mention of his pason
to Abraham thus points to his elevation of thelatienship by “an unusual act of
kindness,**” one worthy of kin>® and demands of Abraham a response in kind.

31 Dillmann, Die Genesis271 (ET, 135); Vawter, 252; Rashi, 91.

152 JanzenAbraham 75; GunkelGenesis234 (ET, 232); Scullion, 169; Wenha@enesis 16-502.
33|n chs. 13 and 26 the exemplary behavior requestedt explicitly situated in the past of wife-
sister episodes, but in both cases the initiatothefnegotiation occupies the moral high ground as
Abimelech does here.

1% sakenfeld, 81.

1%5H.-J. Zobel, MOM,” in ThWAT ed. G. Johannes Botterweck and Helmer Ringgrartt(@rt: W.
Kohlhammer, 1982), 56 (ET H.-J. ZobeT)O,” in TDOT, ed. G. Johannes Botterweck and Helmer
Ringgren [Grand Rapids: Wm. B. Eerdmans, 1986], 51)

1% sakenfeld, 58, 233; Zobel1OM,” 51-53 (ET, 46-48). See Gen. 19:19; 20:13; 244®14; and
47:29. .

157 7obel, "10M,” 51 (ET, 47).

138 jJanzen argues that Abimelech has acted in waysttiwmf kin” by his generosity with land
(echoing Abraham’s generosity with Lot in ch. 13)dé&his great respect for Sarah’s name. Janzen,
Abraham 75.
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When Abraham pledges to act witr, then, he agrees to act toward Abimelech
with a loyalty characteristic of family relationkanzen writes,

The ethics ohesedis the ethics of loyalty between family and clan
members. “Kindness” is the loyalty one shows to'®fidnd” or kin.

It is whatever response one owes to one’s kingivan situation. ...

It has been observed that covenant relations assea form of
substitute kinship relations. That is, covenantatiehs formally
extend kin ethics beyond the range of kin relatiomaplicitly
exploring the possibility that different kinshipromunities may treat
one another within the horizon of a common humanrship under

GOd159

The treaty between Abraham and Abimelech benéfim interpretation
within its narrative context. First, th®rT exchanged contrasts with the “falseness”
of Abraham’s past actions in the wife-sister epesobhere, the relationship was one
of market exchange, and Abraham violated even #&edemarket ethics by his
deception. Here, the relationship is elevated abmarket exchange to mutual
assistance worthy of a kin relationship. C.H. Hmnabserves that the covenant
relationship sworn here and the accompanying gésented by Abraham resists the
moral neutrality of a market relationship, creatingstead an atmosphere of
hospitality and gift exchang€® D.J. McCarthy also notes that covenants were
thought to establish a quasi-familial unity betwélea treaty partner$® The pact of
Ton (initiated by Abimelech) and the gift (initiate¢ Bbraham) thus work together
to create a new relational framework, one thatgatgs hostility and paves the way
for political renewal after conflict?

Second, the agreement offers a unique contribubahe ongoing narrative
theme of boundaries and territorial integrity. Thdfe-sister tales emphasized
asymmetry of power, difference of role and chamation between the patriarch
and the local king, ethical transgression by theigrah, and physical ejection of the
patriarch from the king’s center of power. The sthent land negotiations
emphasize parity of power, reciprocity of obligatiand ethical fidelity. With regard

9 pid., 75-76.

180 Charles H. Hinnant, “The Patriarchal NarrativesGenesisand the Ethos of Gift Exchange,” in
The Question of the Gift: Essays across Disciplined. Mark Osteen, Routledge Studies in
Anthropology (London: Routledge, 2002), 113-14.

81 Dennis J. McCarthyQld Testament Covenant: A Survey of Current Op&i@rowing Points in
Theology (Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1972), 33.

182y/.H. Matthews likewise identifies the gift as asgee allowing both sides to save face in a dispute
that might otherwise have become a mutually desticonfrontation. Matthews: 122.
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to the land, the parties are further apart, widacdr boundaries between them. At the
same time, the patriarch becomes further rootethénland he inhabits, through
concession from the other, renewed promise from,@od symbolic action the
patriarch himself performs. The themes unite to mamicate the affirmation of clear,
established boundaries for territorial legitima€iis thrust is evident in all three of
the wife-sister/land-negotiation narrative sequsendet the land negotiations are not
simply about separation. Here in ch. 21 the agreémenters ormor, a virtue that
crosses boundaries and brings individuals closer their social relationship dictates.
A tension is operative here between distance aasenkss, between establishing
boundaries and rising above them.

Here the third aspect of the narrative contexhast helpful. The reflections
on ethics and relationships expressed by the traaysituated in a framework of
sojourn. The entire narrative sequence of wifeesideception and land negotiation
is bracketed by sojourn, and the treaty itself hidtis sojourn explicitly once more.
Sojourn is in itself a word that expresses tenstommunicating both alienation and
belonging (astranger in the land,residing for an extended period). It is this
polyvalent sojourn status that feeds the sophtisticthalance at the heart of the treaty
Abraham makes with Abimelech, and the carefully aowarrative surrounding it.

The central claim of this study is that sojourferences in Genesis ultimately
contribute to the strength of ethnic identity. Hesejourn crystallizes an ethical and
relational stance. Abraham, the representativettafie Israel, tries out two models
of relating in a sojourn context. The exercisagsificant enough for repetition, with
variations in nuance, three times in the patridretzaratives. Each time the first
model fails. The disempowered sojourner bargainiog power and rights via
deception is reprimanded, and he moves away. Anseawodel is successful: the
patriarch sojourns, but not too close to the natimeter of power. His dealings with
others exhibit both respectful reciprocity and aasge of distance. He is established
in the land—still a sojourner, but looking aheagtssession. His relationship to the
ethnoscape gains in strength and clarity.

The contrast, however, is not facile. Fruitful@oj is not reduced simply to
keeping a sufficient distance. The treaty of chupholds an ethical virtue, one that
provides a positive and powerful counter to theegéion of the first model that
culminated only in distance and dissatisfactioropr sojourn relations are to be
characterized byiort, a boundary-crossing virtue that draws sojournet aative
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together into a symbolic approximation of kinshigrael’s ethnic identity, then, is
not simply about establishing boundaries. The fooms a sojourn ethic—one
demanding botmdr and, as we have seen in ch. 19, hospitality—md¢aaisthe
ethnic boundary isupposedto be crossed. Sojourn, then, gives lIsraelite iethn
identity the resources for a complex maintenandeotifi distance and intimacy with
the Other in the land. The combined features dfi Boength and flexibility thus give
Israel's ethnic myth maximum utility in serving athnie with a continuously
problematic relationship to its territory.

Genesis 23:4

The previous discussion suggested that the flixibhat sojourn contributes
to ethnic identity lies in its multi-vocal qualityg characteristic that allows it to
maintain a balanced tension between vectors tharwise might be in conflict.
Sojourn’s preservation of tension without succurgbto extremes at either pole
allow it to function as a successful model for ratgion between thethnieand the
Other, providing fertile ground for relationshipgt are complex and yet sustainable.
In the story of Abraham’s purchase of the cave atchpelah, sojourn mediates the
dangers that lurk in two possible extremes of adgon. Its contribution to ethnic
identity, however, lies not only in its functionatility as a model for relationships
with the Other, but also in its intensificationedéments of territoriality and election.
Sojourn thus contributes both flexibilitand strength to ethnic identity. This
discussion will focus on both aspects, lookingtfasthe tension in the text that is
kept carefully balanced by sojourn, and secontietontribution of this sojourn text
to the ethnic myth.
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A. A Sojourn Ethic Avoiding Two Extremes

The negotiation between Abraham and the Hitfifasver a burial cave for
Sarah is lengthy, occupying an entire chapter 28)1 Its length provides a large
canvas on which an intricate process can be peadrayne which carefully balances
the interests of both parties in this complex niegioh. After a brief introduction
reporting the facts surrounding the death of Safditaham'’s first address to the
Hittites (23:4) launches the dialogue with a staetithat frames the issues at hand:

“I am a sojourner and an alieng(im—3)***

with you; grant me a burial holding with
you so | may bury my dead out of my sight.”

Abraham begins his supplication by describing leifinas a sojourner amidst
the Hittites. His sojourn status is the issue at ltkeart of the ensuing negotiation.
Abraham is an outsider to the community, but hedessthere on a more than
transient basis. Because he is not a native andatyete same time has chosen to
remain, his needs are unique: he has no land lyddes is to be expected of an
outsider, yet he now needs a land holding, forshaat simply a visitor who can
return to his own native home to bury his deadthim limbo of belonging and not-
belonging characteristic of sojourn, Abraham seekstrengthen his tie to the land
where he sojourns, by acquiring a plot of landeaibed for family burial.

A majority of commentators point out a basic pdjarexpressed in
Abraham’s opening statement between his legal stat a sojourner and the

183 The mention of the Hittites here, like the Philiss in 21:34, is a noted anachronism. There has
been discussion surrounding the possibility of arier presence for the Hittites in Hebron, but the
majority of commentators view the designation abetorical (rather than historical) term denoting
the original inhabitants of the land, an archaiseduby a later author to set the story in the ldggn
past. This usage accords with the interpretatiothefsojourn reference here as a component of the
ethnic myth setting up a model for the interactidrisrael with the Other. For discussions see Cohn,
86; Robert L. Cohn, “Negotiating (with) the Nativéscestors and Identity in Genesi${TR 96, no.

2 (2003): 151, 159; Van Seters, “Terms,” 78-79. @mntary discussions include Amos, 108, 131;
Driver, Genesis228-30; HamiltonGenesis 18-50127; von RadGenesis211 (ET, 242); Sarna, 167-
68; Skinner, 336; Vawter, 261-63; WenhaBenesis 16-50126, 205; Westermangenesis: 2457
(ET, 373).

% This is the only occurrence in Genesis3dfir, which appears overall only in P. Its use heresdoe
not necessarily add further nuance to the firshiétl, although it may provide additional emphasis.
When paired with13, the term:@ﬁﬂ can have an identical meaning and it is thus iplesso
translate the two terms as a hendiadys, e.g. “sojoy alien.” Alter, Genesis 109; Cohn,
“Negotiating,” 159 and n. 37; HamiltorGenesis 18-50124, 128; Diether Kellermann1,” in
ThWAT ed. G. Johannes Botterweck and Helmer Ringgréuttfart: W. Kohlhammer, 1973), 990
(ET Diether Kellermann,™1,” in TDOT, ed. G. Johannes Botterweck and Helmer Ringgrear|¢é
Rapids: Wm. B. Eerdmans, 1975], 448); Miller, 549 nNahum M. Sarna, “Genesis Chapter 23: The
Cave of Machpelah,HS 23 (1982): 18; SpeiseGenesis 168, 170; WenhanGenesis 16-50127;
WestermannGenesis: 2457 (ET, 373).
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proposal he puts forward, that he acquire a landitgp for burial*®®> Abraham states
he is asojourner/alienand then he requestdarial holding the parallel repetition of
the word22mY (among you) ending the two phrases in v. 4 pldoeswo compound
nouns in juxtaposition:

DOBY "2 2WIM™2 | am a sojourner-aliewith you
QoY "IPTMNNR ’L_) WJI:W give me a burial-holdingvith you

Thus2WIM™3 and12p NN are textual opposites; Abrahanatien status is the
explanation of his not owningopertyto use for burial. The opposition is not only
a legal one, contrasting landless sojourn with fdritand possession, but also a
symbolic one, depicting a transformation from impanent presence in the land to a
rootedness that comes when ethnic memory (and f&adlgi ancestral burial) is
connected to a specific territorial location. These aspects, legal and symbolic, are
encapsulated in the phrase “burial holding3P MR, What Abraham requests is
first of all a holding X111X), a heritable plot of land held in perpetuity His request
for the formal ownership of a plot of land is sgieally for a grave 12p), however,
and not only for possession in general. The plbgnwused for burial, will become a
repository of memory, a location suffused with gignificance of an ethnic past,
embodied (as it were) in the ancestors buried themas, Abraham’s request is for
legal property to meet a functional need, but aieo a significant symbolic
acquisition that will give him and his descendaatbold on the land that extends
beyond legality into the broad horizon of ethnitolbging. He is a sojourner; will the
natives allow him what he asks? The narrative ra@stthe suspense for the next 12
verses.

Abraham’s request is fraught with significanceho@r himself and for his
audience, with dangers resulting on each side ef riiegotiation process is not
carefully balanced. In this exchange the key warying the symbolic charge of
boundary-crossing, with both its potential andrigk, is the verb “give,"\/]n3.167
The word occurs seven times in the dialogue, usadtimes by Abraham (vv. 4, 9

185 Amos, 131; Cohn, “Negotiating,” 159; Davidson, 1@llmann, Die Genesis280 (ET, 153):
Driver, Genesis 225; Hauge, “Struggles II,” 137; Gunk&gnesis275 (ET, 270); Kidner, 145; von
Rad, Genesis 212 (ET, 242); SarndJnderstanding 166-67; Scullion, 177; Speisdggenesis 170;
Vawter, 261; WenhanGenesis 16-50127.

186 Alter, Genesis 109; Dillmann,Die Genesis279 (ET, 152); Sarn&/nderstanding 167; Wenham,
Genesis 16-50127.

167 Compare the functions of hospitality and of kinsé the previous discussions of 19:9 and 21:23.
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[X2], and 13) and three times by Ephron (v. 11js ihtroduced here for the first time
as the sole verb in Abraham’s opening address)(\Gi#ing is the action, crossing
the boundary between him and the Hittites, whicmafam requests; it is the action
that will mediate the opposition between sojourl #gandedness. The veﬁ$1m
bears a dual interpretation as “give” or “sell,'daihe dynamic interplay between the
two meanings here provides a space for narrati&rgrto play out.

Interpreters differ over which meaning of the veagbintended in each
instance; the multiplicity of interpretations partb an ambiguity that is not easily
resolved. Some argue théf]m means “sell” (or “pay”) every time it is used
throughout the chapter; it is simply a euphemismkfoying and selling, and the
language here simply reflects conventions of anaeiental trading®® The absence
of a double meaning here would indicate that themo subtext to read, as what is
said is what is meant (allowing for the slight gdpeuphemism), and both Abraham
and Ephron are presumably in accord throughout raigbtforward purchase
conversation. While the word “gift” may be usedgrtha gift is never truly intended.
Other interpreters allow for some ambiguity in Almen’s first use of the word (v. 4),
but point to its resolution in v. 9 where Abrahaairp\/]m with the explication “for
the full price,”851 5©2."% Thus any suggestion that Abraham is asking foifta g
in v. 4 is avoided by his correction/explanationvin9. It is also suggested that
Ephron’s use of the word (v. 11) contrasts with &tam’s, unequivocally signifying

170

“give” and not “sell,”"" although there is a range of opinions as to whdtiseoffer

of a “gift” was genuine or an empty formalit{}

188 BrueggemannGenesis 195; Manfred R. Lehmann, “Abraham’s Purchase afchpelah and
Hittite Law,” BASOR129 (1953): 16; Vawter, 264.

1% Alter, Genesis 109-10; Liphski and Fabry,1P3,” 701 (ET, 97-98).

170 Hamilton, Genesis 18-50134; Gary Stansell, “The Gift in Ancient Israe§emeiad7 (1999): 78-
79.

"IN, MacDonald analyzes this episode in light ofhampological studies of bazaar economies, and
identifies Ephron’s statement as a standard opeg@mpbit in the haggling process characteristic of
these settings. Coats, Driver, and Van Seters thaseffer as polite overstatement; D. Kidner cills

a conventional fiction. Alter, Fretheim, and Satlibelieve the offer is a maneuver designed tdt elic
an offer from Abraham, and von Rad similarly stdtes it is a gesture designed to obligate the buye
J. Licht believes that the offer connotes a loancdntrast to a sale that would formally transfer
ownership. G. Stansell and Wenham leave the doen dp the possibility that Ephron made a
genuine offer. Nathan MacDonald, “Driving a Hardr@&n? Genesis 23 and Models of Economic
Exchange,” inAnthropology and Biblical Studies: Avenues of Appip ed. Louise J. Lawrence and
Mario I. Aguilar (Leiden: Deo, 2004), 89, 94; Cqaenesis 164-65; Driver,Genesis 226; Van
Seters Abraham 99; Kidner, 145-46; AlterGenesis 110; Fretheim, “Genesis,” 504; Scullion, 178;
von RadGenesis212 (ET, 243); Jacob Lichitorytelling in the BibléJerusalem: Magnes, 1978), 22;
Stansell: 79; Wenhangenesis 16-50128.
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M. Sternberg’'s sensitive reading of the Machpelarrative suggests
multiple layers of meaning in the interaction betweAbraham and the Hittité&
Sternberg’s title phrase “double talk” offers auadle interpretive tool for the
analysis here, although Sternberg’s conclusions tak discussion in a different
direction than the aims of this study. Sternbemylsea duality in the signification of
the verb\/]m in both speeches of Abraham’s. In the first spgecid) Abraham is
proposing a concrete sale, as becomes more futlgrapt in his explication in v. 9,
but at the same time, he uses the word “give” ith lmstances to signal that even a
fair exchange of land for money is still a concesson the part of the Hittites, a
favor extended by the landed citizens to the sojogralien'’® The verb\/]m with
its double meaning is the perfect vehicle for whkataham requests: the acquisition
of land would be @ale but the sale itsel—when allowed to a sojournghsas
himself—is in itself also gift.

While Sternberg highlights double meanings pritgain the opening
statements of the dialogue, the use of “double’ talkevident in the later uses of
\/]m as well. Ephron’s use o/]m, three times in a single speech (v. 11), alsonallo
for a dual interpretation. He offers the cave thlataham has identified as a gift, but
in the same breath (and adroitly preceding thet™gif the cave) he offers the field
surrounding the cave as a gift as well. The fieebwot part of Abraham’s request;
even as a gift it is not necessarily welcome. Hisraises to a crescendo in a third
mention of his overall gift, this one encompasding Hittite audience as witnesses
to his grand gesture of magnanimity. The tripldt”"gxerts great rhetorical pressure.
Ephron’s insistence raises doubt. This large giftasked for and highly public,
surely comes with strings attached. What is thehfatWhat is the subsequent
expectation? What, in short, is the ¢o$he interaction leans again in the direction
of asale.Perhaps Ephron is merely making the gesture oftaagid underneath lies
the full expectation of a monetary price to be pdd perhaps he is making a
genuine offer of a gift, but underneath such a k¢ the expectation of a non-
monetary price to be paid—the indebtedness of ausogr to his benefactor, the

"2 Meir Sternberg, “Double Cave, Double Talk: Theitadtions of Biblical Dialogue,” irfNot in
Heaven”: Coherence and Complexity in Biblical Naiva, ed. Jason P. Rosenblatt and Joseph C.
Sitterson, Jr., Indiana Studies in Biblical Litenat (Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1991),
28-57.

3 Ipid., 34, 40.
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dependence of Abraham upon Epht6hPerhaps Ephron is even keeping both these
payment plans as concurrent options. In either,dasgever, Abraham will pay, for
this “giving” of Ephron cleverly spans the range tbe word’s twin meanings.
Ephron will claim for himself the public honor ofagnanimity that comes with
offering a gift, but he will accept also the costigyment of Abraham that follows
upon a sale—be it a sale in exchange for moneyfoorthe social capital of
indebtedness.

Finally, there is Abraham’s use ts/f[m in his last speech of the exchange, “I
will give the price of the field” (v. 13). Here toi is possible to detect dual
signification. Abraham is responding to Ephron’geobf the cave and field as a gift.
Abraham counters that he will “give” the full pricend although the word may be
read simply as “pay,” it is also possible to readeha suggestion from Abraham that
he will, in his turn, give Ephron a gift. It is ayment, but it is also a suggestion of
reciprocity, and a statement that Abraham, andusdtEphron, will claim the honor
of generosity.”® Ephron then names his price for the burial sie; price is high,
perhaps even exorbitalHf When Abraham pays up without murmur, he “gives” to
Ephron a substantial financial sum. This gift ofré&lam’s, the staggering four
hundred shekels, is the first instance in the tagavhere the verb/]m relates to
an action of Abraham’s. While Ephron and the Hitihave been the magnanimous
givers throughout the story, granting a hearingatcsojourner and bestowing
privileges from their position of power, in the dinact of the episode Abraham

1" \Wenham notes, “...if Abraham accepted the cave and &s a free gift from Ephron, he could find
himself indebted to him in other ways.” Hamiltordad“To receive the property for free could be an
insidious way of the original proprietor retainiagtual ownership of the land.” Stansell believes th
acceptance of Ephron’s gift would have meant Abmsikasubmission to a client-patron relationship.
WenhamGenesis 16-50128; HamiltonGenesis 18-50131; Stansell: 79.

17> Sternberg notes that Abraham’s use of the phragmve given” in v. 13, replicating Ephron’s
wording exactly, proposes a balance of honor withual give and take. He maintains, however, that
Ephron rejects this offer of Abraham’s. | interpthe arrival at a final agreement and Ephron’s
acceptance of Abraham’s payment as an implicit @teree of Abraham’s “gift” language as well.
See Sternberg, “Double Cave,” 46-47.

176 Alter, Genesis111; Amos, 132; Brueggemar®enesis195; Cohn, “Negotiating,” 160; Hamilton,
Genesis 18-50135; Scullion, 182; SpeiseGenesis 171; Sternberg, “Double Cave,” 47; Turner,
Genesis101; Vawter, 264; Wenhar@enesis 16-50130; WestermaniGenesis: 2459 (ET, 375).
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maintains his dignity and subtly rights the balahfeAbraham too, though a
sojourner, has something to “giv&’®

What does the careful balancing of giving in thigrg achieve? Sternberg
and Cohen each offer sensitive readings highlightire danger Abraham faces in
this story. Both scholars see Abraham succesgfedlisting the power of the Hittites
to engulf him, transgress the boundaries of hisitide and obliterate his ethnic
singularity!”® Building on their interpretations, we may perceitat the “gift” the
Hittites offer bears the price of boundary encrmaeht. Abraham, in his insistence
on a sale, offers them as payment his silver idst#ahis allegiance. His skillful
navigation of the dual significations o‘f/]m win him the prize of boundary
preservation. The ethnic identity of Israel’s faitbfer is left intact, because Abraham
was able to keep the Other at arm’s length. Ethdentity, here, is primarily
inscribed by the establishment of a boundary.

This interpretation may be augmented, howeverthkyinsight gained from
the observation that Abraham also offered a “giti"the Hittites. Sternberg and
Cohen see Abraham refusing a social framework fif eyichange and insisting
instead on a market process of trade. The dialdgmeever, maintains the language
of gifting throughout, and at its conclusion Abrahaises the language of gift to
describe his own action vis-a-vis Ephron. In on@sse Abraham refuses the
proffered “gifts” of Ephron (v. 11) and the Hittg#€v. 6)—he will not accept mere
use of their land on their sufferance, and insistdegal ownership paid for in full.
The lurking menace of gift exchange is here avaidedanother sense, however,
Abraham affirms throughout that their sale of lamdhim is a gift, and in response to
their goodwill offers a gift of his own, a handsopréce paid for the plot he desires.
The positive potential of gift exchange is herdizgd. The action of\/]m crosses

17 G. B. Lester astutely observes that the high pie¢ Abraham pays purchases for this sojourner,
in addition to legally owned land, the public statf being “at home” in his upper-class mercantile
setting. G. Brooke Lester, “Admiring our Savvy Astms: Abraham’s and Jacob’s Rhetoric of
Negotiation (Gen 23, 33)Koinonial5 (2003): 88.

178 3. Pedersen makes the striking comment that Abrshanquestioning payment of the exorbitant
price is designed to make him the primary givertha# narrative, “the one who had given most.”
Vawter argues that the text attributes Abrahamtpuisition of the cave to his “munificent gesture.”
MacDonald believes the text is emphasizing theaggigant generosity of Abraham, and thus his
honorable character, through his unquestioning gayrof Ephron’s high demand. Johannes Pedersen,
Israel: Its Life and Culture: Volume,led. Jacob Neusner et al., South Florida Studi¢lse History

of Judaism, vol. 29 (Atlanta: Scholars, 1991), 288wter, 265; MacDonald, 93-94.

179 Cohn, “Before,” 84-86; Cohn, “Negotiating,” 159:6Bternberg, “Double Cave,” 31-32. Sternberg
observes that even the physical location of thecéat the edge of the field,” illustrates Abraham’
desire to remain withdrawn and separate from thtitét. Sternberg, “Double Cave,” 39-40.
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and crisscrosses the border between the two pastiggesting an ethic of interaction
that transcends the simple drawing of boundaries.

The ambidextrous potential o:hm provides a rich model of interaction that
enfleshes the multivocal potential of sojourn. Asogourner Abraham belongs and
does not belong, owns no land yet must bury higldea plot that he owns, and
needs the favor of the natives yet cannot becorllg flependent upon it. To
preserve the tension of his sojourn he utilizescihaity of\/]m to gain the holding
he needs without ceding his independence. Ephrqn‘v/mal the land as a gift, but
Abraham will\/ml him money so that he owes him no reciprocal debt151\/]m
serves a negative role, maintaining distance, abrhi#am preserves a sustainable
balance in his sojourn presence among the Hittifeswhat is at stake for Abraham
in this story, ultimately, is not simply the pregation of a boundary with the Hittites.
\/]m also serves a positive role. Abraham affirms thatland transaction is a gift to
him, and that even as he pays the full price, Bplared the Hittites\/]m the land. He
also confirms, once gain in the context of paying monetary price, that he also is
performing\/mn. His sojourn means *&(]m that keeps him separate from the Other,
but at the same time ‘&ﬁm that inscribes a reciprocal interaction with thenébt
Gift-giving here contributes new depth to a sojoetimc of interaction.

The gift-giving ethic proposed in this narrativenist a simple one. Abraham
resists one type of gift, the expansive gestura blrial place offered gratis. The
Hittites press this model upon him twice, in thaiiginal offer of a burial place in
general, and in Ephron’s particular offer of theeeand the field of Machpelah. In
his refusal of this first model of gifting, howeye&braham does not propose as his
alternative a barren market exchaffeRather, he couches the sale of the burial plot
in repeated terminology of giving, both to describe Hittites’ and Ephron’s action
toward him in the sale of the land, and to deschizeown action in paying the
monetary price for it. The model held up in thisrrative is one of dignified
reciprocal exchange, not one-sided magnanimity withdden price of dependence.
The exchange, however, is still framed as giftwgvi and is suffused with the
language of virtue. Both sides have been magnargmyet neither side owes the

180| disagree here with Stansell and MacDonald. $ihasgues that Abraham rejects the gift model,
with its attendant obligations, in favor of a gfgtatforward sale. MacDonald explains the whole
episode by a model of “negative reciprocity,” anfiework of self-interested economic exchange
operative in bazaar economies through standarcepses of haggling. Stansell: 79; MacDonald, 94.
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other anything—the relationship is both safel warm. Abraham has adroitly gotten
the best of both world?!

The qift ethic upheld in this narrative echoes thiath. 21, where Abraham
and Abimelech make a reciprocal covenant, and Abrapresents the king with a
gift in exchange for rights to the well of Beer-she A careful balance is struck in
both these texts, one that establishes adequatncksfrom the native authorities,
yet also affirms an ethic of virtuous interacti@uojourn in Genesis involves a very
carefully balanced mode of relationality, one inisthsome boundaries maintain
identity, and yet other boundaries are meant tarbesed for this identity to have
meaning and sustainability.

Abraham’s rejection of the Hittites’ first model gffting is also reminiscent
of another gifting scenario earlier in the narratifis refusal of the king of Sodom’s
offer that he keep the spoils of his successfuitamjl campaign (14:17-24%2 There
Abraham gives a more explicit rationale for hisuszfl than is expressed at any point
in ch. 23: he will not have the native king sayhlas made Abraham rich (12:23). His
refusal of the spoil in 14:22-24 is juxtaposed wiBod's promise to Abraham
immediately following:®® a promise that begins with the statement that @i djive
(or be) a reward to Abraham (15:1), and repeatddbignates God as the source of
giving, \/]m (15:7, 18). In his speech to the king of Sodomrahlam highlights the
sourceof his wealth as significant, and raises a quastow our text in ch. 23. Is
Abraham rejecting the gift of the Hittites not orityr the ethical/relational reasons
outlined above, but also because of a concerrhibatcquisition be attributed to God,
and not humans? In other words, does the narraipeess a concern related to the
divine promise, a perceived conflict between thditds’s gift of land to Abraham
and God’s promise to give the land to him? Herediseussion turns to the question
of this narrative’s contribution to the ethnic myah election. The narrative’s first

811 am indebted in this analysis to Hinnant's essaygift-giving in the patriarchal narratives.
Hinnant argues against a false dichotomy betweendenventional models, commodity exchange
(emotionally barren) and gift exchange (highly paa), suggesting instead that an intermediate
model exists as a compromise solution that avdidsdngers of each extreme. Hinnant finds in the
Machpelah narrative the proposal of such a modedliating between the polarities of hospitality and
hostility by emphasizing market processes whilghat same time preserving the language of gift
exchange. My study lends exegetical depth to Hitimdmief treatment. Hinnant, 111-12.

82 A number of scholars note this resonance. See IkamiGenesis 18-50129; Pedersen, 298;
Stansell: 70 n. 17; Sternberg, “Double Cave,” 34.

183 Amos, 86; Coatszenesis 123; Coote and Ord, 115-16; Davidson, 42; FrethéGenesis,” 444-
45; Hamilton,Genesis 1-1,7419; Sailhamer, 147; Sarfidnderstanding121-22; Vawter, 207.
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contribution to the ethnic myth, outlined above svita depiction of a sojourn model
of ethics that brings flexibility to the ethnic rhytoy providing for sustainable
boundary-crossing interaction with the Other. Ddles narrative also contribute,
however, to the myth of ethnic origin, that is, ttheeme of divine election and
promise?

B. Sojourn and the Gifting of the Land

The Machpelah narrative has sparked widely diffgrimterpretations
regarding its relation to the promise theme in GeneOn the one hand are
interpreters who view Abraham’s acquisition of tiachpelah plot as an
inauguration of the fulfillment of the divine prosei of land, a “down payment,”
“guarantee,” or “first fruits” that signals the neocomplete fulfillment in the future
to come’®* Here, Abraham’s procuring the land from the Hiiis in harmony with
God giving the land to Abraham. On the other hamdirterpreters who perceive in
this story a negative depiction of how far the lgndmise is from fulfillment at this
point in the Genesis narrative That Abraham as yet owns no land, and has to
undertake a challenging negotiation to acquire gerbarial plot, shows that God has
not yet given the land. Here, acquiring land frdra Hittites only demonstrates the
absence of any land bestowal from God. A thirdrprietation holds that the story is
completely unrelated to the land promise, and beahg upon the theme of burial
and its attendant concepts and concéths.

While in this text the theme of promise is perhgpst beneath its surface,”
as Brueggemann observes, it nevertheless is pré¥eBeveral linguistic and
thematic aspects of the story signal a connecbainé overarching theme of divine
promise that weaves through so much of the Genemisative. First, the word
“holding,” MR (vv. 4, 9, 20 and later in reference to the satoeqf land in 49:30

184 Amos, 132-33; BrueggemanrGenesis 196; Davidson, 101; Fretheim, “Genesis,” 504-05;
Hamilton, Genesis 18-50135; JanzenAbraham 83-84; Vawter, 260-61; WenharGenesis 16-50
130.

18 Davies, Whose 106; Sternberg, “Double Cave,” 53-57; Turnégenesis 101. A related
interpretation holds that the purchase does natasifulfillment of the promise, but does reveal
Abraham’s faith that it will be fulfilled in the fure. See Calvin, 210; Delitzsdieuer 335 (ET, 101);
Kidner, 145; von Radzenesis214 (ET, 245).

18 Jason S. Bray, “Genesis 23—A Priestly ParadigmBurial,” JSOT60 (1993): 69-73; Coats,
Genesis 164-65; GunkelGenesis274 (ET, 269); SarnaJnderstanding170; Van SeterdAbraham
295; WestermanrGenesis: 2460-61 (ET, 375-76).

187 BrueggemanrGenesis196.
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and 50:13) is the word used to describe the lanGarsfaan in some of the promise
speeches (17:8; 48:4). Second, the phrase “theda@dnaan” (vv. 2, 19) begins and
ends the narrative, emphasizing the location obtmél site in the land that is given
to the patriarchs by divine promise (17:8; 48:3#)ird, the Word\/]m so central to
this narrative (wv. 4, 9, 11, 13) is frequently dise the promise speeches to describe
the action of God in giving the land to the patfer (12:7; 13:5, 17; 15:7, 18; 17:8;
24:7; 26:3-4; 28:4, 13; 35:12; 48:4). Finally, tmention of sojourn (v. 4) conjures
the original migration of Abraham from his natiandl to an alien place in response
to the divine promise of a new land, and echoesutjttout the promise speeches as
well (15:13; 17:8; 26:3; 28:4f° Thus the language of the text subtly but artfully
connects this story to the ongoing reflection &f tlarrative on God'’s gift of the land.
This connection counters the third interpretatiantroned above.

The narrative contains several clues that the teviérreports relate to the
promise. What is absent from the narrative, howeigea clear indication that the
story indicatedulfillment of the promise. Both the first and second intdgiren
listed above, then, are still possible. The stdhydas to the promise, but it is not
clear whether the allusion is positive or negatidere the previous discussions of
the Hebrew wordS2p™ MmN and\/]m provide further material for reflection.

When Abraham declines the Hittites’ and Ephrorifercof the land as a gift,
he avoids the relational dangers of dependencembald tip the delicate balance of
sojourn into an asymmetrical situation of dominatiand dependence. Perhaps,
however, he is also affirming the election myttsisting that the land, if it will be a
gift, can only be a gift from the deity. “Abrahamys a grave in Canaan; he buys
and will not accept it as a gift, that he may npgpear to take from man what God
has promised to give him.!® If the giving of the Hittites is at odds with tdévine
gift, Abraham acts to maintain the myth of electibie insists on purchase, then, in
part because the giving of the deity must be maiath It is not mere land Abraham
is after, but a sacred ethnoscape. The idea thdatid must be clearly given by God,
and not by humans, echoes the idea emphasizedrahain’s distancing of the king
of Sodom in ch. 14.

18 Hauge analyzes the language of Abraham’s requodgjht of the promise speeches in 17:8; 26:3,
and 28:4 and concludes that “the formal charadt&x304 must be dependent on the Promise forms,
directly alluding to the Land motif...” Hauge, “Strgigs II,” 139.

189 Delitzsch,Neuer 335 (ET, 101).
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Abraham’s insistence on purchase preserves tleedtiehe land as a divine
gift, by distancing a possible role for the Hittitas the source of the gift. It also
reveals, however, that the divine gift is not yet@mplished. If Abraham is holding
out for a land gift from God, this burial plot istnt. Nowhere in the text is the act of
giving, \/]m, attributed to God. The sojourner still awaitsaah of God to grant him
the land that is promised; this purchase is nargged as that gift. The attribution of
\/]m to both Ephron and Abraham highlights the fact tlaid is not as yet
performing any\/]m; God is not in this story giving any land to Abaat. Abraham
remains a sojourner, waiting for the divine actidmt will bring him true
belonging—possession granted by an appointmentodf'® As Abraham sojourns
and waits for the\/]m of God, he acts out the sojourn ethics of reciﬂrdé@:
exchange with the Other. This second typé/pﬁ is not the first, undesirable giving
that threatens the election myth (a one-sidedfgfin Ephron or the Hittites), but
reciprocal magnanimity (the favor of a land saleroagainst the favor of a generous
price promptly paid), which works to strengthenngéthidentity as discussed above.

We return to the phrasgp™nmX. In Abraham’s opening speech, the burial
holding contrasts with his sojourn status. Doesahbm’s ultimate acquisition of
this holding, then, signal a diminishment of higoson? And does this mean the
promise is beginning to be fulfilled?ny, like \/]m, is a word shared with the
promise speeches. Lik’é]m, however, its usage here is not explicitly relat@an
action of God’'s in this text, and thus only sertes highlight the continuing
unfulfilment of the promise. The reference to blrihowever, introduces a new
dimension of meaning to the word. This particulaiding (1117X) will be used as a
grave (12p) for Sarah. Burying the matriarch at this siteabbshes it as a site of
memory, a location of ethnic identification with ethland. The tremendous
significance of this location as a burial site afirmed by repeated reference to
burial here in the narrative (13 times, wv. 4 [x2]x4], 8, 9, 11, 13, 15, 19, and 20),
and also by the return of the narrative to recotlmsequent burials at this site several
times later in Genesis. Sarah’s burial at this sstdfollowed by the burials of
Abraham, Isaac, Rebekah, Jacob, and Leah, all nhatisly reported by the Genesis
narrative (25:9, 49:29-32, 50:13).

190 differ here with Brueggemann and Janzen, whanclthat after his purchase Abraham is no
longer a sojourner, and now “belongs” in the laBidleggemanniGenesis196; Janzerbraham 83.
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Abraham may not have acquired the plot by an Gaal clearly confirming
the myth of election that designated the land ad'$5gift. He did, however, begin to
inscribe ethnic memory in the plot. The act of Bustrengthens ethnic identity
according to Smith’s second aspect of ethnic miyté,territorialization of memory.
Abraham did not need to possess the land by awofa@ibd, or to see clearly the
fulfillment of the promise, in order to begin thisocess. The territorialization of
memory is a process that can be achieved whilauggjog. It is not full belonging,
but it is a foundation for future belonging. Abram&uried Sarah as a sojourner, and
as a sojourner confirmed that the land would onelmaa gift of God to his ethnic
descendants. Abraham interacted with the Hittisea saojourner, and by the ethics of
sojourn was able to buy the land he needed. Hishase did not alleviate his
sojourn in the deepest symbolic sense; he stilhdidown the land in the way looked
for by the ethnic myth, through clear divine gift. his ongoing sojourn, however,
Abraham continued to confirm the ethnic myth. Fih& rejected human gifts of the
land that were in conflict with the myth of electioSecond, he began to inscribe
ethnic memory in the land of his sojourn. Third,iieracted with the Other using an
ethic that established a sustainable sojourn ienth every aspect, the text
contributes to a strong and flexible ethnic idegntdr Israel, thesthniethat looks to
this story to ground both its past and its future.

Genesis 32:5™!

Gen. 32:5 is the fourth sojourn reference occgrrin the context of
interaction between characters. As Jacob approdcaeaan, he sends a message to
Esau stating that he has sojourned with Labarna_(];'?'r:;:) and that he now
possesses great wealth, which he enumerates bgodate of possessions. The
message then reports that Jacob sends this nelsatoin order to find favor with
him (32:6). The following analysis will focus onréle aspects of this text: first, its
position in the broader narrative structure; secombtat the text reflects about
Jacob’s relationship to Laban; and third, what thgt reflects about Jacob’s
relationship to Esau. The significance of sojogrneantral for all three sections of the
analysis, which will focus as before on the conititn made by this sojourn text

191 This discussion will follow the Hebrew verse numibg for Gen. 32. Many English translations
start ch. 32 one verse later; verse referencdsegettranslations are one number less than theetdebr
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toward the strengthening of ethnic identity.

A. 32:5 in the Structure of the Jacob Cycle

Many scholars have observed strong parallels letwiacob’s encounter
with angels at Mahanaim (32:2-3) and his visioranfels at Bethel (28:10-22%
The two episodes share several elements of langaadestyle!®® these formal
elements serve to highlight the complementary mrsithe two episodes occupy in
the structure of the Jacob cycle as a whole. Fistibgroposal of a chiastic structure
for the overall Jacob cycfé? confirmed and further developed by several othérs,
positions ch. 28 in parallel with ch. 3¥The broad structure of the Jacob cycle,
charted in the following diagram, shows the commetary position of the two

encounters?®’

192 Alter, Genesis177; Amos, 198; Coat§enesis223; Davidson, 179-80; DelitzsdKeuer 410 (ET,
213); Dillmann,Die Genesis339 (ET, 270); Fretheim, “Genesis,” 562; Fokkatm&97-98; Hamilton,
Genesis 18-50317; Kidner, 167; Scullion, 229; Turn&gnesis 138; WenhamGenesis 16-50267;
WestermannGenesis: 2615-16 (ET, 505).

19 The parallels are enumerated by C. Houtman, “Jatdahanaim: Some Remarks on Genesis
xxxii 2-3,” VT 28, no. 1 (1978): 39; Fokkelman, 197-98; Hamilt@gnesis 18-50317; Wenham,
Genesis 16-5@81.

19 Fishbane, “Composition,” 20.

19 See Amos, 160; CoatSenesis177-78,180; John G. Gammie, “Theological Intetgien by Way

of Literary and Tradition Analysis: Genesis 25-3Encounter with the Text: Form and History in
the Hebrew Bibleed. Martin J. Buss (Philadelphia: Fortress, 1979)1-22; Gary A. Rendsburghe
Redaction of Genesi@Vinona Lake: Eisenbrauns, 1986), 53-54; Wenh&enesis 16-50169. A
loose chiastic structure is also proposed by Braegmn,Genesis 213, 249; Fokkelman, 237;
Fretheim, “Genesis,” 518, 552; Scullion, 194; Wasgnn,Genesis: 2564-65 (ET, 463).

1% Opinions differ as to whether the Mahanaim or Bleatenes more closely parallel the Bethel
encounter; yet another view holds that Jacob’svarrat Bethel in ch. 35 is the more precise
equivalent. E.g., Fokkelman sees strong mirrorih@ethel at Peniel; Westermann emphasizes the
similarities between the two episodes at Bethelnléen finds the closest verbal links to Bethel at
Mahanaim. It is possible to allow for further reaanes of ch. 28 later in the cycle and still emjzeas
the structural position of ch. 32 as its clear derpart, as Fishbane does. See Fokkelman, 48;
WestermannyerheiRungen86 (ET, 88); Wenhantenesis 16-5089; Fishbane, “Composition,” 29.
197 My diagram relies on the work of the scholars abbut differs in some of the textual divisions.
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A Birth of Jacob and Esau 25:19-27
(Mother’s life threatened; prediction abooihs; naming formulas)
B Jacob acquires birthright of his brothér 25:29-34
(Renunciation of birthright; bread and stew; Jaaotpuires right of inheritance)
C Father’s encounters with the natives 26:1-35
(Possibility of sexual union with the nativescedig; covenant with foreigners; perceived mortaigk)
D Conflict between Jacob and Esau 27:1-28:9
(Blessing stolen; deceit; threat of violenceddticed; separation of brothers)
E Departure from Canaan; divine encounter 2240
(Divine messengers; place named; promise givepe for prosperity and return)
F New family bonds formed 29:1-14
(Kiss of greeting; barrier stone removed; folanof kinship)
G Laban outwits Jacob 29:15-30
(Wages negotiated; “Ewe” and “Cow” switchedebtrick)
H Birth of Jacob’s sons 29:31-30:24
(Human devices and divine action intertwined
G Jacob outwits Labati 30:25-43
(Wages negotiated; flocks’ colors switchedhiggic)
F Family bonds reformulatéq 31:1-32:1
(Kiss of parting; boundary stone erected; faiaof renunciation)
E Return toward Canaan; divine encounters 32:2-3
(Divine messengers; place named; promise gitexsperity and return achieved)
D’ Reconciliation between Jacob and Esau 33:1-17
(Blessing returned; deceit; threat of violenesotved; separation of brothers)
c Sons’ encounter with the natives 33:18-34:31
(Possibility of sexual union with the nativescedig; covenant with foreigners; perceived mortaigk)
B’ Jacob receives promise of his fathers 35:1-15
(Renunciation of foreign gods; drink offering; daaeceives promise of land inheritance)
A’ Birth of Benjamin 35:16-21

(Death of mother; prediction about son; magrformula)

Coda: List of sons; death of father; descendantissélect brothertoledothformula 35:22-37:2
(Compare close parallels in the coddéAbraham cycle, 25:1-19.)

Three pertinent observations arise from an exammaof our text’'s
structural position in the Jacob cycle. First, graring of Bethel and Mahanaim
frames chs. 29-31 between the two incidents astindi interlude set apart by its

19% Symmetry is not clearly evident between B and Blthough the element of Jacob’s
ascendancy/election is shared between the two dgss® also serves to provide closure to several
other themes introduced at other points in theldagole, notably the Bethel encounter in 28:10-22.
193, Noegel documents the thematic and linguistialfs between the two deception episofes
andG'. Scott B. Noegel, “Sex, Sticks, and the Trick&teGen. 30:31-43,JANES25 (1997): 14-16.
?®Rachel and Leah’s statement in 31:14-16 is a reatian of their ties to Laban in favor of the
family unit they now form with Jacob and their chién; the agreement between Laban and Jacob
solidifies the separation. Fokkelman, 162; NiditBnelude 109-10; JanzerAbraham 121; Charles
Mabee, “Jacob and Laban: The Structure of Judiiateedings (Genesis XXXI 25-42\T 30, no.

2 (1980): 198 n. 13, 205; Westermaf@gnesis: 2601 (ET, 492).
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geographical location. The two mirror episodes thHusction as boundary
experiences, and the encounters with the divin@roog in both places underscore
the transformative power of the transition Jacolkesaas he crosses the border.
Before ch. 28 and after ch. 32 Jacob is in Canetween the two framing chapters
he is with Laban in his territory. Hendel has shdwaw Jacob’s crossing of these
geographical boundaries symbolizes a spiritual oitepassage that develops his
character as a hef®: We will return to the content of Jacob’s time iad8lan-aram.
Now we note that Jacob, as he crosses the boutdaky toward Canaan and his
brother, sums up his experience outside of Cangaanaexperience of sojourn
(32:5)2%2 This description serves, on the one hand, to deatePaddan-aram as not-
home and Canaan as home, giving each location we vah the ideological map
drawn by the text. This spatial function of sojoueceives detailed attention in the
chapter on itinerary notices. On the other handydwer, sojourn in this text
highlights what is most significant about the tiibg within the textual framework
Bethel-Mahanaim. Looking back on the time repoitedhs. 29-31, Jacob sums it up
as a period of sojourn. This means that Jacobtsisstas a temporary resident in a
land he did not own was the essential aspect oéxperience in Paddan-aram. The
strategic placement of this summation as a bracksing off the time in Paddan-
aram means that it can function as an interpréteyeunlocking the significance of
the events in chs. 29-31.

The first observation, then, is that sojourn’sustural position serves to
characterize all of chs. 29-31 as first and forammssojourn experience. This
interpretive framework will play a vital role inghsecond portion of this discussion
below regarding Jacob’s relationship with Labane Becond observation is that the
pairing of ch. 32 with ch. 28 also sets up a framwof promise/fulfillment. In ch.
28 Jacob receives the divine promises of land,pdffg, mediation of blessing,
divine accompaniment, and return to Canaan (285)37lhe chiastic structure of the
cycle as a whole then centers attention on theitu29:31-30:24, where the birth of

2%l Hendel, 63, 130-31.

22 Hendel, in developing his persuasive comparisawden Jacob and Moses’ journeys away from
home, fails to note the arresting fact that bottole describe their periods of flight &gournin key
speeches, Jacob in his first message to Esauyaftes of estrangement (32:5), and Moses in the
naming formula for his son Gershom (Ex.2:22). See.| 140.
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Jacob’s sons initiates the process of promisellfuint?°® After the structural pivot
in ch. 30, Jacob immediately initiates his journgfyreturn to Canaan (30:25).
Jacob’s fortunes continue to look up: he gains ggsens and prospers, a turn of
events he interprets as a sign of divine accompamtin(B31:5-9; 31:42; 32:10). At
Mahanaim Jacob sends a message to Esau in whichpbets on the preceding
period of inversions. He mentions that he has sopal and he details his newfound
prosperity (32:5-6). This prosperity reflects thdfiiment of God’s promises made
at Bethel, setting chs. 28 and 32 in counterpameasrds of promise and promise
fulfillment. This observation, taken together witte first observation above, leads to
the conclusion that Jacob’s time of sojourn wagirdisvely a time of promise
fulfillment. The bare-bones report on chs. 29-3degiin 32:5-6 establishes the twin
elements of sojourn and prosperity. Is there ackdgtonnection between the two?
The answer lies in a closer look at chs. 29-31ctwiollows in section two below.

Third, the placement of Mahanaim at the structhiabe between Paddan-
aram and Canaan means that it can function astenpiative key to the significance
of the eventdollowing it as well. Jacob’s message reporting a time giwa and
enrichment not only interprets the events of ch8:32, it also impacts the
reconciliation with Esau which follows in ch. 33.0W does sojourn (and the
prosperity it has brought) play a role in the rexhation of the brothers? The text of
32:5-6 reveals that Jacob, at least, believes @letinents vital for transformation in
the sibling relationship. Section three below widamine the connections between
sojourn, wealth, and the reconciliation of the beus.

B. Sojourn and Wealth in Jacob’s Relationship with Laban

The association of sojourn with the acquisitionwafalth strikes a familiar
note in the patriarchal narratives. In the previdissussion of Gen. 21:23 a general
pattern was traced in the three wife-sister episoak of which are explicitly flagged
by the narrative as sojourn experiences. The pasieares its broad features with the
narrative of Jacob and Laban’s interaction in @8312%* The first portion of the
pattern, a “negative” interaction, comprises thHeoWing elements:

23 Fishbane calls this episode “the architectonic amdivational mid-point” of the narrative, and
Coote and Ord call it “the structural centerpiedmth authors note that after this point all thentles

of the narrative are reversed. Fishbane, “Commusiti32; Coote and Ord, 156.

204 Several commentators note broad parallels betwbenJacob/Laban story and the narrative
sequences under consideration. See Coote and @dHhuge, “Struggles II,” 118-20; Kidner, 165;
Stephen K. SherwootiHad God Not Been on My Side”: An Examination of tRarrative Technique



190

1) A barter or exchange between the native fiqamd the sojourner, after
which the goods offered turn out to be not as timy appeared, and the sojourner is
reproached by the native for deceit that is ethjcandemnable. In the Jacob-Laban
narrative this element first appears in an inveftech when Laban tricks Jacob on
his wedding night, then is reversed in chs. 308inbre closely parallel the power
dynamic of the wife-sister tales. The narrative usgmge moves through the
negotiation of an exchange (30:25-34), Jacob’s pudaiion of the flocks so that his
end of the deal turns out to be other than it fqgpeared to Laban (30:37-42), and
reproach from Laban and his sons (31:°2)A second deceit follows, in which
Jacob departs from Laban surreptitiously takingfaisily and flocks?®® and Laban
confronts him with his deceit, this time using foemula of accusation repeated in
the wife-sister tales, “What have you done?” (31#612:18; 20:9; 26:10%’

2) An end to the transaction between sojournerraitve and the return of
the sojourner's wife “undamaged.” Jacob does nattebahis wives’ sexual
availability (although there is a faint echo of theme earlier in Laban’s tender of
his daughters as Jacob’s wages), so this elemant epparent in chs. 29-31.

3) The enrichment of the patriarch by resourcesthaf land where he
sojourns’® In the wife-sister tales patriarchal wealth istpayed either as a result of
the trick (12:16; 21:14), or in conjunction withbut without a causal connection,
attributed instead to the blessing of God (26:1224%In the Jacob-Laban narrative
the text offers both rationales in tandem: Jacghiss are reported as a result of his
cunning breeding techniques in 30:43, and as redgutod’s intervention on his

of the Story of Jacob and Laban; Genesis 29,1;3Ropean University Studies Series 23 (Frankfurt
am Main: Peter Lang, 1990), 377; Turnégnesis136.

2% Niditch describes Jacob’s use of magic to revaisestatus as similar to the pattern of the wife-
sister stories; Nicholas offers a similar analysiiglitch, Prelude 98; Nicholas, 91-92.

2% geveral commentators also note the density ofulage in ch. 31 describing Jacob’s stealthy
departure as deceit. Davidson, 174; Fishbane, “@aitipn,” 30-31; JanzenAbraham 121-24;
Turner,Genesis135; WenhamGenesis 16-5@67.

27 Niditch provides a structural analysis of this efe@long similar lines to the previous ones in
Genesis, and Turner finds echoes of Abraham’s diecepin this episode. NiditctRrelude 115;
Turner,Genesis136.

2% Hauge identifies this repeated motif of acquisitand posits a necessary connection with the
setting of the stories (a setting which | iden@fy sojourn but which he terms “Exile”). He terme th
gaining of wives, sons, and wealth “the rewardgxife.” Hauge, “Struggles Il,” 119-20, 124-25.

29 Divine intervention is also evident in the firstat wife-sister stories, however, where God brings
plagues on Pharaoh and his house (12:17) and sp&akfly to Abimelech with a death threat (20:3).
In all stories following this first pattern, humdevices of deception interweave with divine action
behalf of the deceiver, so that the final resulgain for the trickster cannot be attributed ehtite
one agent in exclusion of the other.
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behalf in 31:5-12, 16 In the second episode, the narrator and Laban &mthse
Jacob of carrying off the wives and flocks by ded@il:20; 31:26), but Jacob
counters that his gains are due to God’s siding i against Laban (31:41-42).

4) A move by the patriarch to a location furtheanh the local ruler’s central
habitation. In 12:19-20 Pharaoh’s expulsion of Alam is a hostile act resulting
directly from Abraham’s deceit; in 26:14-16 Abimelés expulsion of Isaac is a
result of increased antagonism after Isaac’s wdathincreased and the Philistines
have grown envious of him; in chs. 20-21 Abrahamt/ement away from Gerar is
subtle and gradual, and its rationale unclearhtnacob-Laban narrative, Laban’s
antagonism toward Jacob grows, along with the exilyaban’s sons toward Jacob
because of his increased wealth, which they regatolen from their father (31:1-2,
5). This disfavor and envy are cited as reasonsdopb’s departure from Paddan-
aram, although God’'s command also motivates tlyhtfl(31:5, 13). The narrative
records Jacob’s departure in 31:18 with a sentengghasizing that he took all that
he had gained in Paddan-aram with him. The fornmieors a similar notice
regarding Abraham’s departure from Egypt in 13:ikelthe summary in 32:5, these
itinerary notices communicating the end of sojoalso emphasize the wealth gained
during that period.

As noted previously, the agreement reached betwaeab and Laban also
parallels the agreements following the wife-sist@ries, thus completing the larger
arc of comparison. This second “positive” sojoucergrio, however, is of lesser
concern in this discussion, which focuses on thset fscenario because of its
prominent correlation of sojourn with material gairhe text of 32:5, with its terse
association of these two elements, thus benetita further investigation of the first
scenario.

What does the acquisition of wealth in the fiigbsrn scenario reflect about
the relationship of the patriarch to the nativeertrhaster? The stories which fit this
scenario portray an asymmetrical power relationshipvhich the sojourner resides

20 The difference between the two reports is oftéribated to the coupling of sources, ch. 30 being
attributed to J and ch. 31 to E; see especiallthErmm’'s argument for two differing portraits of adc

in the narrative, but also Davidson, Dillmann, RryGunkel, von Rad, Skinner, Speiser, and Vawter.
In the final form of the text, however, the twoioailes stand side-by-side. Fretheim, “Jacob,” 430;
Davidson, 168-69; DillmannDie Genesis 330-31 (ET, 251-54); DriverGenesis 280; Gunkel,
Genesis 342 (ET, 332); von Rad;enesis 263-64 (ET, 297); Skinner, 394; Speiségenesis 238,
249; Vawter, 334.
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within the native figure’s circle of powét! In order to acquire wealth for himself,
the sojourner operates within a barter/commercraméwork with the native
ruler/master, but gains an upper hand by manimuatif the deal so that he gets
more out of it than he would if the exchange weraightforward®*? God’s siding
with the underdog sojourner, despite the patrigratheceit (which is invariably
condemned), helps bring about a final triunfphRelationships with the native
power figure are strained, however, and the sogruaitimately moves away, driven
away either by hostility resulting from the deqagtpetrated, or envy over the wealth
he has gained. In sum, the relationship of theusogr with the native ruler/master is
antagonistic. The disempowered sojourner challeripes power of the native
obliquely, using the device of deceit available ttee marginalized. Divine
intervention contributes to a swing in the powenalyic in favor of the sojournét?
His increase in power cannot be tolerated, andshexpelled, but the story has
clarified a central point: God sides with the patths, over and against the native
powers?*® The stories are nuanced by qualifications: the eyofigure is portrayed
with sympathetic touches; the patriarch is showhddehaving badly; the fallout of
the events for the patriarch is not all good. Theenant stories following the deceit
stories also show, perhaps, a “better way” of amgon with foreigner$® Still,

however, the central thrust of the tales is clélae: patriarchs are God’s elect; the

2115 K. Sherwood argues that Jacob’s status as arsejo or landless alien, was similar to that of an
indentured servant, dependent upon Laban and eet thv move about as he pleased. Several
commentators note the predominance of vocabuldayek to service in the Jacob-Laban narrative.
Sherwood, 206, 211; Dauliexodus 62; Fokkelman, 126; Wenha@gnesis 16-5@34, 253.

%2 Nicholas, Niditch, Matthews, Miller, and N. Steery suggest a connection between marginal
status in these stories and the use of trickstategfies. Nicholas, 51-59; Niditcterelude 99;
Matthews: 124; Miller, 553-54; Naomi Steinberg,rdslite Tricksters, Their Analogues and Cross-
cultural Study,"Semeiad2 (1988): 1, 6.

13| anguage in the Jacob-Laban narrative emphasipeé@ecisive action on behalf of Jacob; both
he and his wives states that God “rescue/&’,gl, Jacob’s wealth from Laban and given it to them
(31:9, 16). For commentary on the value judgmerliead by the use of this word, see Janzen,
Abraham 121; Sherwood, 305; Turnésenesis134-40; WenhanGenesis 16-5@71.

214 As Jacob points out in the impassioned climaxisfspeech at Gilead, if it had been up to Laban,
Jacob would have left empty-handed; it is God o $ide who has reversed the natural power
dynamic so that Jacob now has acquired wealth {342}. Brueggemann identifies Jacob’s language
as a “formula of inversion” used elsewhere in th@ té affirm the increase of God’s chosen one.
BrueggemannGenesis257.

215 Cf. Brueggemann’s description of the Jacob-Laliarysas “partisan lore” allowing the Israelites
to laugh at their perennial antagonists, the Aramaekbid., 250.

1% Amos, 122.
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native powers are nét! Sojourn throws into relief all that the patriarctis not
have—no land, no power, no seed capital to get thesiness going—in order to
drive home the essential point of the decisive pdhat is on their side.

Another parallel serves to accentuate the eleroketection in these tales.
The wife-sister story in ch. 12 shows strong resgrawith the exodus narrative, as
discussed in the analysis of 12:10. Wenham pountshat the wife-sister story in ch.
26 also uses vocabulary shared with the exodus wiamating Abimelech’s
expulsion of Isaac and his reason for the evicti8maube has also noted striking
parallels between the Jacob-Laban narrative anéxbdus’’® In Genesis, the text
that explicitly introduces the exodus theme is 35:This text, remarkably, distills
the essence of the predicted exodus to three etsmsmjourn, a power dynamic
reversed, and material g&itf.God is the agent that will bring about the overihof
oppression and the resulting acquisition of we&lttiThe previous discussion of
15:13 proposed that sojourn in this text heightansense of election for the
descendants of Abraham, thus contributing to angtheened ethnic identity. Here we
see a larger network of echoes upon this pattaoiiding the wife-sister tales and
the Jacob-Laban narrative culminating in 32:5e&flanding upon the same element:
the election of Israel, as manifested in the overthof the native powers and the
enrichment of the powerless-yet-powerful patriandio is a marginal sojourner and
yet the elect of God.

One further element, evident in the larger artheke various sojourn stories,
serves to further confirm the theme of electiorevitius discussions of 20:1, 21:34,
and 26:3 focused on the way in which the divinenpses began to be fulfilled

27 pappas argues that the theme of wealth acquisitespite adversity in the wife-sister stories
underscores the special relationship of God withdkin protecting its interests and overpowerisg i
stronger opponents. Pappas: 44-48.

218 \WenhamGenesis 16-50191.

219 Daube, Exodus 24-25, 61-72. Several other scholars have algednbnguistic and thematic
elements in common between the two narratives./Aees, 191, 193, 195; Brueggemai@enesis
258; Fokkelman, 156, 193-94; Fretheim, “Genesi®§3,5%60; Sherwood, 255 n. 117, 338, 376-77;
WenhamGenesis 16-5@59-60, 271-73, 277-78, 283.

22 The last theme, when it recurs in the exodus timeritself, is often referred to as “the plunderin
of the Egyptians.” Coats notes that the accourthefplundering in Exodus intertwines the double
rationale of human deception and of God's deedbésking favor with the Egyptians on the
Israelites’ behalf, a mingling that resonates wiith discussion above regarding the procurement of
wealth in the sojourn scenarios of Genesis. GeW/g€oats, “Despoiling the EgyptiansyT 18, no.

4 (1968): 453-54.

?2|n both 15:14 and 31:18 the wealth taken away ftbensojourn experience is described with the
term127, “movable property.”
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within the framework of patriarchal sojourn. Thetlbiof Isaac in ch. 21 and the
manifold success of the adult Isaac in ch. 26 lsbibw the promises of God for
progeny, blessing, divine accompaniment, and rowssl in the land finding their
fulfillment in the lives of the patriarchs even #®y sojourn in a land not theirs.
Jacob, too, experiences the fulfillment of God’smise to accompany him (given in
28:15 and 31:3) during his period of sojourn (3%3). The text clearly positions the
births of his children during his period of sojousas it did for the birth of Isaac,
Abraham'’s long-awaited son of the promiéeThe many children are a generous
start in the direction of the multitudinous offsgyi promised to Jacob at Bethel
(28:14)*? The birth narrative emphasizes God’s work in eingbihe births (29:31-
30:24)*** and later Jacob describes the children as giftSod (33:5). Jacob's
expansion of property is reported in 30:43 in laagrithat echoes the Bethel promise
(Vyo2, 28:14)7° and Laban and Jacob both state that God has 8ldssean
because of Jacob (30:27, 30), a hint at the blgskinob is promised he will mediate
to others in 28:14. As he returns from sojourn 18213), Jacob attributes his
expansion from a lone figure to two camps—i.e.,duquisition of both family and
flocks—to God's action in fulfilling the promisesvgn to him at Bethel (28:13-15)
and in Paddan-aram (31:#f The gains portrayed as fulfilled promises in these
storie$?” overlap with and augment the profits wrested by patriarchs from the
natives via deceit. Both, however, are a benefibaated with sojourn. The wealth
gained by deceit is portrayed as a profit gainealre the odds of the asymmetrical
power dynamic of sojourn. The gains acquired afillfaénts of the promises also

22 The timing of the children’s birth is highlightdsy its structural position at the central turning-
point of the Jacob narrative. It seems importarthtodevelopment of the narrative that the children
are born where and when they are, to the pointrthateric logic is strained to achieve the repaat th
they were all born before Jacob left Paddan-aram.

223 Benjamin is the only one of Jacob’s children bmrCanaan and not technically during Jacob’s
sojourn, although the text portrays the birth &g place en route to the location of final clastwor

the Jacob narrative, Hebron (35:27), and thusatds a birth “away” from home.

224 See Brueggemann'’s sensitive explication of thésrté; BrueggemanfGenesis254-55.

% Hamilton, Genesis 18-50284; Sherwood, 241; TurneGenesis 133; WenhamGenesis 16-50
255, 258.

2% |n this speech Jacob substitutes “do you good’ttier promise of divine accompaniment in his
quotations from both promises in chs. 28 and 3ds tracob understands divine accompaniment as the
provision of safety and success. His speechesstwilvies and to Laban also reveal his belief that th
divine championing of his cause translates direatlp acquisition of wealth (31:5-13, 42). The
statements contribute to a broad statement comamgtidy chs. 29 -32 that Jacob’s material success
and family expansion signal the fulfilment of Gegiromises to him. See Alt€genesis197; Amos,
200; Hamilton,Genesis 18-50323.

22T See Wenham’s similar summation of promises felfilin the Jacob-Laban narrative; Wenham,
Genesis 16-5@58-60.
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exhibit an ironic reversal; this inversion is thamting of God’s promised blessings
even in the midst of a delay in one aspect of them®@e promises—that is, the
postponed possession of the land, or in a wordyusoj Both these ironies of
patriarchal flourishing in sojourn point to the i@ promises as the power fuelling
the positive side of the irony. These promises,t®mcentral “myth of election,” are
dramatically accentuated by the framework of sajour which the narrative so
artfully places them.

C. Sojourn and Wealth in Jacob’s Relationship with Esau

Jacob’s message to Esau in 32:5-6 relays the &dclss sojourn and his
wealth, then states that Jacob sends this infoom&ti Esau in order to find favar()
with him. The word “favor,”r, communicates the positive relational dynamic that
Jacob desires to establish with Esau in place efdimer hostility*® The nounr
and its related verb)am occur six times throughout chs. 32 and 38 @2:6; 33:8,
10, 15;\/]3!'1: 33:5, 11). All six uses relate the establishnarfaivor in a relationship
with the giving or receiving of a gift or servicéhe word play between the Hebrew
words “favor,” ]U/\/]Jﬂ, and “gift,” nmn (32:14, 19, 21, 22; 33:10), further
strengthens the connection between the two contepse repeated theme of gifts
establishing favor links the unfolding events irs.cB2-33 with the message Jacob
sends to Esau, forming an interconnected narratia¢ develops the idea first
presented in 32:5-6.

In Jacob’s first message to Esau in 32:5-6, he tiee gains he has acquired
during his sojourn and sends the news of them & Hsoping the information will
win him favor with his brother. It is not entirely clear at tipsint how the list of

?W.L. Reed states thdfT connotes “good will,” and D.N. Freedman, J.R. Lboah, and H.-J.
Fabry define it as a “positive disposition one parbas toward another,” explaining, ft.can refer to
ordinary acceptance or kindness, or else favor sgexial nature, such as pity, mercy, or generosity
In the latter case, the usual limits establishedalyor custom are transcended.” They also note tha
the word is often used in situations presupposinfprener alienation. William L. Reed, “Some
Implications of Kn for Old Testament ReligionJBL 73, no. 1 (1954): 36; D.N. Freedman, J.R.
Lundbom, and Heinz-Josef Fabry]JI"I in ThWAT ed. G. Johannes Botterweck and Helmer
Ringgren (Stuttgart: W. Kohlhammer, 1982), 24-2G (N. Freedman, J.R. Lundbom, and Heinz-
Josef Fabry, '[SI'T in TDOT, ed. G. Johannes Botterweck and Helmer Ringgrear[6Rapids: Wm.

B. Eerdmans, 1986], 23-24).

?2The Hebrew word for “camp, 131 (32:3, 8, 9, 11, 22; 33:8), and the place nameHataim,”

or “two camps,”RNNR (32:3), also form an anagram with the word “gifgteating further
interconnections throughout the narrative of ch®:33. For commentary on these intertwining
wordplays in the narrative see Amos, 199-200, Zbkkelman, 199-205; GunkeGenesis 355-56
(ET, 344-45); HamiltonGenesis 18-50845; Wenham(enesis 16-51289.
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possessions will accomplish the goal of an impraationship with Esat®® What
Jacob has in mind becomes clearer in a secondspeawever, when Jacob sends
sizable gifts from the various categories of aninwaEsau. The narrative records
Jacob’s inner thoughts on his rationale for thésgtie hopes they will appease Esau,
and he will accept Jacob (32:7%j. When the brothers meet in ch. 33, Jacob
references God'favor to him twice in granting him children (v. 5) andgsessions
(v. 11). From these possessions he has selectagifthdie presents to Esau, which
he presses on him, asking that Esau accept theagfea sign that he regards Jacob
with favor (vv. 8, 10). Finally, Esau offers an escort toalagvhen they part, and
Jacob (while refusing the offer) describes it agga of Esau’savorto him (v. 15).

Jacob interprets what he receives from God anch fEsau respectively as
signs of favor toward him. These statements arecraftér the fact of the gift in both
situations. The urgency driving the narrative, hegrerelates to the hoped-for effect
of Jacob’s gifts upon Esau. Jacob hopes that gji#isewill cause Esau to regard him
with favor, and he urges Esau to accept them sofdéivior will be in evidence. The
favor he seeks stands as the counterpart to thaitigasxpected; the narrative of ch.
33 is concerned with the resolution of the confliet up in ch. 27. The narrative does
not provide the private access to Esau’s innerghtsuthat it does to Jacob’s (32:8-9,
21), so the reader cannot tell what it is thatatffehe resolution of the conflict from
Esau’s point of view. From Jacob’s perspective, éxav, his gifts to Esau are
central to the reconciliation. Jacob makes a sigiinal reference to his gift as “my
blessing” {0>273) in 33:11, echoing “my blessing*(>72) in 27:36, which had
been Esau’s, but which Jacob stofeSeveral commentators point to this reference

20 For a colorful variety of extrapolations from Jatinitial speech see Calvin, 270; Hamilton,
Genesis 18-50321; JanzenAbraham 127; Pedersen, 299; Rashi, 155; von Raghesis277 (ET,
312); TurnerGenesis139; Vawter, 345.

?* The Hebrew phrases translated “appease” and “gtc¥d2 BN and™D KU, use a play
on the word “face” in another linguistic motif thegcurs at the meetlng of the brothers and ties
together chs. 32 and 33. Freedman, Lundbom, andy Fediicidate the connection between “favor”
and “face,” both important words in this narratiféeedman, Lundbom, and Fabr)’(;['T,“ 26 (ET,
24).

232 ponother element in ch. 33 which reverses ch. 27his inversion of the power relationship
predicted in 25:23 and 27:29. Jacob repeatedlg &dhu “my lord” (32:5, 6, 19; 33:8, 13, 14 [x25)1
and himself Esau’s servant (32:5, 19, 21; 33:5, &)l bows down before him seven times at their
meeting (33:3). See commentary on this revers@llame Amos, “The Genesis of Reconciliation: The
Reconciliation of GenesisMission Studie®3, no. 1 (2006): 21; AlteGenesis178; AmosGenesis
199, 201; BrueggemanrGenesis 271; Fokkelman, 200, 223; Fretheim, “Genesis,’3,5672;
Hamilton, Genesis 18-50343; Turner,Genesis 140-41; WenhamGenesis 16-50288, 290;
WestermannGenesis: 2618 (ET, 507).
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in 33:11 as the structural counterpart to the tbethe blessing in ch. 27; here Jacob
returns the stolen blessing to Esau in the forma sfymbolic (although handsome)
gift, and thus effects the resolution of their dimaf>>

The resonance of the blessing reference with &h.nfay explain the
significance of Jacob’s gift, and give a reason wie/encounter in ch. 33 can stand
as a resolution to the conflict in ch. 27. The imaoce of gifts also resonates,
however, with other sojourn scenes in the patreroarratives. Previous discussions
of both 21:23 and 23:4 showed how gift-giving méetiahostility between parties,
functioning as a boundary-crossing virtue in aaitn where boundaries needed to
be simultaneously both firm and porous. Here wessmJacob’s gifts performing a
similar function®**On the one hand, a certain amount of distanceipsrbetween
Jacob and Esau: Jacob does not wish to receiveftée of an escort from Esau
(33:15), and he resists the suggestion that thindm® travel on together (33:12-17),
employing a measure of dissemblance that reinstatesk of transparency in the
relationship?® The separation of the brothers reestablishesaa bundary between
the two of them, and between their lands and fasfif’ On the other hand, however,

233 Alter, Genesis 186; Blenkinsopp, 153; Fishbane, “Composition7-ZB; Fokkelman, 227;
Fretheim, “Genesis,” 572; Hamiltoienesis 18-50346; Hendel, 130; Heard, 130; Scullion, 236;
Turner, Genesis 144; WenhamGenesis 16-50288, 291, 298; WestermanBgnesis: 2622, 641,
646-47 (ET, 510, 526, 530).

234 Matthews sees in this episode only the paymefitahpensatory damages,” erasing Jacob’s debt
to Esau and resulting in a zero-sum finale. Hinnhatvever, maintains that gift-giving establishes a
bond that is similar to that of kinship, and thatngls in contrast to the commodity exchange of etark
transactions. Here in the tale of Jacob and Edwu,gift re-establishes a kinship bond that had
previously deteriorated into a market relationghimugh Jacob’s hard bargaining for the birthrigt,
which he cheated Esau by offering him a non-eqaiMatommaodity. Victor H. Matthews, “The
Unwanted Gift: Implications of Obligatory Gift Gimj in Ancient Israel,"Semeia87 (1999): 98;
Hinnant, 108, 112-13.

235 Opinions differ as to whether Jacob acted dedhithr not in this dialogue. Some scholars view
the conversation as merely a polite way of couchiiregdesire to separate; others see Jacob’s remarks
as disingenuous, with a range of evaluations femtiotives behind the dissemblance. For the former,
see AlterGenesis187; Janzembraham 134; Lester: 91-93; Scullion, 236; WestermaBanesis: 2
641-42 (ET, 526-27). For the latter, see AntBenesis208; Brueggemanienesis272; Delitzsch,
Neuer 408 (ET, 211); GunkelGenesis367 (ET, 355); HamiltorGenesis 18-5147-48; Heard, 130-
31; Kidner, 171; Pedersen, 300-02; Turrigenesis146; Vawter, 353; Wenhargenesis 16-50299,
304.

3¢ Opinions differ as to whether the separation & Hrothers is constructive or expressive of a
continued rift between them. E.g., Janzen deemsdharation a wise way to live apart yet on good
terms; Coats sees Jacob rejecting the full redatioih Esau offers; Fretheim believes the brothers
settle past differences but refuse to share aduflanzenAbraham 134; CoatsGGenesis227; George

W. Coats, “Strife and Reconciliation: Themes ofihliBal Theology in the Book of GenesiiBT 2
(1980): 27-29; Fretheim, “Genesis,” 571. For furthmositive evaluations of the separation, see
Delitzsch,Neuer 408 (ET, 211); DriveriGenesis299; Kidner, 171; Westerman@gnesis: 2641-42
(ET, 526-27). For further negative evaluations, demant, 108; von Rad;enesis286 (ET, 323).
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the gifts given by Jacob and received by Esau Bmyrealed favor, a positive cast to
their relationship. This favor is now the operatigescriptor of the connection
between Jacob and Esau. The favor bridges the bophétween the two entities,
who maintain their distance from one another, buhange favor and gifts across
the gap®>’ The brothers do not travel together, but the giftdacob go with Esau as
he departs, and Jacob journeys on in possessi@sai’s favor. There is a way
forward that maintains the tension between sepaeateand apartne$s.

What is the role of sojourn in the relationshipween Jacob and Esau?
Jacob’s sojourn with Laban, mentioned in 32:5,ad pf the reason the brothers are
able to reconcile again. Jacob’s time away from é&anay have helped to heal the
wounds of the old enmity between the brothers. Tistance then, just like their
renewed distance after their reconciliation, maywed¢o maintain the separateness
the two brothers/nations needed in order for botburvive. More directly, however,
Jacob’s sojourn brings him to a position of wealthjch he then uses in the process
of reconciliation with Esau. His wealth brings htma place where he can say “I
have everything” (33:11), in contrast with his @arbrasping for the blessing, and to
acknowledge that God has been gracious in provigiohim (33:5, 11), in contrast
with his earlier self-relianc€® This is turn enables his generosity to Esau aed th
symbolic return of the blessing. Sojourn, then, imasle Jacob richer both materially
and spiritually. The adversity he experienced asjaurner with Laban highlighted
God’s provision and assistance for him—the dynaafielection discussed above.
Now secure in this election, signaled by his growthvealth, Jacob is able to give
both wealth and blessing away. Sojourn has enabledde of positive relationship
for the brothers: adequate distance, with virtuessing the boundaries to establish
exchange.

237 Eretheim further observes that the later comimgtieer of the two brothers for their father’s blria
in 35:29 is a sharing of responsibility which shotheir relationship is separate, but not without
cooperation. Fretheim, “Genesis,” 573.

238 R. Syrén compares this text with the attitudesaroEsau/Edom in Numbers 20, Deuteronomy 2,
and a number of prophetic texts. He finds that G2333 holds a moderate line in comparison with
these texts, “endorsing an attitude of integratiod reserved openness.” Roger Syiiére Forsaken
First-Born: A Study of a Recurrent Motif in the Ratchal Narratives JSOTSup 133 (Sheffield:
JSOT Press, 1993), 106-21.

239 God receives no mention as a champion of Jacase during his pursuit of birthright and
blessing in chs. 25-27), in contrast to the latmrative focus on this theme. J. Blenkinsopp nates
exception that proves the rule, Jacob’s false claifi7:20 of God-given success in hunting game; see
Blenkinsopp, 153.
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This function of sojourn is reminiscent of its @ion in the previous texts
discussed in this chapter. A second look at theklagcle in comparison with these
texts reveals that Jacob’s relationship with Esalows the broad contours of the
two sojourn models outlined earl® An initial negative encounter encompasses
deceit, enrichment for the underdog, and flight @h). A second amicable meeting
follows with various shared componefts.

1) The patriarch moves closer to Canaan (ch. 32).

2) A negotiation over land or habitation occurd:(2-15)%*?

3) The two sides reach a commitment that is recgf*® (both say “I have,”
33:9, 11; Jacob gives gifts and Esau grants f&fjoreferences past dealings
(“my blessing,” 33:11), and includes ethical vodaby of relational virtue
(“favor,” 33:10, 11)**°

4) The other party departs (33:18).

240 Njiditch finds a parallel in the structure of tregly and change of status between ch. 12 and ch. 27.
Niditch, Prelude 100.

21 Hauge’s analysis sketches a broad schematic pattat highlights similar shared motifs between
the three wife-sister stories and Jacob’s storgsbfangement and return (he also includes Josaph an
Moses in this pattern). Hauge's observations operldth my own on several points, although he
focuses on motifs rather than linear plot developnand his exegesis is less detailed. His copfiati

of exile, estrangement, and sojourn reduces theevaf his conclusions for the study of sojourn in
particular, but his insightful delineation of broadrrative schema remains a valuable contribution
supporting the patterns proposed in this study.Feaege, “Struggles Il,” 131-33.

242 Coote and Ord observe a broad similarity betwéeragreements struck by Isaac and Abimelech,
Jacob and Laban, and Jacob and Esau. Coote and&Dxd,

23 previous discussion of texts in this pattern Has amphasized the element of parity in power
between the two parties. Here the brothers aresienae “equals,” and yet Jacob’s use of lord/sérvan
language (noted above) suggests an asymmetry. Reimer, however, finds this language
characteristic of scenes in the Hebrew Bible wheterpersonal forgiveness is sought. The language
here may then suggest power that comes from Esatitement to choose vengeance, rather than a
real discrepancy of rank. See David J. Reimer,ri&oof Forgiveness: Narrative Ethics and the Old
Testament,” irReflection and Refraction: Studies in Biblical ldisbgraphy in Honour of A. Graeme
Auld, ed. Robert Rezetko, Timothy H. Lim, and W. Briamcker, VTSup (Leiden: Brill, 2007), 363,
367-68, 377.

244 See Freedman, Lundbom, and Fabry’s discussiorherconcept of favor as a gift. Freedman,
Lundbom, and Fabry,]d11,” 27-28 (ET, 25-26).

?%>The virtue of 10T upheld in the earlier episode is conceptually eated to the virtue dfT used
here; see Reed: 36-41.

2% Janzen, P.D. Miscall, and Westermann draw a phdaditween the separation of Jacob and Esau
and the separation of Abraham and Lot in ch. 18thHeim, Coote, and Ord see similarity between
these two separations and that of Isaac and Abaheks well. Petersen compares the three
separations, portraying them all as nonviolent tsmhs to family conflict. Coats details structural
parallels between the separation of Jacob and Lahdrthat of Jacob and Esau, but maintains that
they both reflect alienation. Hauge offers a braadlysis of the motif of separation between kin
throughout Genesis, offering rich observation anrélationship to election and the land promise.
JanzenAbraham 134; Peter D. Miscall, “The Jacob and Josephi&t@s Analogies, JSOT6 (1978):

36; WestermanrGenesis: 2145 (ET, 127); Fretheim, “Genesis,” 432-33; Coante Ord, 145; David
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5) The patriarch establishes his presence in tka &y symbolic action

signaling promise fulfillment and rootedness in ldred (33:17-20%*

The conspicuous difference between this serievets and those discussed
earlier, however, is that Jacob does not sojouth #sau, while in the earlier texts
sojourn describes the relationship of the patrigichhe other power figure. It is
Jacob’s sojourn with Laban, rather, that interveretsveen the two encounters of the
brothers, and transforms their relational framewaot& one that can succeed.

Esau is not a foreigner with whom the Israelitgipech sojourns; he is kin.
Esau is the dis-elect brother, however, and Jagodtern of interaction with him
follows the patterns sketched by the patriarchféir interactions with those outside
the ethnic group with whom they sojourned. It mietnoted, however, that even
those earlier incidents included an episode witht [(D3:2-18), and a larger
interaction with Laban (chs. 29-31), both of whorarevkin but not elect. Sojourn
operated in those interactions to highlight thecteda of the patriarch in
contradistinction from his dis-elect kin, who i¢ g parallel with the native rulers
over and against the elect patriarch. Here in 3&5well with Jacob and Esau,
sojourn accentuates Jacob’s election and Esau‘sletition, even when Jacob’s
sojourn itself was elsewhere.

In sum, the sojourn reference in 32:5, functionwvithin the narrative of chs.
32-33 as well as the broader arc of the Jacob clgalights the election of Jacob in
contrast with both his uncle, representing the Agans, and his brother, representing
the Edomites. In this way sojourn functions to m#$ the ethnic myth of election,
and thus to strengthen Israelite identity. Sojaarthis text also frames and enables
another example of positive interaction with thdéest in which boundaries are
maintained by suitable distance allowing territbriategrity to the ethnie but
interaction across the boundary with other ethmouigings is held up as a virtue for
emulation. This ethic of controlled relationalitgrass ethnic boundaries introduces
flexibility and adaptability to the ethnic myth, uf contributing to its ultimate
strength and durability.

L. Petersen, “Shaking the World of Family Valueis,'Shaking Heaven and Eartbd. Christine Roy
Yoder et al. (Louisville: Westminster/John Knox,08), 27-31; George W. Coats, “Strife without
Reconciliation: A Narrative Theme in the Jacob Tiad,” in Werden und Wirken des Alten
Testaments: Festschrift fuClaus Westermann zum 70. Geburtstagl. Rainer Albertz et al.
(Gattingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1980), 91, 103;d¢a “Struggles |,” 14-21.

24T For commentary on these verses as a signal ofigeofulfillment see AmosGenesis 208-09;
Wenham Genesis 16-5000.
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Genesis 47: 4,9

The final scene to consider encompasses threeenekes to sojourn, one in
47:4 and two in 47:9. Once again the ancestorsratl are interacting with a foreign
king. All three references occur on the lips of theelite party in the dialogue: v. 4
in the speech of the five brothers whom Joseph s#®do appear before Pharaoh,
and v. 9 in the words of Jacob to Pharaoh durisgon audience with him. The
analysis below will attend to each scene in turn.

A. Joseph’s Brothers Request Permission to Sojourn

Repetition (or doubling) is an artistic device diglroughout the Joseph
narrative?*® Here in the story of Joseph’s family appearingbePharaoh, repetition
with or without variation is used to highlight sgfecelements of the dialogue. The
sojourn reference in v. 4 occurs amidst severaéryf interwoven repetition
between Joseph’s plans about what to say to Pharadie one hand and the actual
speeches given during the audience on the otherséhuence begins in 46:31 and
can be plotted as a five-part double panel (segraa on following page.)

The careful structuring of parallels in this tegtves to spotlight the elements
of divergence where the report of the audience Witlaraoh differs from the pre-
planned script. The points where the second hali@text strays from its twin in the
first half have generated a variety of interpretasi, with no real consensus emerging
as to the salient dynamics of the scene. A briefesuof these points of divergence
and how they have been interpreted illustratesdifiersity of commentary on this

text.

248 For discussions of this technique in the Josepitatiee see Alter,Art, 107-112; W. Lee
HumphreysJoseph and His Family: A Literary Stydytudies on Personalities of the Old Testament
(Columbia, SC: University of South Carolina Prek888), 93-99; Westermanfgenesis: 3280-82
(ET, 246-47).
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Joseph’s plans for the audience with Pharaoh
A Joseph will tell Pharaoh that his brothers: 46:31-32

(1) have come from Canaan (2) are sheph8jdmé keepers of livestock (4) have
brought their flocks and possessions

Pharaoh will ask the brothers about their oatiop 46:33

C The brothers will tell Pharaoh that they: 46:34
(1) are keepers of livestock (2) from theuth to the present (3) as were their ancestors

D The outcome will be: 46:34
(1) the brothers will settle in Goshen

E The rationale is: 46:34
(2) shepherds are abhorrent to the Egyptians

The actual audience with Pharaoh
A’ Joseph tells Pharaoh that his brothers: 147:

(1) have come from Canaan (2) are now in Goshehd¢ brought their flocks and
possessions

B’ Pharaoh asks the brothers about their occupation 47:3

C' The brothers tell Pharaoh that they: 47:3
(1) are shepherds (2) as were their ancestors

C” The brothers also tell Pharaoh: 47:4

(1) they have come to sojourn (2) from Can@mwhere there is famine and no
pasture for flocks (4) they ask to seittl Goshen

D’ The outcome i&* 47:6

(1) Joseph is commanded to settle the brothers in Ga@)e¢he brothers may
oversee Pharaoh’s livestock

E' The rationale is: 47:6
(2) Goshen is the best part of the land
A’: Joseph omits both references to his brothersupattons, although he
may refer to them obliquely in his mention of thecks they have brought with
them?*° The omission of a reference to shepherding mapdmause of the social

9 The text of LXX expands 47:5 preceding Pharaopsesh, but the difference between MT and
LXX does not affect the discussion here. For a sagmf two contrasting opinions regarding the
preferred text see WestermarBenesis: 3185, 188 (ET, 166, 169); Horst Seebass, “Theplose
Story, Genesis 48 and the Canonical Proce&QT35 (1986): 42 n. 30.

#0The mention of the flocks and possessions is tefebetweerA and A’, indicating execution
according to plan. It raises a further questionyéwer, by comparison of this text with the original
invitations of Joseph (45:9-13) and of Pharaoh (#20). This second, larger repetition structure
provides interesting points for comparison with guglience in chs. 46-7, but space constraints &mit
full investigation here. At this point we may simphote that bringing their flocks and all their
possessions corresponds with the invitation of glpséut contradicts the invitation of Pharaoh.
Perhaps there is a struggle reflected here ovetd®f dependence and indebtedness of the sojgurnin
family, an echo of a dynamic touched on previoushbraham’s negotiation for Machpelah in ch. 23
and his refusal of the King of Sodom'’s offer in dil. Alternatively, A. Wildavsky perceives the
belongings as tokens of identity showing resistaotehe family to an Egyptianization process.
Wenham, however, sees Joseph and Pharaoh expréssisgme underlying concern in ch. 45; i.e.
that the possessions will be an obstacle to Jadahisehold making the move to Egypt. See Aaron
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stigma mentioned ik. The omission of a reference to livestock keepmay be for
the same reason, or alternatively, because Josaphktated goal is to secure for his
brothers a position overseeing the royal livest@k actually occurs iD’), and he
believes indirect suggestion to be the best methiodbringing Pharaoh to this
decision. Joseph’s mention of Goshen here may sdsee an indirect strategy of
suggestion, planting a hint at the outcome desird*>*

B": No divergence.

C" The brothers describe their occupation as shdpigerrather than
livestock keeping. This may be a gaffe on theit,pdestroying the careful wording
Joseph suggested @ which was motivated by his knowledge®f°? Alternatively,
it may be simply the substitution of a synonym,hmito implied contradiction to
C.>>*In D’ Pharaoh offers the brothers an appointment as tiwastock keepers
despite there being no mention of this occupatiotiné dialogue.

C"”. The brothers add an entirely unplanned speecRhi@raoh. In it they
directly ask Pharaoh to allow them to settle in l&ws an element Joseph had
planned as an outcome [y but had not scripted as part of the speech therg wo
deliver. Here the brothers may be stating in wondst is better left unsaid, if
Joseph’s script is taken to be a careful maneuesrgded to bring Pharaoh to a
decision that appears to be his own (though fil@llJoseph’s wishes). The rest of
their addition states the brother's goal and matwaexplicitly: they have come to
s@oun10u?)mtheland,andthBisbecausefamhmahasdﬂhen1outofCanaan
The additions may be an awkward outburst, excesshatiness that endangers
Joseph’s carefully wrought plans for subtle marapah of the Pharaoh rather than
blunt appeaf>* Alternatively, the brothers may simply be clarifgithe subtext of
the preceding statements, with no harm done by theiting a fine point on
matters?>

Wildavsky, Assimilation versus Separation: Joseph the Admatist and the Politics of Religion in
Biblical Israel. (New Brunswick: Transaction, 1993), 124; Wenh&manesis 16-50429.

1 Calvin, Hamilton, von Rad, and Wenham; Westermgisagrees. Calvin, 347; HamiltoGenesis
18-5Q 606; von RadGenesis353-54 (ET, 399); WenharGenesis 16-50446; WestermanrGenesis:
3,188 (ET, 169).

%2 35ee Green, 181; Coaanaan 51; BrueggemaniGenesis356-57; HamiltonGenesis 18-50607.
253 Amos, Genesis 262; Calvin, 347; DelitzsctNeuer 497-98 (ET, 344-45); Dillmanmie Genesis
417-19 (ET, 418-22); Fretheim, “Genesis,” 653; CGelnksenesis 463-64 (ET, 440-41); von Rad,
Genesis353-55 (ET, 399, 401); Wenhaf@enesis 16-5045.

54 Amos,Genesis262; Green, 181-82.

#>Wenham and Westermann argue that the brothersrdyefurther emphasizing what Joseph had
planned for them to say. The mention of their oatigm and the emphasis on the temporariness of
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D" The outcome is as desiredin but Pharaoh adds an opportunity for the
brothers to oversee the royal livestock. Perhapsréults of the audience are thus
better than Joseph expecteddnor perhaps Joseph planned this royal appointment
all along but omitted to tell his brothershnas a part of his strategy of achieving his
goals, just as he chose not to tell Pharaoh cettiaigs inA’.2*°

E": Pharaoh’s stated rationale is entirely differeain Joseph’s. Is he simply
very good natured, generously offering the besEgjpt to his guests, or is this
just the appearance of largesse, hiding the dattdude ofE under the offer of
Goshen, a location which keeps the foreign sheghatda distancé? The text
offers no obvious answér?

With several options for interpreting each of gwnts where ch. 47 departs
from the script given in ch. 46, the overall dynamf the scene as a whole can shift
considerably. Joseph may or may not be anglingrdgal appointments for his
brothers?®® Pharaoh may or may not be as welcoming as he s@émbrothers may
be hopelessly inept bunglers, or simply a tad vebdVith so much ambiguity,
much is left to the interpreter, who can reachgiil@ate range of conclusions about
the dynamic portrayed here, from a genial acceptamic welcome guests to a
calculating jockeying for strategic placement ansing number of self-interested
power players. A few observations can be made, heméehat assist in reading the
significance of sojourn in this text.

First, a certain level of ambiguity seems to bétbnto the text. Casting a
glance backwards, we recall the plays on the dwednimg of\/]m in ch. 23, the
deceptions of the wife-sister tales (chs. 12, &),tBat were also defended as truth

their stay are meant to work in tandem, reassuPingraoh that they do not seek positions in thé civi
service. WenhanGenesis 16-50445; WestermaniGenesis: 3186-88 (ET, 168-69).

256 3. Berman believes that Joseph'’s departure frenschipt he conveyed to his brothers reveals him
to be duplicitous both to his brothers and to Pblardoseph shrewdly tells each of the two sides wha
they want to hear, and is fully open with neithartp. Joshua Berman, “Identity Politics and the
Burial of Jacob (Genesis 50:1-14L,BQ 68, no. 1 (2006): 16.

%7 Hamilton, Genesis 18-506-8; Humphreys, 129-30; von RaBgnesis 355 (ET, 401). Berman
offers an insightful analysis of Pharaoh’s sunmemion as the easy welcome of a dominant culture
with none of the identity angst (and resulting maations) displayed by the immigrants it is
absorbing. Berman: 18-19.

8 Turner writes, “...true attitudes are concealedela¢h the diplomatic niceties. What appears to be
royal generosity, is actually a manifestation of/igan social prejudice.” TurneGenesis195.

9 Green touches on both possible interpretatioren stresses the difficulty of mining Pharaoh’s
response for further clarity. She notes, howeust tt seems suspicious for the Pharaoh to be so
pliant as to reward refuges with an unsullied gifthe best of the land. Green, 182, 214-15.

20 For the former opinion, see Donald B. RedfokdStudy of the Biblical Story of Joseph (Genesis
37-50) VTSup (Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1970), 160-61.
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(20:12), and the various machinations and selfrtsefe of Jacob and Laban’s
interactions (chs. 29-31). These scenes share ehit7 a degree of opacity in
communication, where multiple meanings can be mtéit in the speeches of the
characters, and the speakers play upon the varmesbilities to their advantage. Or,
perhaps, the reader can set aside suspicionsukiad subtext—but we are never
quite sur€® These scenes also share with ch. 47 the expéiting of sojourn. The
marginality of the sojourner’s position, and ithément ambiguity of loyalties and
commitments, are logically connected with the dyalof meaning in the
conversations that are held with the power holdershe land. Ch. 47, without
adhering strictly to the pattern of the “first sojn scenario” explored previously,
echoes a theme that resonates through that graigmtsf slippery speech, shifting in
it significations, playing a field of options betere the figures of the sojourner and
the native powef®?

Second, the text spotlights sojourn. Regardleskeopossible motivations for
the brothers’ additional speech in 47:4, regardiésghether it serves the aims of the
original script in ch. 46 or works against it, amdjardless of whether its effect on
Pharaoh was positive or whether his ultimate decisias given despite the speech,
the mention of sojourn is a substantial departtwenfscript and as such commands
attention. The syntax of the statement reinforcesemphasis on sojourn in the
brothers’ speech: the phrase “to sojourn in thellayI82 =5, comes at the
beginning of the sentence, with the main verb “aeehcome, N2, following?*®

What is the significance of this sojourn elemdrait is thus emphasized? On
the microeconomic level of the brothers’ situatisajourn functions here to clarify
the status they desire in Egypt. The brothersestent in 47:4 spells out that Canaan
is their home, that only the exceptional circumséanof the famine have caused
them to leave it, and that their stay in Egypt samt to be temporary. Perhaps their

%1 The suggestion of manipulation in this scenegstly painted; heavier brush strokes, however,
depict the theme of deceit interweaving throughbet larger Joseph narrative, from the brothers to
Potiphar’s wife to Joseph himself.

%2 Niditch explores an extended comparison betweeahland Joseph. She finds that both narratives
depicts the rise of the marginalized underdog,dogties that the Joseph narrative advocates honesty
over subterfuge. She then parallels Jacob’s tnckeith Abraham’s in 12:10-20, while Joseph’s
success is compared to Abraham’s in 20:1-18. Wheleoverall case is persuasive, ch. 47 seems to
depict success attained by some measure of credtimripporting a broad parallel between all the
stories mentioned. Niditcfrelude 70-78, 102-25.

263p Jotion explains that the infinitive withis placed at the beginning in this verse, conttarhe
statistically dominant pattern Verb-Subject, to bagize the intended aim of the action (here,
sojourn). Jotion, § 155r.
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reference to sojourn also emphasizes that thepa@rasking for legal land holdings
but only the permission to “settleyau*.?** These clarifications play a role in the
dialogue with the Pharaoh, which is concerned wiita locale of the brothers’
residence in Egypt and the occupational role thilyplay there. Sojourn in v. 4 thus
functions in a pragmatic, concrete sense.

Given the wider narrative context of Genesis awlele, however, the
sojourn reference here also strikes a deeper chesdnating with its occurrences in
other texts where its significance points beyondnediate socioeconomic status.
Together with the itinerary references discussethe previous chapter, this text
contributes to a placement of Egypt as not-homehenideological map drawn by
the text, connecting Israelite identity with thendaof Canaan as the arena of its
ethnic realization. Together with the dialogue $ediscussed in this chapter, this text
portrays complex dynamics of interaction betweendbjourner and the native Other.
And together with the promise texts discussed ifirshis study, this text portrays the
Israelites’ sojourn in Egypt as divinely appointadyrearranged stage on the journey
toward the fulfillment of the promises to the patchs (this point will be further
discussed below). The prominence of sojourn indiadogue of ch. 47 allows the
arrival of Jacob’s household in Egypt to be addethe growing corpus of sojourn
encounters in Genesis, confirming themes playeah gyoprior references, and also
adding its own unique contribution.

Last, the sojourn text in ch. 47 depicts an irdgoa between sojourning
Israelites and a foreign potentate that ends icesscfor the Israelite side. Despite
(or because of) the tricky dynamics of the dialggbe final outcome seems to be a
clear gain for Jacob’s family. Settling in Gosheaswloseph’s hope for them since
his initial sketch of their future in 45:10, re-ehgsized by his stated aim for the
audience with Pharaoh in 46:34, hinted at in hikqak reference of 47:1, frankly
requested by the brothers in 47:4, then magnanipa@uanted by Pharaoh in 47:6.
The success echoes the past successes of thensagopatriarchs in Genesis, when
through or in spite of their deceiving of the natiguthorities, they gain material
prosperity. Here again, the underdog sojourner wiesday in the face of the home

%4 Daube sees “sojourn” and “settling” as synonymiouthis reference, but Alter sees “settling” as
connoting fixed abode and in contradiction with tleguest to sojourn. DaubExodus 26; Alter,
Genesis280.
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team’s advantagé® As discussed previously, the sojourner's successirms
Israel’s ethnic identity in two ways. Directly, teaccess confirms divine election for
Israel, who despite its disadvantages as a sojohasedivine power on its side, and
accordingly prospers (quite literally) at the exgpenof the non-elect Othéf®
Indirectly, also, the success of the sojournerapicted as a fulfilment of divine
promises, and thus the sojourn period, while itaedfelay in fulfillment of the land
promise, becomes a surprising arena for the coafion of the promises and
therefore of the election of Israel.

Both the preceding paragraphs have touched up®rcdghnection between
sojourn in ch. 47 and the promises to the patrgardihis point requires support by
analysis of the larger episode encompassing 46:314% This wider text serves to
connect the sojourn references of ch. 47 with tejpeats of the promises: first, the
premeditated delay in fulfillment which the sojoumEgypt represents, and second,
the initiation of fulfilment in some aspects ofetlpromise that occurs during the
period of sojourn itself.

The sojourn reference in 47:4 signposts the mdvé&aoob’s household to
Egypt as sojourn, conjuring up the reference towoj in Egypt in the promise text
of 15:13. The Egyptian sojourn in 15:13 is foretbld God as part of a scheme that
confirms Israel's election over and against Egypé nation which hosts Israel as
sojourners but also oppresses and enslaves theen Wk ancestors of Israel come
to Egypt as sojourners, then, as highlighted by Affe text has already set up the
question as to whether this is the divinely-appainsojourn foretold in 15:13. This
question is clearly answered by the lead-up toefhisode in 46:1-4. There, as Jacob
pauses before entering Egypt, God appears to hihcanfirms that Jacob should go
down to Egypt, and that God will bring him up ag&iom there. Both the sojourn
and its eventual, divinely orchestrated terminatom ordered and appointed by God

25\ .L. Humphreys, in contrast, argues that thisystars no villains and heroes, but that the interest
of Israel and Egypt are in harmony with mutual Bgnbroughout, showing a marked contrast with
the role of Egypt in the rest of Israel’'s narrattvadition. Niditch also maintains there is no herh
quality to this story. Humphreys, 75, 129-30, 190-Niditch, Prelude 122.

%% The power reversal is furthered in the remaindethe chapter, which depicts the hunger and
enslavement of the Egyptians, bracketed by refe®rno the expansion and abundant provision
experienced by Joseph’s family. The situation W#l reversed at the beginning of Exodus, then
reversed again as Israel is liberated from enslamt@nd comes out of Egypt with great possessions.
Green grapples with the difficulties for the modeeader in what she terms the “triumphalistic”
depiction of Joseph’s land management. Green, 28,

%7 For analyses supporting the literary unity of 487t31, see CoatsGenesis 294-95; Wenham,
Genesis 16-50439.
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in this promise speech. This sojourn in Egypt, tHEgged as such by 47:4, is the
particular sojourn awaited since 15:13: the sojahat will define Israel’s identity
over against its oppressor Egypt, and that willmdtely resolve into the long-
awaited fulfillment of the promise of the laf.

Sojourn in past texts has come to be associatdd promise fulfillment as
well as with promise delay, and 47:4 within the teoth of chs. 46-47 further
contributes to this motf®® Jacob’s obedience to God's locative command if3,46:
like that of Abraham and Isaac before him, inisaéesequence of events depicting
God’s fulfilment of the promises. The audiencehwRharaoh itself is successful,
indirectly confirming the promise of divine accompaent in Egypt given to Jacob
in 46:4. The movement of Jacob’s household fromirian47:4) to food (47:12) also
exemplifies God’s aid in material provision for tfanily. Another gain won during
the audience is a land allotment. V. 11 refershioland as a “holding,mx,*" a
word characteristic of P often descriptive of the ancestral burial plotGanaan
(23:4, 9, 20; 49:30; 50:13), and used in 17:8 aBdt 40 refer to the divinely
promised inheritance of the land of Canaan. Itshese (and again in verbal form,
\IMR, in 47:27) is perhaps a hint that the divine psemiare bearing fruit in Egypt,
even if it is not the final fulfillment awaited i€Canaar?’? The list of Jacob’s
offspring, appended to the account of their move 4#8-27, illustrate by
enumeration the expansion of the family, anothalization of divine promises. The
emphasis in the genealogy on children born outsid€anaan (both Jacob’s and
Joseph’s, 46:15, 20) reiterates the theme of pmrfuffillment in the midst of

%8 \WWenham states that the sojourn reference in 4fUHil§ the prophecy in 15:13.” Wenham,
Genesis 16-50446.

29 Hints of promise fulfillment can be traced in theger Joseph narrative as well (e.g., the repeated
themes of divine accompaniment and the spreadesfshig to others in ch. 39). The indicators of
fulfillment in chs. 46-47 are particularly conceatrd, however, and more closely connected to
sojourn.

2" The word is further highlighted by a structurerepetition between Pharaoh’s command in 47:6
and Joseph'’s execution in 47:11. In both verseard®i’s instruction is for the father and brothemes

to settle in the best part of the land, but in lditer verse, an additional phrase states thatpbose
grants them a holding.

M \Westermann lists P usage of the word in 17:8;,29;420; 36:43; 47:11; 48:4; 49:30; 50:13.
WestermannGenesis: 3191 (ET, 171).

272 Coote and Ord state that the land grant in Egg@éents a disjunction with the pending land grant
in Canaan, raising the question again of when thesgssion of Canaan would take place. Such a
reminder of an unfulfilled promise, lurking in thery word that hints at its fulfillment, is consana
with sojourn as it is depicted here. See CooteQmnt] 197.
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sojourn®’®47:27 describes the growth of the family in vidms that directly quote
the promises, both those of fruitfulnessnn (17:6; 28:3; 35:11; 48:4) and increase,
a2 (17:2; 22:17; 26:4, 24; 28:3; 35:11; 48:4. 46:3nd the promise of
transformation into a natioduring their stay in Egyp(46:3)?’* During Jacob’s
audience with Pharaoh, directly following that & Bons, he becomes the first of the
ancestors to utter a blessing on anyone outsidéathiy; the gesture hints that the
promise of being a means of blessing for othermis being fulfilled””® Finally, the
ultimate promise fulfillment awaited throughout @sis, and explicitly foretold as a
return from Egypt in 46:4 and 15:14, is foreshaddwyg Joseph’s oath to Jacob in
47:29-31. This sojourn, perhaps more than any dth&enesis, confirms that the
promises are being and will continue to be fulflli&reen’s vivid words about the
Joseph narrative are also an apt description olusoj the herald of both fulfillment
and delay:

There is a consistent temporal-spatial narraticarigue of apparent
delay, with the needed vector already in motiosepb feels stuck in
the pit and in prison, but his brother Judah haeaaly articulated the
profit, the butler emerges already programmed &akhe words for
release. The children of Israel seem to languispetbully in Egypt,
but the bones of Joseph are packed for the jousneywWhat seems a
pit of death or danger is already a place of safety survival; time
seems wasted but works silently to deli¢/r.

B. Jacob Describes His Life as Sojourn

After the audience of the brothers with Pharaoth7r8-6, Joseph presents his
father Jacob before Pharaoh in 47:7-10. The referestands at the center of a
chiastic structure that emphasizes Jacob’s stateabeut sojourn. The text may be
plotted thus:’’

273 Greifenhagen notes that the naming of Joseph’Egtmaim in 41:52 represents the fulfillment of
promises of fruitfulness made to the patriarchgifénhagenkEgypt 36.

274 46:3 echoes the promises of 12:2; 17:6; 35:11aHds the unique element of Egypt as the setting
for its fulfillment.

27> Amos, Genesis263. Further, Fretheim and Wenham argue thapddsagrarian policies in ch. 47
are depicted as saving the lives of Egyptians argkmedering their gratitude, and thus are also a
fulfillment of the promise for blessing to the mats; Turner mounts a counter-argument. See
Fretheim, “Genesis,” 654-55; WenhaGenesis 16-50447, 452; TurnerGenesis 197. For a
thoroughly negative evaluation of Joseph'’s policgese Berel Dov Lerner, “Joseph the Unrighteous,”
Judaism38, no. 3 (1989): 279-81.

’® Green, 200.

2"B.A. McKenzie also finds evidence of chiasmustiis ttext, but does not chart it in detail. Brian
Alexander McKenzie, “Jacob’s Blessing on Pharaoh:ldterpretation of Gen 46:31-47:26TJ45
(1983): 391.
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A Joseph brought Jacob his father and stood hforé&haraoh. v. 7

B Jacob blessed Pharaoh. v. 7
C Pharaoh said to Jacob, “How many are the datfseofears of your life?” v. 8

D Jacob said to Pharaoh, “The days of the yefarsysojourn are 130. v. 9

E Few and hard have been the days of the yéanyg tfe. v.9

(o They do not reach the days of the years of theslof my fathers v.9

D’ during the days of their sojourn.” v.9

B’ Jacob blessed Pharaoh, v. 10
A’ and went out from before Pharaoh. v. 10

The particular words that structure the text birthepetition are:

A 107D ’JBL) before Pharaoh. V.7
B TYI2TIR 2PY? 972 Jacob blessed Pharaoh V.7
C ™ ‘;!@7 3% the days of the years of your life 8v.

D AR ’_J_@' 137 the days of the years of my sojourn 9v.

E M Y MY the days of the years of my life 9v.

C »n ’J};? Y the days of the years of the lives v. 9

D’ Qi1 M2 in the days of their sojourn v. 9
B’ YI2TIR 2PYY 72" Jacob blessed Pharaoh v. 10
A’ YD ’_J_Q‘??; from before Pharaoh v. 10

The chiasm is not perfect, @& andD' occur in the original order during the
second half of the chiasm, rather than the invarexpected. Perhaps C and D can
be considered to form one element in the chiasherahan two. In each coupling,
(C-D) and C-D’), Jacob sets up an equation between life and sojdu the first
coupling, C-D), Pharaoh asks Jacob “How many are the days oydhes of your
life?” Jacob answers, “The days of the years of sopurn are one hundred and
thirty.” “Sojourn” takes the place of “life” in apxact substitutiof’® In the second
coupling, C-D), Jacob speaks of “the days of the years of treslof my fathers in
the days of their sojourn.” Here “life” is equatedth “sojourn” in that Jacob’s
fathers spent their lives “in” sojourn; that is,j@on is the descriptor that
encompassed their lives. The two statements spdik as sojourn, and lives spent
in sojourn. The two couplingsC¢D) and C'-D’), bracket the middle statemeks,

28 E_ Lowenthal writes that Jacob’s paraphrasinge®libs “sojourn” suggests that life for hiim
sojourn. Eric I. LowenthalThe Joseph Narrative in Genegidéew York: Ktav, 1973), 124.
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that the days of the years of Jacob’s life havenlfeer and hard. Three observations
below will move from the center of the chiasm wauter elements.

1) The central thrust of Jacob’s speech is tlmtlife has been short and
difficult (2°»71 BYR). The characteristics of this life, bracketed Iy diescription of
life as sojourn, focus on the hardship he has éxpezd. Following upon his son’s
statement in v. 4 describing their current visiEgypt as sojourn, the implication is
that the present sojourn Jacob is experiencingfalsounder the hardship of sojourn
he describes. Sojourn is difficult; Jacob’s past levealed this, and now his present
and future will do so as well. This emphasis ofobég underscores the negative
dimension of sojourn. Structurally, however, higtsment is enveloped by a textual
bracket that points in another direction. Just keefbis audience with Pharoah,
Pharaoh issues the command that the family is titesa the best of the land of
Egypt (v. 6); immediately after his audience, tlexttreports the execution of
Pharaoh’s command with a close verbal parallelly. The brothers’ audience with
Pharaoh had described tfagninein Canaan which drove them to sojourn (v. 4); the
conclusion to the episode after both audiencesaeis thefoodthe household now
receives in Egypt (v. 12Y° The larger movement of the episode is from fanine
food, from scarcity to plenty, and in the larger af the narrative, from death to life.
This change for the better follows from the sojoafrihe family and is inextricably
bound up with it. Sojourn is negative but it isa|sositive; ultimately, as this text
shows, the positive dimension of sojourn framesradefines the negative.

2) The two couplings on either side of the censtatement equate sojourn
with life. The statement is not a metaphor, althoitgmay pave the way for the
metaphorical usage that develops in Psalms ancemmastsewhere in the Hebrew
Bible. Sojourn, rather, has been an actuality svadent in Jacob’s life that it is
appropriate to generalize it as a descriptor fertthole of his life. The characteristic
phrase of P, “land of sojourn@{i*7112 y7R), is transformed here from a spatial to a
temporal statement, “years of sojouriatm 2°2).2%° This time Jacob has spent
in sojourn now broadens, in retrospect, to encompiisthe years of his existence.
Sojourn in Paddan-aram (32:4) and in Egypt (47)4h& added up to a life spent
predominantly in sojourn. His fathers too livedelvof sojourn. Jacob here describes

2’9 Compare the similar trajectory in ch. 26, previpuliscussed.
280 \Westermann suggests that the phrase “years ofirsdjbere suggests a later layer within the P
source. Westermanfenesis: 3190 (ET, 171).
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an existence that has renounced settling and mseesn favor of an orientation
toward future fulfilment, a dependence on the demst® At the end of Isaac’s life,
a statement from P about the sojourn of both Abralaad Isaac gave a similar
overarching précis to both the patriarch’s lives:23). Now, as Jacob'’s life draws to
a close, P gives to his life also this broad sunonadf sojourn. Genesis itself is
coming to its conclusion, and this is the last n&fiee to sojourn in the book. It is
fitting that this final sojourn reference suggetiie broadest scope to the term.
Sojourn is the “curiously ambiguous relationship pwmise and fulfillment®®?
experienced by Jacob for all of his life; here haast says that sojours his life.
The future orientation of sojourn is a way of lfte Jacob, as it was for his fathers:
“...characteristic of each patriarch has been thewaojng shape of life, its unsettled
character, moving toward a goal set by the proni$eaod.”® The text suggests an
understanding of sojourn which transcends actaaliif location and begins to shade
toward an attitude or an orientation. The concephat yet a metaphor, but the
suggestion is there for texts beyond Genesis ttexpnd develop®

3) Jacob’s speech about sojourn is bracketed dpuble blessingwﬁ'ﬁ:) he
bestows on Pharaoh, striking both in its repetiaad in its inversion of the expected
power relationship. The encounter between poteatadepatriarch, like the audience
of the brothers, sounds a soft echo of prior sejonteractions, this time in the
“second scenario.” An initial asymmetrical encounending with a decision about
land allotment, is followed by an encounter exlmigtparity and reciprocity, after
which the patriarch makes a concrete land claine dignity allotted Jacob before
Pharaoh in this encounter is as unexpected asoiinar laccorded Abraham and Isaac
in their roles as the negotiating partner of kifgjss. 21 and 26). Pharaoh’s respect
for Jacob’s age resembles the statements recognizen success and divine favor
enjoyed by the patriarchs (21:22; 26:28). Most inguatly, an amicable exchange is
clinched by the proffering of a positive gesturattbrosses the boundaries between
sojourner and native. Gift-giving and virtues ohdtness were the focus in past
episodes; here Jacob gives Pharaoh a blessingbl@$sing, an expression of desire

1 5ee von Radzenesis356 (ET, 402-03).

82 |pid., 356 (ET, 403).

?83 Fretheim, “Genesis,” 653.

84 Delitzsch suggests that Jacob’s use of sojourrwshihat he considers his life a wandering
pilgrimage on earth, compared with true rest at&iamthe afterlife. The text here, however, dods no
support a full-blown metaphorical usage for sojoBee Delitzsch)euer 499 (ET, 347).
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for God’s favor toward the othé?’ places Jacob in the position of a giver and thus
accords him a dignity that transforms his lowlyts$aas a supplicant sojourner
before Pharaoff® It also crosses the boundary between the two digjucreating a
bond based upon ethical virtue. The text portraysgteer “sojourn virtue,” the ability
of the sojourner to establish a bond with the nmoererful Other by extending a
hand of blessing across the boundary separatimg. thi&ke the prior virtues Genesis
has connected with sojourn, this ethical perspedtngs flexibility and strength to
a category of identity that could otherwise suffgidity and weakness.

The sojourn references in 47:4, 9 follow closerupach other in succeeding
scenes. Both times, the speakers (Joseph’s bradhdrghen Jacob) refer to sojourn
in answers that go beyond what Pharaoh has askey;add unsolicited, “extra”
material that the narrative structure highlightssagmificant. Both statements are
self-identifications of sojourn, the brothers stgtisojourn as their intent and Jacob
using sojourn to describe his life. Other than Aara’s statement in 23:4 and
Jacob’s in 32:4, only here is sojourn volunteersda self-designation; everywhere
else it is the narrator, God, or another charawtko attributes sojourn to the
patriarchs. Both references in ch. 47 point tojawso that is expansive; the brothers
desire a sojourn in Egypt that will end up stretghextensively, and Jacob perceives
a sojourn that expands to encompass all his lif@edkas those of his fathers. These
final references to sojourn in Genesis thus staradtarning point. On the one hand,
looking back to the references preceding, they ecttbconfirm many of the themes
developed in connection with sojourn up until thagnt: sojourn bolstering the myth
of ethnic election by heralding promise fulfillmesbjourn maintaining a productive
tension between distance and exchange with therO#me sojourn expanding
beyond temporary estrangement to suggest a longaexy of living in the world.
On the other hand, these sojourn references helddbds of reflection in two new
directions, that of sojourn as self-identificatiggerhaps even self-confession, and

285 Mitchell contends that the blessing here is a ngmeeting; Alter, Hamilton, McKenzie, and
Westermann counter that it includes a greetingchuties the force of blessing as well, and Wenham
describes it as a prayer for Pharaoh’s welfarechéi, 107; Alter,Genesis280; Hamilton,Genesis
18-5Q 610-11; McKenzie: 393-94; Westermaenesis: 3189-90 (ET, 170); Wenhargenesis 16-
50, 446.

%8 The unusual social inversion is noted by severdérpreters. See AmosGenesis 263;
BrueggemannGenesis354; HamiltonGenesis 18-50611; Humphreys, 80; Wenha@genesis 16-50
446; WestermanrGenesis: 3189-90 (ET, 170).
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that of sojourn as a broad category, expansive gindo eventually transcend
concrete reality and enter the realm of religiowtaphor.

Conclusion

Sojourn references in the dialogues of Genesisisfaattention in a new
direction, that of interaction with the Other. Taecestors of Israel are depicted in
dynamic interrelationship with settled power-hoklein a variety of sojourn
settings—Sodom, Gerar, Hebron, Paddan-aram, angtE&pme broad patterns
repeat in the shape of these interactions acrosergons, although exact
replication is clearly not the intent of the nanat Several but not all of the
references play a part in a pattern that recursaich generation, for Abraham in
21:23; for Jacob in 32:5; and for Joseph and hathlers (although only faintly
echoing the pattern) in 47:4,°9.In the first scenario of the pattern, the pathiarc
interacts closely with a native power figure, ahd telationship is characterized by
an asymmetry of power and by deception on the gfatte patriarch. The model is
portrayed as a failure through narrative emphasistbical reproach from the native
figure and through a physical distancing of theripeth. God champions the
sojourning patriarch, however, who emerges withemait gain and experiences the
partial fulfilment of the divine promises duringshperiod of sojourn. In the second
scenario of the pattern, territorial distance isnteaned between the patriarch and
the local powers, parity and symmetry is emphasietdieen the two sides, and the
virtue of the ancestor is highlighted in a boundemyssing exchange. The model is
portrayed as successful through the achievemenpezfceful balance in the
relationship and through an indicator of territbeatablishment (and thus promise
fulfillment) for the patriarch.

The focus of the analysis in this chapter has be®n primarily upon a
detailed argument for the “pattern” outlined abave, upon a full exploration of the
ethical thrust of the first scenario in the pattetm overall sketch of the pattern,
however, and a clarification of the preparatoryerof the first scenario, together
serve to set the stage for a focus on the secathso in the pattern, in which we

%7 The appearance of the pattern in chs. 12 and @@lisded in the analysis arguing for this schema,
but since the sojourn references are not in the fofr a dialogue, they are not analyzed at length in
this chapter.
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find sojourn references in dialogue form. Here el fin each instance a delicate
balance of power, a careful delineation of terrdointegrity, and a positive focus on
the ability of the patriarch to (inter)act virtudyisin a way that both preserves
boundaries with the Other and yet also sustairdationship across these borders.
The story of Abraham’s negotiation with the Hitsitan ch. 23, although it does not
follow a story exemplifying the “first scenario,hares with the “second scenario”
stories the emphases listed above.

The analysis in this chapter has focused on thes wawhich the interactions
of the ancestors strengthen Israel’'s ethnic mytie “Bojourn virtues” enacted by the
patriarchs serve to establish them in the ethn@sdaps intensifying the territorial
element of Israel's identity. This narrative devicerves to tie territorial
establishment to the continued practice of thestias, thus pointing the way to
continued achievement of ethnic values. The stass highlight ethnic election,
underscoring material gain and promise fulfilmenthe context of an antagonistic
relationship with the non-elect in the “first scand and upholding the virtue of the
ancestor as a model for peaceful interaction with hon-elect in the “second
scenario.” Ch. 19 joins the other five stories iegenting a powerful case for
openness to the Other as the avenue to ethniclisetabnt. While all the texts
portray boundary-crossing virtues as direct contrdns to the strength of the ethnic
myth, it is also clear that these ancestral virtoiegress the ethnic myth indirectly,
by endowing it with flexibility. The careful balaawf separation with coexistence,
and of detachment with congeniality, maintains wtfinl tension that sidesteps the
dangers inherent in either extreAf&For anethnieas politically and territorially

%88 Two scholars analyzing the relationships of theripahs with the natives illustrate the
hypothetical “extremes” which the text actually a& On the one side, Cohn argues that Genesis
rejects economic and marital/sexual ties with tla¢ive population, upholding a model of ethnic
separateness. His analysis is strained, howevean b comes up against narrative ambiguity in the
wife-sister tales and the Dinah story; he is fort@dead an unequivocal narrative judgment against
intermingling, and thus sacrifices a tension whichelieve the text purposefully maintains. His
analysis of ch. 23 is likewise insufficiently nuadcin its single emphasis on the “separatenestieof
burial location. On the other side, Habel argued the Abraham narrative depicts entirely peaceful
relations of the patriarch with the natives, andpmses a non-invasive “immigrant ideology” of
friendly interaction. He too must sidestep soméuaixcomplexity, however, such as the antagonistic
undercurrent in some scenes of the Abraham nagradivd the predicted dispossession of the natives
in ch. 15. In addition, Habel's interpretation oititely places the model of Abraham alongside other
models of interaction in the rest of the Hebrewléibith no resolution for the contradiction he sees
between them. My reading allows a more complexitento stand within the patriarchal narratives
themselves. See Cohn, “Before,” 74-90; Cohn, “Negjoig,” 147-66; Habel, 115-48.
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unstable as Israel, the stories of sojourning aocesiphold a model that grounds a
truly sustainable ethnic identity.

The usefulness of sojourn in service to ethnimiitle is indicated by its
gradual expansion over the course of the Genegisative from a temporary
concrete status into a comprehensive category wdaahspan all of a person’s life,
and even point to an entire way of being. The esthere associated with sojourn lay
the groundwork for reflections elsewhere in the i¢@bBible on sojourn as a way of
life. Here in Genesis, however, sojourn is cleadyablished as a significant part of
the ethnic myth with directive capacity to guide tature of thesthnie.



CONCLUSION

At the conclusion of this textual survey of sojoueferences in Genesis, it is
now possible to discern a diversity that servesigyuSojourn’s many appearances
as alLeitwort in the narrative vary across a spectrum of vahres usage, yet each
occurrence contributes an element of strength ¢oetimnic myth. The people of
Israel, those looking to the patriarchs as theiceators, can find in sojourn a
valuable resource supporting collective identity.

Anthony D. Smith’s work has helped to illuminatetrole of sojourn and
resolve its apparent incongruities. A final summmathere will follow the three main
categories borrowed from Smith for use as heurtstits in the analysis of sojourn:
ethnoscape, election, and ethics.

Ethnoscape

As the Genesis narrative sketches the shape aéllsrideological map,
Canaan emerges as an ethnic homeland, or ethno$@apeway in which sojourn
throws light on the ethnoscape is by darkening ¢baetrast with locations of
estrangement outside and around it. Egypt is tisé Ibcation of sojourn in Genesis
(12:10); cyclical patterns of sojourn there reghabughout the narrative and lay the
groundwork for the ultimate journey of departurenfr Egypt and return to Canaan in
the Exodus, foretold in 15:13. The last sojournnscén Genesis also accents
estrangement in Egypt, as Jacob’s sons sojoure {dér4). The book closes with
the children of Israel dwelling in this strangedaawaiting a return “home.”

Paddan-aram is also a land of sojourn. Jacob sidbere with Laban (32:5),
experiencing during his stay the material gain linth of progeny that come to be a
feature of patriarchal life in sojourn. Jacob’sdorarefully structured circuit from
Canaan to Paddan-aram and back illustrates thee sbfapojourn outside Canaan:
prolonged, perhaps; difficult, occasionally; divijndlessed, emphatically; but most
of all, temporary. Estrangement outside Canaan resolves in belongittgn it;
sojourn is a vector that points from various di@ts of the ideological map toward
the center, Israel's ethnoscape. That the retufnthe patriarchs to Canaan are
divinely mandated and divinely enabled underlinbe sacred nature of this
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ethnoscape, which is established from the staditape charter appointing this land
for thisethnie.

Yet the Genesis narrative, and the patriarchs avbdts heroes, do not begin
in Canaan. Preceding all the structured out-and#t-lsrcuits with Canaan at their
center is the initial movement of Abraham from Mastamia to Canaan, a single
linear journey with Canaan at its end point. Thiggioal journey lies in the
background of every reference@anaanas a location of sojourn, for Canaan is not
the birthplace of Israel. The reiteration of patfaal sojourn in Canaan in 17:8; 23:4;
28:4; 35:27; and 37:1 is an emphatic affirmatioat tlsrael is not autochthonous in
Canaan. Its strangerhood there signals, paradbxicalclaim that is higher than
native origin: the divine mandate prompting Abralgfirst journey, and binding
Israel to Canaan with a sacred bond. Canaan sacaed ethnoscape, and the
shorthand designating this element of the ethnithrmgypatriarchal sojourn there. In
their momentous decision to respond to the diviak and journey from Paddan-
aram to Canaan, Jacob’s wives mirror Abraham’sneyrand make a commitment
of their own to life in a land of sojourn (28:4haswing that for all Israel’s ancestors,
sojourn in Canaan is a central element of identity.

Sojourn in Canaan also points forward, contragpirggent alienation with the
future possession promised by the deity. The divoemand to Isaac in 26:3 to
sojourn in a land promised as a future possessioantgs a flexible relation to the
ethnoscape, one that serves ethnic identity. llousoj Isaac experiences divine
blessing, a sign that points to the eventual (latt yet realized) actualization of
future possession of the land. In the meantime gvew he lives in an ethnoscape he
does not concretely possess. The positive podfd#aac’s life in sojourn provides a
resource for thethnieshould it once again lack sovereignty over itsittany. The
bonds of divine promise and future expectation eshra sojourning people to its
homeland, forging an ethnoscape of memory andrgestiies that are, ironically,
stronger than concrete title.

Sojourn as a state of delayed fulfilment widetiggn, to encompass the
depictions in any and all locations described byéaes. Abraham (20:1; 21:34),
Jacob (32:5), and Jacob’s sons (47:4) all expegidolessing as they sojourn.
Whether the patriarchs are abroad awaiting retar@anaan, or in Canaan awaiting
possession of the land, sojourn is a state of diyiblessed waiting. The patriarchal
ties to the ethnoscape are not natural and condhetg are sacred and paradoxically
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strong. Thus even in sojourn, the patriarchs caabésh for their descendants the
most powerful of claims on the territory of Cana#rat of memory, established by
their presence in the land, and maintained by thai@ myth that crystallizes the
stories of their sojourn for their descendants.o®@j within and without the
ethnoscape, we conclude, contributes strength #exdbility to the territorial
component of Israel’s ethnic myth.

Election

Smith’s myth of ethnic election is representedGenesis by the divine
promises to the ancestors. These promises unitetwiire elements of ethnic
chosenness and divine land grant in a charterbiihats theethnieto its territory by
the sacred bond of divine appointment. Sojourn rdauies powerfully to both
elements, both in the promise speeches themsetveslhas in the other forms in
which it appears throughout the narrative.

In relation to territory, sojourn functions as eminder of election on two
levels. First, the patriarchs sojourn in Canaanabse God took them from their
“birthplace” in Mesopotamia, guiding them to a nemd strange land appointed as
their destiny not by nature, but by divine electibtere sojourn points to outside
origins, which in turn point to the promise undertythe initial migration to Canaan
(17:8; 28:4). Second, the patriarchs sojourn bex#&usd has appointed a time for
their possession of the land, but this time hasyebtarrived (15:13). In the interim
they sojourn in both Egypt and Canaan, but thiswsoj has been divinely mandated,
and will be divinely resolved (15:13; 17:8; 26:38:£). Sojourn thus confirms the
inclusion of a “lowly” status within a divine plargne which will confirm the
people’s election with the future reversal of tHew status.

Sojourn also functions to confirm ethnic electiby highlighting Israel’s
chosenness over and against otetdinies The resolution of sojourn in Egypt will
involve judgment on the people who enslaved Is(aét13); the termination of
sojourn in Canaan will require dispossession ofrisigve peoples (17:8). A number
of the “first” type of sojourn scenarios describiadhis study also illustrate election
by divine championing of the patriarchs in theirtagonistic interactions with
powerful local authorities (the wife-sister stori@acob with Laban, and Jacob’s sons
with Pharaoh).
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Thus the patriarchs may experience in sojourn \doks like the opposite of
the promises: current non-possession of the lamdi paesent disempowerment with
regard to other peoples. Yet this sojourn ironjcaibints to a divine plan for the
reversal of dispossession and disempowerment, laugl dignals a hidden loftiness
concealed in the lowliness of sojourn. That sebigh status is divine election, a
force ultimately stronger than the local powerpassession of the land. The stories
of the patriarchs show hints of this divine powetiray on behalf of the elect. As the
patriarchs emerge from sojourn experiences in Edyptar, and Paddan-aram flush
with wealth and rich in progeny, the possibilityfature termination of their sojourn
gains in certainty. The promises are being felin sojourn; it is only a matter of
time before the land promise is fulfilled too. Sajo, which is the intervening delay,
points to its own eradication. In the interim, &#t@niehas rich resources for identity
survival despite lack of hegemony in its land, fat only does dispossession not
pose a grave threat to tle¢hnie but it even signals a positive confirmation &f it
chosenness. Once again, sojourn functions to lrotg strength and flexibility to
ethnic identity, here by affirming the divine elect of theethnie.

Ethics
Ethnic myths crystallize central values that miabilcommunal action. In
Genesis, sojourn is associated with the practiceadtficular virtues that serve as a
map for the journey to ethnic realization. Fivetgattar virtues are associated with
sojourn stories in Genesis:
1. Hospitality, as an embodiment of righteousness jastice, b2URY NPT
(19:9)
Kindness;10m (21:23)
Giving, \/]m (23:4)
Favor,in (32:5)
Blessing,\73 (47:9)
Each one of the sojourn virtues occurs in the cdmnié interaction between

o bk DN

the patriarchs and another character who represieatsthnic Other (either a native
power figure or the dis-elect excluded from Isradt) references 2 through 5 a
careful balance is preserved between distanceappiachement. In references 2, 4,
and 5 the story follows upon a “first type” of sojo scenario where inequality of
power combined with close proximity to produce aisede of conflict (in reference
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3 no actual scenario precedes the story, but tksilmbty of such an encounter is
evoked by the initial innuendos of a gift with sty attached). The “second type”
scenarios themselves portray parity of power, nlityuaf action, and the conscious
preservation of a certain amount of distance batwbe sojourner and the Other.
These factors combine to create a positive atmasphewhich a particular virtue is
emphasized as an act which crosses the boundarieb have just been so carefully
drawn. Following the act of virtue, the narrativafpays ethnic establishment for the
sojourner. In reference 1, the elements of distamceparity are not emphasized, but
a boundary-crossing virtue is practiced by theigitih, which then correlates with
divine establishment of ethnic continuity for hessdendants.

The sojourn values portrayed by the narrative areies enacted within a
sphere of sojourn. They may serve as helpful mottelsan ethnie experiencing
disempowerment or marginalization; in such situaithese virtues offer paradigms
that further flexible and interactional relationgtwother peoples and powers. The
compass these sojourn stories provide points tos@mndceable modes of interaction
that lead to ethnic establishment and longevityc&again, sojourn contributes to
strong ethnic identity, here by portrayal of a pfan action that leads to ethnic
realization.

In 28:4 sojourn was presented as an element ottimeic myth important
enough to demand a personal choice of commitment tmm each one of the
ancestral heroes and heroines. In 26:3 sojourn avds’/ine mandate, demanding
obedience and eliciting reward. The broad impeeati¥ sojourn in these references
is given detail and texture with the vivid examplEssojourn virtues in the five
references above. Sojourn as a period of expectating is not simply
characterized as a future-oriented stance, busasféled out with details of present-
focused behavioral ethics. Overall, the Genesisatiae begins to sketch a portrait
of sojourn that reaches out from the stories ofaheestral heroes, to elicit action
from those who would follow in their footsteps. &ajn here contributes a final
element of strength to the ethnic myth: an abildydirect the future of thethnie
with a powerful, compelling blueprint for ethicatteon serving ethnic survival and
longevity.

Sojourn in the ancestral narratives has its rewaadsirong, durable ethnic
identity rooted in divine election, connected tsacred homeland, and capable of
directing a sustainable future. As Genesis drawa tdose, it portrays sojourn as
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increasingly broad, encompassing many locationss&nediching to include all of life
(47:9). The suggestion that lingers for the readethat sojourn is a category
serviceable not only for the broad identity of bl Israel, but for any who might
claim the metaphor.

Patriarchal sojourn is not merely a springboar ireflection on abstract
categories of identity. It is a nuanced, multi-facepicture of a practical way of
being in the world. Its complexity may be the reagor its versatile appeal to so
many different writers over the centuries. Its dinge capacity for action may
explain why it has proved so compelling. The videpiction of ancestral sojourn in
Genesis provides a model of a strong and flexibatity for biblical Israel, for New
Testament Christians, and perhaps for anyone wke,the heroes of Genesis, is
seeking a homeland.
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