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ABSTRACT

The Abraham mnarrative ‘(Gen 11:27-25:11) has 1loag been
approachegﬁﬁs history, or as a source for histpry, whether of actual
events, or of Israelite iiterature. religion, and theology. With the
.development of the modern principles of historical énqulry,‘ biblical
scholars felt the need to examine critically the historfﬁal veracity
of the biblical text, Critics noted many textual features, which,
from such a perspective, they interpreted as indications that the text
was not a aingle;f continuous account, but an assemblage of numerous
earlier traditions. For the sake of historical honesty, and in search
af' historiéal knowledge, higher crities turned their attentfon to
ideﬁtifying and isolating these varlous sources.-

Since the early 1960s, the histérico-critical perspective has
gradually been yielding to a literafy-critical view of the Bible which
is far more sympathetisﬁ;o the integrity of the receiyed text. From
* the new perspective;ﬁ and 1in the 1light of recent developmeats
in literary theory, It is poasible to discefn the equivocal character
of th; evidenqe higher critics advance in support of their hypotheses.
The same data which seem 80 compelling for “higher—critical reading
also ' gerve the radically differeat eéds of a holistic 1literary-
eritical app;oach. The fact that tye text (like any text) has a

/

) -, ]
history 1s never denied, but it 1is 1rje1evant to the new approach.
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This thesis offers a description of the plot of the Abraham
narrative, accompanied by a detailed analysias of thg first half of the
narrative (11:27-17:21). The thesis concentrate; on tﬁoue features of
the narrative which are c¢rucial for .understnnding the text s
structure, for example, key-words, repetition, anticipaticn, and.
defeated expectijtion, to mention bht a few. fhé methodology employed
{8 rooted 1in close reading, but with special attention to recent
reader-response criticism_(e.g. M. Perry, W. Iser, and U. Eco}. Such
an approach concentrates on thé literary details and techniques of the

i
narrative, ,éftl on the way in which they 'guide the ;euder’u
actualisation of the text. It is argued that the kind of description
undg?taken here 1is the prerequisite for evaluatigu of the text as

; b
* literature, history, or theology.
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) CHAPTER ONE

ENCOUNTERING THE NARRATIVE

The Abrabam narrative (Gem 11:27-25:11) has'. long been
approached as history, or as a source for history, whether of actual
events, or of Israelite 11tera;ure, religion, and theology. With the
development of the modern principles of historical enqﬁify, biblical
scholars felt the need to examine critically'the historical vetacit;f‘

1 .

of the biblical text. Critics noted many textual features, which,
from such a perspective, they interpreted as indications that the text
was not a single, coantinuous account, but an assemblage of numerous
earlier traditions. For the sake of historical honesty, and in search
. ' &=

of historical knowledge, higher critics turned their atteation to
identifying and isolating these various sources.

As these remarks intimate, the modern study of the Abraham
narrative has both a literary and an histerical dimension. The
relationship between the two was desd}tbgd Yong ago by Abraham Kuenen, -~
one of the fathers of the higher-critical approach: -

The [literary] .critic 1is the ally of the historian, . and

furnishes him with the materials he must use In his work.

. Generally the critic and the historian are combined in the same
ladividual, but for all that the former is the servant of t
latter, and, although his work is twianed inseparably into the
other“s, it yet remains subservient and logically antecedent to
it throughout (1880:465). ‘

Although many would question Kuenen”s position that the purpose of

literary criticism ias to serve the needs of historical reconstruction

L4



obertson 1976:547-548), his remarks ;onethelesﬂ indicate that
decisions are the more fundamental. As a logical corollary,
ructions of any text thought to be prior to and contaiue& within
the réceived text must rest solely on literary evidence. Those based
on notions of historical development -— be they of actual events, or of
lieerature, religion, and th?ology == are guilty of circular reasoning
(cf. J. vau‘Seters 1975:127-128; R. Polein l9éb).

Since the innovat%ve-studies of Melr Weiss (1963, 1965, 1971)
and Luts uonao-schak.’g_l:(}s;m, 1975), the historical-critical
perspective has gradu511;£$éen yielding tq\i’literary;critical view of
the Bible which 1is far more sympathet.ic to the Iluntegrity of the
received text (Ef. D. Robertson 1976). FProm the new perspective, and
ia the'light of. receat dgyelopmentsrin literary theory, 1t 1s possible
to discern the equivocal character of the li:erafy evidence historical
critics advance io support of their hyéothesed. The same data which
seem so compelling for higher-critical reading serve the radically
differeat ends of an holistic literary-critical approach. It 1s in-
this fact that the sigonificance of the priority of literary decisions
1lies. 7 Ia addition to begging the question, the division of a text
based on a predetermined historical notion may prevent a (fE;G;r from
achieving a proper understanding-of certain literary features, and as a
congsequence lead hin to an lnterpretation that is less than
satisfactory. &

During the modern period of biblical scholarship, the

principles governing the way most critics interpret the ‘literary

(9]
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features of the Abraham narrativé have been éupplled by source

(Literaturgeschichte) and form criticism - (Gattungsforschung,

. ] &
Formgeschichte). While tradition history {(Uberlieferungsgeschichte),

~and to a leasser extent redaction criticism (Redaktionsgeschichee),

have played major roles since the studies of Albrecht*Alt (1929), the

1

principles ‘by which both interpret literary features stem from these
2
other two methods.

’

Source criticism was the first method to be systematically
applied to the Abraham narrative by modern critics, This method

focuses primarily on four features: changes in style, rcepetition,

breaks in the story-line, and contradictory or diverging points .of
view. Convinced that no single author would émploy such features in a
continuous narrative, source critics interpret these features as
indicatious that the present text is a coaflation of. different
sources. It is the source critic”s task, Klaus Koch imnstructs, ". . .
to discover the original writings, to détermiue exactly their date of

origin, and to grasp the personality of the writer as much as
. 3
poesible” (1969:69).

r

With the development of EOEMvcﬁiticism came a whole new way of °

viewing the material in the Aﬂraham cycle. Rather than defining the

A
text in terms of continuous documents, as does source criticlsm, form
/-'
critics focus on the individual episodes. Accbrding to the form

critics, originally these episodes were all independent of one another

until a gseries of later collectors and redactors gﬁhdﬁally brought

them together and recorded them In the same text. Although most form

+



critics and tradition historians agree that these collectors supplied
some sort of framework for the earlier stories, they also feel tﬁey

did not significantly alter them, and that to a large eitent the

]

originals remain recoverable,
Form criticism supports its posit{on with two principal types

of evidence. Ags lodicated above, the first stems from the episodic

-

nature of the text. Hermann Gunkel, for example, observes that each
episode_ “begirs with a distinct 1ntrodug&10n and ends with a very

recognizable close” (1964:43). "Each one,” In the wordé of William

McKane, "is a perfectly formed little gem™ (1979:24).

The second type of evidence derives from generic concerns.

%While there exlists an lntense controversy over the geures contained in
)

thg patriarchafgnarrative, and over their possible oral nature, most

- scholars nevertheless agree that Qigpinctive geares prove that the

Abraham narrative contains a mixture of originally independent

materials. According to the prescripfion of G. M. Tucker (1971:10~"

17), the aim of the form critic {s to isolate the different examples
of the differeant literary types, and interpret each according to the
canons appropriate for it, \

. Together the various branches of the higher-criticism base
“theifr claim that the Abraham nérrative is not a unified work on six
principai types of evidgnce: changes in style, repetition, breaks in
the s;ory-line, contradicting or diverging pofuts of view, the
episodic nature of the narrative, and the presence of different

genres. _The remainder of the chapter, therefore, will describe

V!’_ .
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and, 1in the light of current” literary theory, reassess the literary
force of this evidence. The maln body of the thesis will then offer -
L&)

a vew reading of the Abraham narrative, applylng where appropriate any

alternative ways of interpreting the literary features in question.

Changes ia St}le o

Style 13 a broad term that is difficult to define 1in any
5

preclse way, For most biblical scholars it refers to the
characteristic usage of terms,6 but It also Includes vaguer categopies
such as the sense that arises from the way in which the text wuses
language in general, However, whatever differeug scholarp may include
under tﬁe rubric, "style,” there is the underlying assumption that any
given narrativé will contain only oome style of mnarratiom.

Hiéher crities, for eiample, havé long noted the change in
style  that occurs when passing from Gen 12-13 to Gen l4. Yet despite
the fact that chap. 14 presupposes both Lot“s separatioan from Abram,
and his removal to the Jordanian plafa (13:9-12), ecritics are
uncommonly united in their .opinions that its unique narrative style
bellies any connection it may have with other sections of the
patriarchal oarrative,

While ﬁhé 'differguces between Gen 14 and 1ts surfounding
material are’ real, the ﬁresupposition that a change —of styles
indicates a change ogjnarratives remains unproven and contradictory to
the evidence of compar;tive liteiary studies. In thelr discussion of
stylé in English Elctloual prose, for example, G. N. Leech and M. H.

Short state that a theory of style ". . . has to coafront the fact



that there may be a multiplicity of styles within the same work"”
{1981:57).

Indeed, these two literary theorists identify two different

patterns of stylistic variation within single narratives: (1) an

\\\\\‘\\\évolutiouary pattern, and (2) a pattern of alternation. As suggested

by }ts name, the first involves a process of continual change, each

stage of which develops out of the preceding style and into that which

.
'

follows. In contrast, the second type refers to a pattern Imn which
different narrative segments correspond to changes in narrative style
which do not -develop in any such pattg;pgd".wﬁy.‘ Each block of
‘material may be of varlable length, and an;.style may recur any number
-6f times throughout the course of the narrative. This pattern 1is
particularly significant for it is that of the Abraham narrétive, as
anyone familiar with it will recognise.
According to Leech and Short, stylistic variation {3 a
function of a text”s overall meaning (1981:38-40, 56-64, 136-145).
While this understanding has had little impact on biblical criticism,
it 1is oot éutirely new to the fleld. In a short nonograph that has
been largely ignored W.\ J. Martin (1955) argued for a more literary
approach to the gtudy of style in biblical narfative. Martin objects
to the higher criE}cal presumption that style should be expla}ned in
terms of authorial knowledge, and.its implication that an author did
not know what he did anot use. The style wused to descfibe any
particular situation in a narrative, he adds, 1is not determined £y

what it uses =alsewhere, but by its needs and purposes at that
: 9



particular juncture. Returning to the words of Leech and Short, "we
must search for explanations of stylistic value‘. . i. in terms of
considerations internal to the work {tself.” (}982:138).

According to Martin, the style a narrative employs at any
given point depends on at least two factors: (l} narrative type, and
(2) 1its subject matter (cf. Leech and Short 1981:136-138). With
respect to the former Martin identifies three main categories of
narratives: "(a) descriptive proge, which is devoted to the
description of objects in space; {b) narrative prose, which deals with
the narrative of events in timé; and (c¢) expository prose, that is the
exposition of ideas in order” (1955:12). Functioning in conjunction
with these factors is the literary context(s) of any given episode.
An author will use a different style {in those sections of his work
’describing legal proceedings than he will in those which descr;be a
love affair. Similarly, sections designed to evoke the reader”s -
sympathies will employ "a style different from those inteanded to

- Y .
convince him of some cause or argument.

To these two factors can be added a third. According to Leech
and Short, -style will also vary according to uaérativé volce, or what

literary critics often refer to as point of view (1981: chaps. 5 and

7 oo
8-10). This involves making the distinction between a story’s
vnarrator(s) and 1its characters. First person narrators, being

actively iavolved in the story they tell will, by virtue of their
subjective perspective, employ a different style than third person

narrators, who stand outside the events they describe. If there 13

\
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more than one narrator, each will use a style appropriate to his own
perépectlve a;d attitude. A similar get of criteria also functions at
the level of the narrative”s characters. Sioce differeat characters
usually have different per;oualitiea, points of";iew, and'backgrounda,
authors will describe them. and have them speak in styles that
correspond to and highlight their differences.

Thus, while the “annalistic offlcial.style" of Gen 14 may
indeed wmark “the passage sha;ply off from the narratives by which 1t
is surrouanded,” the conclusion that it is an "isolated boulder in the
stratification of the Pent[ateuch}” (J. Skinner 1930:256) does unot
necessarily follow. Rather, the chéngéggf style can be seen as a
function of the change of scene, and of the needs of the narrative at

that particular point. Unlike Gen 12-13, which describe Abram”s

excursioné through the Near East, or Gen 15, which describes a covenant

ceremony, Gen 14 relates aa invasion of Canaan by a coalition of

four apparently powerful monarchs. The style, which mimics that
actually used by monarchs to recount their feats of conquest, 1is thus
appropriate to the purpose of the chaptert

While 1little has yet been said about the role of Gen 14 in its

wider narratiye coatext, which 1s a question of plot and structure not

.

style, the above discussion indicates ﬁhat the 'i1ssue of narrative

style is more complex than higher criticism has admitted. Simply to
° i

"characterise the style of Gen 14 as "annalistic” is insufficient. A

-

complete analysis must also account for the way that style contributes

to a narrative”s nmeaning. Lf, moreover, the narrative involves a
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number of characters, narrators, or situations, there will lnevitably
[
be certaln changes {n style, any account of which must describe their

A, _relationship to the changes in content and context.

Repetition P

e According to higher critics, the strongest evidence that the
recgived‘-text 18 not a unified document is the existence of episodes
that appear to repeat what has already transpired. In the Abraham
narrative, f;r example, there are two accounts of the patriarch
miscepresenting his wife as his sister =- three if the episode with
Isaac is included (Gen 26}. In both cases, Abram/Abraham travels fo a
foreign land and fears that the locals will kill him {o order to
possess Saral/Sarah. In both cases the ru;; succeeds: Sarai/Sarah {s
taken by the local ruler aq? Abram/Abraham is left unharmed. Again,
in b;th instances, God 1intervenes on behalf of the patriarch and
convinces the monarch to return Sarai/Sargh to her husband. Both
comply with%?God’a wishes, but also take the oppor;unity to scold
Abram/Abrabam for his deceit. Otbér examples iﬁélﬁ;e the two account?
of a covenant between the patriarch and God (Gen 15; 17), and the two
o~ eplsodes 1in which Hagar departs from Abraw’s/Abrahan”s home {(Gen 16;
21:8-21).
P The refusal to accept the unarratological 'significanée of
repetition within a sgingle text has until very -recgptly ‘prevented

biblical scholars from explering the types found in the Bible, and the

ways io which they function. On the level of the event or episode
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literary theorists have identified a number of types of repetition (G.
Genette 1980:113f££.). Following J. Cohen, S. Rimmon-Kenan
diastinguishes between the repetition of the sign, of the signifier,

and of the signffigd:

. +» « 8 repetition of the whole sign is a re—telling of an
event in the recit in exactly the same words, by the same
narrator, the same focalizatlon, ete.; a repetition of the
signifier uses the same discourse (i.e. recit) elements to
narrate different histoire-events, while a repetition of the

_signified narrates the same histoire-event using different
discourse-elements (1980:152).

A cursory readlang of the Abrahém narrative suggests that the domin;nt
type is repetition of the signifier, a suspicioﬁ corrob;rated by the
recent studies of R. Polzin (1975), R. Alter (1961:47-62), and J. G.
Willlame (1980). :

{ In Alté;’s‘obiuion, scenes that appear to repeat one another
can best be understood as a literary coﬁGentigu similar to the type-
scene of Greek epic. In the eplcs, particular situations always
unfold according to specific patterns. Followed by Williame (1980),
Alter suggests that a similar couvention is operating 1in the Old
Testament. Géueéis records three versions of the threat—to~the-
matriarch, not because some redactor felt compellad to include thqg in
order to be faithful to his sources, but becauée convention re;uired
that the action unfold in a particular way whemever the pat;iarch
travelled with his wife to a foreign land.

The use of such a convention, however, does not mean that the
details of ;ny occurrence of a particular type-scene are fixed or pre-

deterqidéd. Indeed, Alter observes a great deal of varlation between |

. .- ‘ Fs
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the scenes, noting that sometimes only allusions are necessary for
making the desired connectioas. This freedom allows the author to
play on the expectations of his readers, Details iu any given scene
which do not normally appear in its type bgcome forégrounded, and
according to Alter, are usually significant for understanding the
meaning of the text.9

While Alter”s analysis provides a formal basis for admitting
the presence of fepetitiou in biblical nunarrative, 1its wvalue for
interpreting actual examples of the phenomenon is uncertain. .Williams
may have {dentified the essential elements of the sister-wife Eype--
scene, and some of its variations, but he does not comment on théfir
fuactions {in thelr present contexts, or on their relationship to oné
another., If variétioné in a scene constitute a key to its meaning, as
Alter claims, a proper interpretation of Gen 20 requires more than
WIlliéms’s explanation of how it was possible for an anclent Jewish
author to identify Sarah as Abraham”s 'paterfnal half-sister when such a
marriage clearly contravenes Levitical law {Lev 18:9; 20:7). 1In
addition to being purely speculative, such socio-historical
explanations avoid the more essential question of the functiom of such
an identification at the level of’tbe narrative itself. ﬁ%ﬁlated to
this question are two others: (1) th does Abram not tell ;Haraoﬁ of
his true relationship to Sarah in 12:10-20; and (2) why does the
narrator not supply this information in 11:27-327

‘Without such’a discussion, there is mothing to demonstrate

that the various examples of the type~scene belong to the same story-

-
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line. If type-scenes were as common a literary device aa Alter
suggests, it would remain a posaibility that some redactor copled the
different ve:;ions of the wife~sister type-scenes from different
sources, and that they have no lntegral relationship to one another.
0f course, one could respond that since they occur in the same text,
the onus of proof lies with those who would argue that they are
unrelated, a line of reasoning with which I am in basic agreement.
However, the state of Biblical scholarship over the last two centuries
demands that more be said. Williams himself seems aware of this need
with his favourable reference to Polzin”s study of these thre;
episodes. .

Polzin focuses on wha£ he calls the "synchronic connections
between the stories.” Throughﬂhthese he identifies "two sets of
transformations;" which, he maintains, together constitute a
cumulati;e answer to the question of how "man finds out Yahweh”s wil]
and pufpose“ (1925:81). More specifically, the first set addresses
the problem of knowing when someone i1s blessed by God, while the
second concerns the ways by uhich man learns 6} God”s ;111.

Polzin“s argument coace ing the second set of transformﬁiiona
iz the more straightforward. FEach version of the the threat-to—théi

matriarch describes a different means of realising God”s will, each of

which, Polzin adds, correspond to the three-fold division of the

Tanak. 'In Gen 12:10-21 and tpe Torah Ged reveals his will through

divine {nterventica. In Gen 20 and the Nebiim he appears in

prophetic vision, while in Gen 26:1-11 aand the Ketubim man discovers
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God;a purpose through his own powers of observation and reason.
Polzin arrives at his first set of transformations through an
argumeat that i{a both more arduous and complex. They are designed, he

w
maintaina, to show that "God”s blessing 1s actualized or made

esgentially complete only with the acquisition of wealth and progeny

possessed under conditions established by Yahweh™ (1975:91)., Polzin
sees these conditions operating at the level of a test of the
patriarch’s morél fib;e, which, 1n all three cases, hinges on the
situations inﬁo which they place thelr wives. = Thus, while Abranm

acquires wealth in Gen 12:10;é0, because he obtafns it through the

. "actual adultery” of Saral, . it cannot be considered the result of

God”s blessing. Failing the test of wealth, Abram does not receive
progeny and,-as yet, has oot obtalned-Yahweh”s blessing.

In the second episo&e Abraham again acquires wealth. On this
ogcasion, however, ‘Abimelech”s dream p;events him from committing
"actual adultery,"” placing Sarah only in a situation Polzin refers to
as Tapparent adultery.” Haviﬁg this ‘time -avefted an adulterous
situation, Abraham has now successfully passed the test of wealth,

. >
which, appropriately, is immediately followed by the birth of Isaac.

The third example of the type-scene providés an dngg?ite

. approach to thefproblem. Inlike Gen 20, where Abraham has wealth but
Y " /

o progeny, in.-Gen 26 Isaac has progeny but no wealth. Oa this

-

occasion, ‘after Isaac misrepresents his wife as his sister, Abimelech
successfully deduces her true status before he or anyone else takes
her. Thus, Isaac placed Rebekah only-iu a situation of "potential

]

wi
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adultery,” which was never realised. Having[avoided an adulterous
situation, Isaac successfully passes the test and acquires the
hecesaary wealth to realise a state of blessedness.

While Polzin“s approach 18 refreshing aand worthy of careful
cousideration, his results contain a number of difficulties. First,
although the princes do take Saral into Pharaoh”s house, 1t is not
clear that this invelved “"actual adulterf.“ Polzin suggests that It
does because there 15 "no information to the contrary . . ."
(1975:83). Yet arguments based on negative evidence are wnotoriously
difficult. The monarch may orly have taken advantage of the situation
to 1ncre§se his harem. Indeed, there are certain indications which
suggest that Sarail was not sexually violated. Pharach, for example,
does not' appear as an active participant in the episoede until he
expels Abram from his land. Prio:‘to.that he‘remaiﬁs completely 1in
the backgrou&d. ‘His knouledgé of Saral”s presence and beauty rests
entirely on the reports of his officials, and it Is through them that
he makes his wishes kaown. By portraying him in such a dispassionate
light, the text suggests he took no real interest in the woman, only
in expan 195 his harem.lo |

If 1t is difficult to see Gen 12:10-20 in terms of a test
failed due to actual adultery, 1t is equally difficult to see Abraham
as passing that test in Gen 20, In both cases he misrepresents his

wife as his sister, and in both divine intervention 1s necessary to

restore har to him. As L. -Eslinger (1978:14-16) points out, . it was

—

God”s intervention that prevented the adultery of Sarah, not aﬁything

-
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that Abraham did. Indeed, Abraham even equates his actions here with
those in Gen 12:10-20,

According to Polzin, the birth of Isaac in Gen 21 1is the
result of Abraham succeasfull; passing the test of Gen 20. Yet,
according to‘the text itself, the birth of Isaac occurred at the time
of which God told Abraham {21:2). 1In the words of Eslingef, "Isaac 1s
a result of a promise made, mnot a test passed” (1958:!5). The only
event the text explicitly calls a test 1s the Akedah (Gem 22). The
Akedah, however, 1s wmot a test “concerning his possession of
posterity” (1975:92), as Polzin malntains, but of his "fear of God”
(22:12). .
Even more difficult is Polzin”s analysis of Gen 26, According
to Polzin Isaac eaters the test with progeny but not wealth, kt 1s
only after successfully Pasaing the test that he gains the wealth
necessary for the attalament of the divime blessing. Yet 25:5 states
‘that at Abraham”s death Isaac received all his father’s possessions.
Long before he haq any offapring, moreover, 25:11 explicitly states
that God blessed lsaac. Contrary to Polzin”s thesis, this verse
demonsgxates that ; state of blessedness does not require the ", prior
' ;ttainmént of both wealtﬁ and progeoy. A

Although the studies of Polzim, Alter and Williams have thelr
ghortcomings, they have demonstrated that it is possible to view
repetition im  biblical narrative from an eatirely different

perspective than that of historical criticism. --Polzin“s study fails

to coavince anot because of his approach, but because he does unot

r ———
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‘properly uppiy it. 1In discussing the synchronic lkﬁﬁﬁ among the three
versions of the threat-to-the-matriarch, he virtually ignores thelr
connections with their wmore immediate contexts, as well as the
function of the intervening material.

As 1implied by the above discussion, the meaning of a text is
determined at least in part by - the order of 1its presentation.

According to M. Perry, for example:

Literary texts may effectively utilize the fact that their
material 1is grasped successively; this {s at times a central
factor in determining their meanings. The ordering aad
distribution of the elements ia a text may  exercise
considerable influence on the nature, ' not only of the reading
process, but of the resultant whole as well: & rearrangement
of the compounents may result in the activation of alternative
potentialicies in them aod in the structuring of a
recognizable different whole (1979:35).

Thus, by isolat;ng the three stories 1in which the, patriarch”
' misrepresenﬁs his wife as his sister, Polzin, in effect, createqla new
s

and different text. While there~}s nothing inhereatly wrong with

making new texts, their value for interpreting the Bible 1is uncertain,

as becomes evident when Polzin”s thesis is confronted with the fact

that Isaac is blessed in Geﬁ 25:11, and Abram in 14:19 (perhaps glso

{n chap. 16). In describing the relationship between episoaes that

contain repetition, or any others for that matﬁér, the reader must.
take into account the Fumulative effect -of the intervening material

(Rihmon-Kenan 1980:152-153).

- The firat episode in which Abram misrepresents Saral as his

|

sister, for example, occurs ln the context of his search for the land

Yahweh promises to show him (ParZekd). As will be argued below,
®
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through a serfes of word plays and puns based on the root EEE" and a
chiastic structure based on geographical location, Gen 12:1?:20
functions primarily to demonstrate that Egypt Is not this shown land,
even though it might appear blessed. In other words, here the text
subordiuatep tﬁe sister-wife motif to the theme of the‘promised land,
which it serves to define negatively,

. D. J. A. Clines (1978:45-47) 1nterpre£s Gen 12:10-20 as an
expression of the attainment of progeny, which he and a number of
others see as the main theme of the Abrabam narrative (cf. M. R. Hauge
1975; L. R, Helyer 1983). By allowing Pharaoh to take Sarai, Abram
jeopardises the divine promise that he will become a "great nation”
(12:2; so G. von Rad 1972:169). While there 1s an element of truth in
this interpretation, in Gen 12 this th:eaf remains muted. At this
point {in the narrative there {s nothing to sugge$t that Sarai will or
must become a mother. She is, in fact, barren (11:80), and Yahweh has
yet to reveal his plan to rectify the situatiom. It remains a
possibilicty that Abram will adopt childrean, or have them through. a
second wife or concubine (cf. Gen 15:2-3; 16; 25:1-4).

The threat that Gen 12:10-20 poses to the success of the
divine blessing becomes apparent only as the reader moves through
chaps. 15-18, in which Yahweh gradually reveals his plans for Sarah.
But it 15 Gen 20 that most forcefully brings to the fore the extent of
the vtisks Abram took in Gen 12:10-20. This emphasis 13 due toe both

the similarities and the differences between the two eplsodes.

The similarities between the two are obvious ﬁsee above p.

AN
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10), and 1t is these thag cauge the reader to recall Gen 12:10-20 so-
cleafi& upon reading chap. 20. It is the change of context, however,
that allows the reader to see the threat this earlier eplsode
actually posed to iahweh’s 1nténtion to bringing the divine blessing
into the world through Abraham and his descendants.

Unlike the first iﬁstance of the sister-wife motif, the second
serves principally to heighten the teasion surrounding the birth of
the son to whom the divine blessing will pass, In Gen 17, Yahweh
informs Abraham that he will have a son by Sarah, and that tyis
particular gon will be blessed by a special, covenantal relationship
with the divine. In chap. 18 Yahweh reaffirms this promise and
expresses his hope that Abraham will teach his offspring justice and
righteousness in order that all nations of the earth might shaqi in
this blessing. - Any uncertainties that Abraham, or the reader, might
have had in the earlier chapters concerning the patriarch”s posterity
;re here clarified: Sarah will indeed be the mother of the chosen son.
Consequently, by allowing Abimelech to take Sarah at this stage of the
narrative, Abraham critically jeopardlées the diviﬁe promise. Thus,
with the secoﬁd occurrence of the sister-wife motif so forcefully
expressing a threat to the chosen son at thé same time that {t brings
to mind tbé first occasi;n on which Abram passes off Saral As his

sister, the reader comes to realise the threat this earlier fncident

also posed to the continuatiqg\gf the divine blessing; but this is
—11

fully realised oanly in reté;iziat.



Breaks {no the Story Liae ~

According to J. van Seters a “helpfui and unecessary”™ criterion

for separating tﬁe received text' into its component sources "is that
of logical, dramatic or grammatical discomntinuity . . ." (1975:156).
He remarks, for example, that the account of Isaac”s Qirth (21:2-7)

g .
constitutgs-the "natural continuvatiocn” of the divine announcement that

_'Sarah Qill bear a child in‘18:10—15. He therefore coucludes that

21:2, 6-7 originally followed immediately upon 18:10-14, and. that the
inf%?veﬁiqg material represents a variety of different narratives and

glosses' which later redactors inserted into their present contexts

L (1975:204-206). . )

Van Seters himself admité that this criterion 13 "not entirely

certain. It ‘often’ depends,” he writeg, "upon- thé .;nalyst’s
preéonceptiou of thF unit”s genre whetherlor not the;e is a logical or
dramaﬁic//di;continuity _within the passage” (1975:156-157). His
g;teﬁﬁgﬁ at using form criticism as a means of defining such “1ntérnal
iuconsistencf“ “suffers . from an equally questionable  set of
preconceptions, whgc%: will be discussed latgr in this chapter. The
fssue here is whether or not a ‘ single, cﬁntinuous narrative can
contaln breaks in its story-line. Studies in comparative literature
demonsérate that, 13 fact, they can. |
Particularfy significant is khe distinction literary theorists
make between the sujet and the fabula. All narratiyes are composed of

discourse-elements, or what Meir Sternberg refers-to as motifs. "The
) :
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suf;t,“ Sternberg writes, “is the actual disposition and articulation
of Eheﬂe narrative motifs in the particulat finished products, as
their order and interrelation, shaping and coloring was finally
decided on b the author.” "The fabula,” on the other hand, "is the
chronological or chronological-causal sequence into which the reader,
progressively and retrospectively, reasgembles the motifs . « ."
(1978:8). By demanding that each unarrative segment be in 1its
"natural® .chronological-causal order, van Seters falls to make the
distinction between these two. aspects of narrative sequence; While a
nerrative”s sujet may cprrespoud to its fabula, it need not and,
{ndeed, usually does not (G. Genette 1980:35-47; cf. M. Perry 1979:37-
40). |
According to M. Perpy} rsequénce in narrative is justified by
ilts effects on the reader. In other words, it {s a fuoction of the
text”s overall meaniné} which, as an aspect of structure, is precisely
. ] .
what could be expected:
The distribution of materials may require modification or even
retrospective replacement; it may raise meanlngs unexpectedly
30 as to intensify then, ,apmetimeé as these arise by way of
..retrgspective® re-patterning elements having at an earlier
stage of the rext-continuum constructed an opposite pattern
which qow serves as a sharpening contrast; the continguity of
‘iﬁ'tain ‘materials may create.a confrontation and bring Ilato

21lief certain aspects by analogy or contrast; contiguity may
s+ 4alsp result in mutual conditioning of the contiguous elements,

@ . - bripgiaog about effects of restraint and counterbalancing,

{rotic illumination, sentamentalizatiom, {ncreased “realism”,.
_ uj'qgc.; material appearing early ia the text may deternine

'“shadeﬂ of meaning” to be activated in later material, which-~

. . {g to’be assimilated to it, accentuating certain aspects and
weakening .others; anticipating one bit of information about a
character and delaying another, of a differeat nunature
entirely, may "prejudge” the reader in advance in favor (or
against) the character, building up a “reservoir” of sympathy

r
-
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(or- reservation) that will be hard to renounce and will
condition detalls of a contrary nature later on in the text
. . (1979:41),

. In 1light of these remarks, van Seters”s decision to exclude Gen
18:15;20:1 because it interrupts  the natunal link between the
announcement and fulfillmnnt of Isaac”s birth appears premature.
Perry”s comments suggest that this break may ha;e a particular

. ] , %
« literary fdnctién, an examination of which is necessaryl for the

fullest possible under;tanding of the text.

The most obvious funccion of Geu 18: 16 20:18 1s ta increase
narrative teusion by delaying the bi;;n of Tsaac (R. Alter 1983:121).
Just when onerexpeétsrthe birth thg narrative has been promising since
Gen 12:2, it breaks off and goes in another nireét{bn.: A closer look,

however,'-reveais certain themes that integrate this narrative- delay

with the dnnouncement and fulfillment of Isaac”s birth. The theme of

progeny, for example, recurs throughout this hatgrial. Gen 18:16-33

v -

conceras what Abraham shnuld téach his offspring and how this will
affect others ' (cf. J.:é. Klein 1977:84-85). Thé account of the;
destruction of Sodom and Gomorrah ends by relating the birth of Lot .8
~soas, ‘while chap. 20 ends with a note that Yahweh opened the wombs of
Abimelech”s women, who then proceed to bear children.

" As R. Alter (1983 121) notes, both intervening births ocnur in
contexts which appear to threaten the propagation and coutinuatiou of
man. The destruction of tne Jordaaian plain, for example, leads Lot”s

daughters to conclude that "there 1s not a man on earth to come into

us after the manner of all the earth” (Gen 1%:31). Similarly, at the

-
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ead of chap. 20, the reader realises that Yahweh had closed up the

wombs of Abimelech”s women. The significance of these facts, however,

-

o
lies 1ian the way these different groups finally acquire offspring.

-Lot”s daughters get their father drunk and have intercourse .with hinm.
In chap. 20 Yahweh reopens the Philistine wombs only after Abraham
prays on Abimelech’g behalf, an act._which .Bhould prosably be
understood in the light of Yahweh”s pFomise that in Abraham nations
will be blessed (Gen 12:3; 18:18). |

Like .these births, that of Isaac occurs from a sipugtion in
which human propagation ﬁppea:s'impossible. However, 1in contrast'to
the fntervening births, Isaac s born when "Yahweh attended to Sarah_
as he-had spoken . . ." £21:1). He is oot the resuit oé human deceit,

.as are Ammon and Moab, or of entréagy, as are Abimelech”s offspring,

.

but of a divine promise. His birth is thus defined antithetically

through 1its '‘comparison with those of others, as well as by Yahweh™s
-~ : fl

positive proclaﬁation io Gen 18:17-19. It is in .this comparison,
-ﬁofeover, }hgt the lotervening material carries at least part of lits

LN

~¢significan£e. It explores theTRature of humaﬁ births dJduring times

*

when child bearing appears 1mpossibie, thgs highliéhting the gpecial.

quality of the birth of Isaac to a barren woman;

T » + ‘
.

+

-While this fourth criterion covers a wide range of 1litaerary
phenomena {(see' U. Cassuto 1961:55), the most important have been

divergent rengérings of God, - antd detalils that cpntradict common sense

'S

or life as gegerally experienced by all men (ef. N, Habel 19]1:24~26;
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T. E. Pretheim 1976:839). J. K. Kuntz* (1974:44-45) points to the two
covenants God makes with Abraham (Gen 15, 17) ea.an example of the
"former. In chap. 17 God is austere and digaified. “God”s role 'is
that of speaker, Abraham”s that of listener” (Runtz 1974:44). By
contrast, {n Genrls God appears as a being who {s much more personal.
"Here,” Kuntz states, fthe deity is anthropomorphically portreyed as
Abraham”s concerned friend” (1974:65). These differences suggest to
moat’ higher 'critics that these chapters astem from differeat sources
with diffetent theological perepectives
An often cited example of the categoey of couttediction is
the episodes in vwhich Abraham fears Sarah’u beauty 9111 lead to his
death especlally Gen 20. "Sarah s here,” J. Skinner writes,
conceived as a young voiae'cepeble of inspiring passion in tes klng'
(1930:3I5). Yet the biQer context clearly portrays her as an old
woman (17:17, 21; 18:11), hardly the quality that inspires passion.
While differences 1ike those Kuntz detects do indeed exise,
‘his conclusion ehat they represent different narratives by different
authors does not necessarily follow. ‘Indeed, according to W. Iser
(1978:108~-118), such ‘changes are a necessary corollary of the linear
enture lof the reading‘process, and of the resulting fact ehac the
»uhole'of‘:be iiterary object canaot be perceived at one time: \
Apperception can only take place in phases,' each of which
contains aspects of the object to be constituted, but none of
which cao' claim to be representative of 1it. Thus, the
aesthetic object cannot ¢ 1dentified with any of {its
manifestations during the time—-flow of the reading., . The

incompleteness of each manifestation necéssitates syntheses,
which, in turn, bring about the trausfer of the text to the



reader”s consclousness (1978:109). .
\‘."‘
When applied to a particular character {n a narrative, Iser”s

statement implies that the-total personality will become appactent only
after all situations 1an which he or she plays a part have been read
and synthetised (cf. S. Chatman 1978:119ff.). While a certain amouat

of consistency 1s normal, any one situation will reveal only certain

parts or aspects of the character”’s personality. This situation 1{s
precisely what D, Patrick discovers in his analysis of the way the 0ld

Testament portrays God: .
The art of characterization requires consistency of character.
If the 01d Testament employs this art to speak of God, to be
successful he must be in character whenever he appears. It
was argued . . . that such consistency can be discernmed, It
is to one and the same deity that all biblical God-language
refers. He has a agpeclal blography that {s frequently
recalled and generally assumed. He has personal traits that
are regularly manifested and coherently integrated into . the
total identity. Finally, he possesses attributes appropriate
to one claiming exclusive-deity, g
The 1dentity of the bibliecal God, however, 13 oot rigid or
static, Rather, he 'is a persona whose identity emerges as
dyoamic, surprising and occasifounally paradoxical, requiring of
the reader a dialectical proc{e]ss of recognition, When a
depiction borders on inconsistency, the intetpreter must grasp
it as a surprising manifestation of the one already. known.
When a depiction 1s polemical, the intgrpreter must recognize
that the didentity of Yahweh involves elements of paradox.
When the true persona claims to surpass all tralts of human
“ personae, the interpreter should reallze that it {g
characteristic of this persona, and no other, to pogsess such
freedom (1981:59), ’

While Patrick unquestioningly accepts the'%igher critical view that

the Pentateuch is a composite, his remarks here militate agaiust the
assumption that single narratives will not portray characters In a
variety of ways, even 1if tﬁe character is God.

According to Chatman, "The setting “sets the character off” in
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the usual figurative seanse of the expression; 1t 1s the place and

collection of objects “agalnat which” his actiloga passions

appropriately emerge” (1978:138-139), In o héf/::rds, the coltext
deternines which aspects of personality or traits of a character
be revealed in any given section of a narrative (cf. E. M. Forster
1974:71;72). Yahweh appears. agfa personal friend in Gen 15, for
example, 'because of the need to reassure Abram of his continual
commitment to him. .As his repeated demands for certainty suégest
(15:2-3, 8), by chap. 15 Abram has reached a high 1eve1.of anxiety.
Yahweh had promised him both land and progény if he would quit Ur
.(12:1-2) and, while he did as Yahweh asked, he had yet to recelve
either. Indeed, he has just watched‘tha territories surrounding his
new home fall iato the hands of a pouefful coalition of four -kingsf
While he and his comrades successfully exﬁel the intruders, they flee
only a; far as Damascus, remaining an ever present thregt to Abram and
the land oflCauaan. Given the context, it should come as uo surpris;
that Abram would nged reassurance of his statﬁalvis-a-vis the divine
pian, and demand this of Yahweh when he appégrs in chap. 15.
Appropriately, iahugh responds by drawing very ‘elose to Abram, and Qy
revealing to hia.certain detalls of his fﬁture. Uhile'bélng cleoge to
the éreatdr understandably causes andther form of dread to come upon
Abram (Igzlz), it also demonstrates that God has ﬁot forsaken him or
his promise. 4nd, L{f 15:6 is any measure, Yahweh”s actions succeed in

relieving Abram of at least part of his anxiety over this issue.

By Gen. 17, however, the situation has changed greatly. Abram



-l

.

26

haa finally had a son (Gen 16), and while he himself o;us no laﬁ&, he
"knows for sure™ that his descendants will eventually possess Canaan
(15:13-21), God”s promises gseem clearly {ia the process of being
fulfilled and, appropriately, the anxiety the patriarch showed in

15:2-3, 8 18 no longer in evidence.

Indeed, the proﬁlem Yahweh must overcome fn Gen 17 15 the

opposite of that in Gen 15. Rather than reassure an uncertain Abram

cof his unfailing committment to him, on this occasion Yahweh must

inform the patriarch that Ishmael 1is not the promised son, and that

. that ‘son will be born by his first wife, Sarai, now to be called

Sarah. He- also takes the opportunity to Inform Abram -- now to be
called Abraham —-- of the special covenantal relationship that will
exist between his descendants and himself, and of the aign Abram”s
family wust bear to participate {n this relationship. The formality
andr distance with which Yahweh addresses Abram placé the deity in a
pogttion of authority which stresses the ilmportance of the covenant.
Apparently sensing God’g urgeacy, the patriarch immediately responds
by circumeising all the males in his household.

In summary, it is methodoldgically dubious to 1isolate ‘two

situations from-a narfative and then claim, on the basis of changes in

the way a character acts, that they reflect tuo diffe?ént authors with
two different rheologies. On the contrary, Gen 15 and 17 demonstrate
that Yahweh tesponds to his creatures accordigg to the needs. of
specific éituations. Neither chapter gives a full»account of Yahweh’s

character which, as remarked above, will only emerge after all
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situations Iin which he participates have been actualised by the
reader. If Gean 17 “cannot. be considered a coaviacing, three-
dimensional narrative" (1974:44), 1t is E}mply because it is ﬁot a
complete aarrative, but only a segment of a much larger work.’
Together these two chaptars demonstrate that Yahweh can be either
close and personal, or formal gnd removed. This rendering of the
deity should come as no great surprise coansideriag the fact that the

Judeo-Christian tradition has long malntalned the paradox of God”s

immanence and tranascendence. g

Notions of verlisimilitude pfbvide an equally shaky fouadation
for constructing higher critical couclusions. Such arguments make the
agsumption .that discourse, and in this case narrative discourse, 1is
consistent with or at least appreaches ;reality." However, as T.
Todorov (1977a) comments, the rcelationship between a text and
empiricai realityiis not 30 simple. Texts are free to construct their
own worlds with their own rules (N. N. Holland 1975:63-103). This
freedom, Todorov writes, “13 limited by the internal requirements of
the book itself . . ." (1977a:83).

- The fact that different genres have different standards, {.e.
diffebent verisimilitudes, complicates matters even further. The
world of% a detective novel works quite differently from that of an
" epie., The question of which genreq, best approaches “reality” -- a
_'questioh whose very legitimacy-Ls ia dou?t == depends on the way one
' experiences reality, and is therefore ; matter of opfaion, Indeed,

1Y .
many texts seem more inteat on challenging common notions of reality
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than on copying them. According to E. S.\ Rabkin, for exnﬁple, "The
fantastic [by which he means something that “contradicts perapectiveé’
1976:4)]\i9 a potent tool in the hands of an author who also wants to
satirize man”s world or clarify the inner workings of man”s soul”
{(1976:41), Indeedf according to Alan Cooper, thlé is precisely what
the Bible is about:' "The Bible opens up for me a world which L could
never hav; percelved aé ‘a matter of course: It enables me to
understand- things w;ich I could aot héve understood without {1t~
(1983:64; cf. D. J. A. Clines 1978:1Q2-111). )

The difficulty of Abimelech finding the pregnant, ninety year
old Sarah ﬁtéractive disappears in the light of the above comments.
Certalinly such a sitqation i3 not a commonplace in the empirical
world, but the world of Genesis is a diﬁferent one. It {s a world in
which -Abram ana just 318 men are able to defeat a coalition of four
powerful monarchs —— an act itself not impossible however improbable.
Iﬁ 13 also a world in which fire rafas down out of heaven; and in
uhiéﬁ God speaks directly-to men. Is the fact that Abiﬁelech fiﬁds
"Sarah attractive aany more cogtradlctory th;n Ehe fact that she cén
become pregnant at nineﬁi?

‘ While most of the abova examples serve to lilustrate God”s
power over nature or his care for his choseun oue, the “contrﬁdictioE”
between: the old woman and the king”s passlon is the result of two
literary ﬁeeds ébhing together in Gen 20. '-As Hauge (1975) and Clines
(i978) note, most of the Abraham narrative explorés‘ the problems

surfounding the blrth of the chosen son. By giving up Sarah at the
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very polnt the reader expecéé the birth of the promised babyvaﬁbraham
cagts an _uncertaln shadow over the success of tHa dlvlne‘-promtse,
thereby increasing the level of narrative tension. The text employs
the sister-wife motif as the means of expressing\that tensién because
of 1its desire to recall Gen 12:10-20. Out of these two needs the
;contradictiou" is born. While the standgrds of "reality” -— at leaﬁt
"reality” as modern mén perceive it —— mdy dictate that Sarah be
either young and desirable or old and undeatréble, the needs of the
biblical world demand that she be old and desirable; and so she is!
Whether a real woman-living in the empirical world can be beautiful at
the same time that she is old does aot concern the narrative.12 Or
perhaps it is suggesting that most people who live in the "real wgrld"

13
do not know what constitutes real beauty.

Episcdic Character ’

A8 qpted a%ove, the application of this literary phenomenon as
a baaié for divi&ing the text into separate layers of traditions stems
from H. Gunkel and the form critical method. Gunkel, aund most form
critics sioce him, believe that the eﬁisodlc character of the Abraham
narrative {ndicates that it s teally a collection of once
independent stories,, a‘isort of anthology of aunclent Hebrew Eolﬁ
tales.lal As with the above mentioned criteria;” this oner is npt
unequivocal. As P. Goodman notes, there are & number of types of

literature that employ an episodic plot, the best knowt of which is

the epic. And similar to the way form crities deseribe the individual
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episodes of the Abraham narrative, Goodman describes those of the eple

v

as “relatively seff—contalned“'(1954:72). AQ a conseijuence of such a

structure, the relationship between the individual eplsodes and the

greater literary whole is a delicate one, Goodman describes the

balance strived for in the eplc:

On the one hand, the unity of over-all -action must not be
lost. In some stories (e.g. a voyage), there 1s an obvious
progression, but in others the order must be made clear . . .
On the other hand, the greatness of the ind{vidual exploitg
must oot be lost; they must not be underwritten to hasten to

- the end or they will not be epic, The whole must not fall
apart into an “episodic plot”; yet each episode must not be

. pusillanimous (1954:71). :

In the epic, Goodman continués, rthe function of the episodic
plot 13 to demonstrate 'the hero”s Qharacter and principles {a

different and possibly unrelatéd situations. In such [nstances unity

stems not from a cause~and-effect relatiouship between events, but

from the way In which the characters, and especially the hero,

~

develop. .

Other eplsodic narratives rely on different features to bind

LN

the whole together. The Quest for the Holy Grall, for example,

records a series of adventures eancountered by King Arthur“s knights,

~ .

which, on the surface, .have no obvious relationship to one another.

At the conclusion of each ebisodé:? however, a monk, sage, or heaven
itself .delivers an oiation'equunding on its cosmic significance.
According to T. Todorov, it i3 these monologues that supply the themes

that unite the different adveatures together:
The organization of the narrative is therefore on the level of
the ianterpretation and not on the events-to-be-interpreted.
The combination of these events are sometimes singular,
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{ncoherent, but this does not mean that the narrative lacks

organization; simply this organization Is situated on the
level of ideas, not on that of events (1977b:130).

3

Such plot structures, moreover, give literary expression to these-
unifying principles througﬁ a serles of themes and motifs. Ia
gsomething 1like The Quest for the Holy Eiiil the unifying theme 1is
found in the medieval Christian view of sglvatlon in Christ. The
meaning of each eplsode stems from'the degree to which it‘ elther
approaches or retracts from thly view.

Agatnst such a backgroqud the Abraham narr;tive appears in an
_entirely new light. Iﬁdeed, it contains two complementary aad
interwoven eleﬁents which suggest that it should -bek read as ‘an
integrated, coutinuous whole. ?irst, the story is bound by‘a uniform
chronology. It begins with Abram”s birth, describes ﬁis marriage,
gotes that he groﬁs oid, and eads with his death. The agsignment of
an ébao}ute chrogology to especlally significant events f;rther
enhances this order. Abram 1s seventy-five years old when he leaves
Haran from Canaan (12;4). He 1s eighty-six years old when Hagar bears
him his first -somn (16:16). At ninety-niné Yahweh gives him the

t
covenant of cI?Eumcision, informing him that Ishmael is not the sou of

|
the promise, and promising him that_Sarah 4111 give birth to that.son
in one year’s.t;me (i7:1, 24). In accord with.thts promlse, Abraham
1s one hundred yeérs old uhen'sérah bears Isaac (21:5), wﬁo is then
circumcised at eight days. Sarah dies at age one hundred twenty-
seven (23:1)}, and Abraham at one hundred seventy—five (25:7).

The gpis&des are alao' bound by the thame of the dlviug

- .
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promise. The narrative cycle opens with Yahueh’s inf'tial formulation
of 1t (12:1-3), and draws to a close noting its fulfillment (24:1) and

transference to the dext generation (25:11).- The Intervening material

- .

——

continually restates or alludes to it. Not a single  event passes
without 1t 1in some udy‘peing related to the promise. Indeed,
according to D. J: A. Clines (1978:45~47), the tensions of the
narrative arise from the text”s exploration of the way certain
gituations affect, postpone, or even threaten its q;tcome.

These two features, moreover, are not indepeandent of one

another. As Clines (1978:29-32) notes, the promise consists of three
. "

interrelated elements: posterity, divine~human relationship, and land.

Every instance that aotes a character’s.age is in some way" congected
with one or more of these elements. The first one (12:4), which
records Abram”s initiaf journey to Canaau; and.:he last twa (23:1;
23:9), which describe the burials of Sarah and Abraham in the cave of
Machpe;ah, are concerned with the element of land (23:18-20; eof, M.
Hauge  1975:137-139).  The secon& (16:16) and fourth (21:5),
describing, respectively, the‘ births of Ishmael and 1Isaac, are
coaceraed with posterity. While promising both progeny and land, the
major _concern of the third is the relatioaship bétween God and that
branch of Abraham”s famiiy that will ipheri{t the blessing, of which
circumcision 1is the sign (Gen 17:7, 11, - IA, 19). The different

elements of the promise are thus combined with the 1instances which

mention Abraham”s age, according to the following chiastic pattern:

{



s
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A: 75, land

B: 86, posterity
c: 99, divine-huﬁan relationship
B”: 100, posterity o

A

.A7: 175, land.

N

Multiplicity of Genres

One 9f the principles of the form—critical method is that a’

.

fully  independent, unified text will not include different genrég.
Or, ;onversely, form criticismr assumes that‘any gliven work will
correspond 1n 1ts totality to just ome genre; " Thus, 1in her Trecent
discussion of "the fodm—cF;Eical method A. Ohler writes:

Disparate Formen sind bunt gemischt: Erz#hlumgen verschledener
Art, Listen von Namen, Orten u. a., Reste und Referate von
Erz8hlungen, Gesetze unterschiedlicher Bauform, die Ordoungen
verschiedener Zeiten Splegeln.’ Im Buch Genesis finden sich
kurze Sagen, wile sle die mildliche Weitergabe prigt {(die Sitze
vergegenwlrtigen nur das Geschehen selbst, sparen die inneren
Vorginge aus und deuten sie doch in dem Gestef an). Daneben
lesen wir auch die lange, farbenprichtige u geschehealarme
Erzihlung von der Werbung um Rebekka (Gen 24). . . . Solche
Unterschiede zeigen an, dass wir es a t mit Werken zu tun
haben, dle 1ia einem Wurf enstanden sind, sondern mit
Sammlungen verschiedenartiger Spfachstlicke (1972:93).

Thus, one of the reasons C. Westermann (1981:203). separates 12:10-20

from 13:1-5 i3 that ~he sees the latter as \an "{tinerary,” while
. . -
identifying the former-as a “family saga.” Similarly, G. W. Coats

separates Gen 15 from 14 because, "The governing structure in this

unit is quite disticct” (1983:123).  According to him Gen 14
. /.

_"malntains its character as ANNAL, composed of battle REPORTS . . ."

{1983:121). Gem 15, on the other hand, "is simply a DIALOGUE,

.
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gtructured on the basis of the ORACLE OF SALVATION" (1983:125).

.While the Abraham narrative cerﬁalnly does contaln varilous
sorts of oparration, there Is 1little to support the Eorm—critic;l
contention that a unffied, continuous narrative cannot contaln such a
mixture. In his discussion of the History of geores in the 0ld
Testament, K. Koch (15;9:23—25) makes a distinction beéuéen comple;
literary types and component literary types. ._A 'cpmponeﬁt literary
type h}s a basic unit which can exist by itself. A complex literary
type, .on the other hand, “is a form that comeé into-existence when an
editor or redactor combines a number of .component literary types
together. Koch”s example of the latter i; the liturgy, which, he
notes, is "built up” from the chorale, the pggyer, and the sermon.

For Koch, the recogoition qf“ cbmpiex tyﬁés‘ serves two

-

purposes. First, it allows him access’' to the component typéh. Qince
by €

he views die eigentliche constituierende Einheit as foundatioral, he
belie;es fts identifica;ioﬁ is essgutial for the study of any teéxt.
As suph,'Koch 1s in basic agreemént with Ohler and most other biblical
form critics. According to him, the patriarchal uarragive fs a

complex type uhicl?somé redact/:gf‘dreated when he brought together a

'number of originglly 1n$ependeut component t}pes (1969:24). Second,

identify#ﬁg- component Ltypeg allows the form critic to recover the

-’

N 2 ﬁ
history of geur] 1S by tracin their morphology through different

N

)
arrangements of components in omplexes, -,
< . G .
One of Koch”s assump ibus Ls that complex types always use
; 2

already existing texts as components. Thus, 4 readering them down,

’ T~ . '
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he believes he is just isoclating those earlier, more basic works. He
does, howéver, admit that there are exceptions; for example, when a
lyric poem {s written into a novel. "Then 1t 1s only a small part of
a wider conéext: the novel is the_greater unit, with the lyric a mere
part within the whole™ (1969:23; cf., Wilcoxen 1974:95). 1In such a
case, It would be a mistake to claim that Its component, parts
represent some.earlier stage ,of the text. e |

Koch, however, does not supply any criteria for distinguishing .
between the two types of complex literature. It 1s entirely possible,
for example, for an authoé to create a liturgy without employing

preexisting texts, simply by composing a chorale, prayer, and -sermon,

and placing them in proper sequence, As with his example of the

‘ novel, © {n this case, the components do not represent an earlier stage

f

of the Eext. On the other hand, 1if an author feels it suits his
purposes, " he may Incorporate an already existing poem into his novel.
But even 1in this case, the meaning of the 1ytic in the novel Is
determined by its new context, not its older ones. As W, Iser writes,
"The very fact that the allusions are now stripped of their original
context makes Lt clear that they are not intended to be a mefe‘

reproduction — they are, so to speak, depragmatized and set in a new

. context” (1978:79)., According to J. Rosenberg, this is precisely the

gituation ia the 01ld Testaﬁent:

Por there 1is, as the Biblical scholars have pointed out, a
mixture of priestly, sermonlc and narrative styles, interlaced
with fragmeats of song, eplgram, prayer and statute, each
unit ‘of which serves as a comment on the others [my emphasis]
(1975:85-86; cf. O. Elssfelde 1962:144).
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Needless | to say, this does not preclude exanining the relationghip

- between a text and its Bources, However, the Interpretation of
15
Sources 13 the interpretation of texts other than the Bibla,
-
This difficulty points to amore serfous weakness in Xoch™s

position: he does not recognize the self-sufficiency of the so-called
complex literary types. That fs to say, because complex types are

nonetheless t&ﬁeé, they stem from thelir own set of meaning matriceg,

and generate thelir owa meaning expectations (Knlerim 1973 455). The
meaning and ~function of the liturgy is greater than the sum of -the
“ ' LAY

chorale, prayer, and sermon. Co:respondingly, an analysis of a

liturgy thag‘ divides 'i; into its three compound types, and then
. . :

interprets it according to the meaning matrices of those three genres
: f

will be inaufficient at best, and, at worst, completely misleading.
Koch”s assertion that each literary text is governed in 1ts totality
by jhst one genre cannot be maintaineq. As R. Knlerim has alread}
observed, “The entirety of a text may be governed by more than one
) gypi{nl structure"” (1973:462).
. Thus! the fact that the Abraham narrative includes a variety
'oﬁ,literary types does not mean that the genre to which it‘belongs =
whatever that might be -- iz not entireiy self-sufficient, Any
interpretation must therefore give the narrative’s intrinsic form
* t

priority over that of any of its components, All itineraries,
genealogies, and. other forms are only.parts of the greater whole 1ip
which  they are included and to which they are  subordinated.

Similarly, its complex nature does not mean that the concrete example
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A

of any' of 1its cémponent types ever exlsted independently of their
pregent literary context. Even Lif thls were the case, bowever, their
meaning ino the present text is determined by thelir context ia that
text, not their earlier context(s). Although he did not always follow
the implications of his methodological statements, over fifty ‘years
ago 0. Eissfeldt expounded these very polnts:
Das Aufzelgen selbstdndiger Erzihlingsstoffe bedeutet also
kelneswegs den Nachweis, dass dlese Einzelstoffe auch jemals
eine fir sich alleinsteheade literarische Form gehabt haben,
und noch viel weniger, dass, wenn es der Fall gewesen, Jjene
Urform in der uns vorliezanden Form enthalten ist und durch
Strelchung der sie mit einem gr8sseren  Zusammenhang
verknlipfenden Worte und SHtze wiedergewonnen werden kana.
Vielmehr kapn die einmal selbstindige Einzelerzdhlung von dem
zu uns sprfechenden ErzHhler als blosser Rohstofff gebraucht
worden sein. . : :
Die Grenzen einer selbstlindigen ErzAhlungs-Einheit sind
darnach 8o weit zu stecken, wie der Horfizont der jeweiligen
Erz#hlung reicht. Reicht dleser Uber eine “Einzel-ErzH#hlung”
hinaus und sind ihre nach rlckwlrts und nach vorwlrts
weisenden Elemente integrierender Bestandteil von ihr, so ist
sie keine selbstlindige literarische Einheit, sondern Teil
einer grdsseren. (1962b:144; cf. 1962a:375).
Koch, Westermann, and most other form critics err in confusing the
history of genres with the history of actual texts. These two
categories are independent and must be kept distinct.

. Recent discusslons reveal a great deal of ﬁncertainty over the
applicability of the various forms of higher criticism to the biblical
text, The source of this confusion, it seems to me, lies In the
changing views of the nature of the material recordeﬂ {n Genesis.
Source criticism, for ‘example, developed during a time when

Genesls was viewed as a hlstory book. However, whea early source

.eritics realized that the text 1includes features nﬁt usually
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assoclated with historiography, rather than concluding that the text
was not history, they asserted that it was corrupt or bad history.
They then set out to reconstruct the original uncorrupted
histories they thought were contained within it. The paradox 1s that
while source criticism has since refected the vie; that Genesis {3
historiography, it has, nonetheless, accepted the methods and
conclusions” founded upon that view. However, ' L{f the text 1Is not
history, the ﬁse. of criteria for working with history must be
questioned,

A similar paradox 'exists with the way form criticism 1is
applied. Gunkel or#giually developed the method to deal with Sagen,
whieh by definition are short, orally composed anecdotes. Later form
critics, however, decided ;hat the episodes Ln Genesis do nut belong
to this genre.l6 However, while they have now rejected this analogy,
and hence the basis of thé theory that the episodes were at one time
lodependent and self-contained, they have uouethélesa retained 1its
conclusions. But again, 1if Fenesis does‘not record Sagen, the use of
criteria designed to deal with this catggory must be questioned (cf.
S. M. Warner 1979).17

In both cases, the confusion stems from approachiag the text
with a predetermined belief about the type of writing the Abraham
narrative contains.: If these models fail to do justice to the text,
however, should unot the model be altere§ rathgr than the text? In

other words, the problems higher priticism has in interpreting the

Abraham narrative may not be the result of the text”s failure, but of
N
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its own Interpretive prbcesses. This situation, as well as the
equivocal nature of the evidence advanced in support of historical
critical theories, recommend a reevaluation of the possibility that

the text 18 an integrated, meaningful whole. e

A New Approach

In the 1last few years scholars have shown an Increasing
1nteres£ in the literary dimensfons of biblical aarrative. 'Al£hough
this concern has manifested itself in a number of ways, all share the
conviction that the received text -is a worthy object of study. Oune
area that has proved particularly fruitful 1s the study of narrative
structure. A;cording to S. Bar-Efrat, "Strucéural arguments can be,
and in fact have been, used to prove the unity of a given-narrativé or
to determine the boundaries of a literary unit™ (1980;172). Since the
Abraham narrative has, so often been seen as a disunity, an analysils of
its structure will béﬁéarticularly instructive. -

The first problem is how to go about such a task. Bar-Efrat

defines structure "as a network of relations among parts of an object

or a ugit” (1980:155). In a literary object, he adds, structure
functipns on four general levels: "(1) the verbal level; (2) chellevel
of narrative techaique; (3) the level of the narrative world; (é) the
level of conceptual content” (1980:157). Thig statement is fine as
far_raa\ it goes, but it does not explain the relationship between
structure ang the actualisation of the text by thé reader. - In other

words, Bar-Efrat”s definitioa does not explain the capacity in which

structure unifies a narrative. Yet, this fuanction 1s essential if, as
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U. Eco claims, . . . [1interpretation is not an empirical accfffent
independent of the text qua text, but is a structural element of 1its

generative process™ (1379:9).

-

According to W. Isér, the meaning of a .texf, or 1its
actualisétion by a reader, 1is the results of "a dymamic interaction
between text and reader” (1978:107). The text supplies certain
elements or structural features which are organised in such a way as
to both allow and control its comprehension. Each new eiément stands
against the backdrop of those that precede it, while at the same time
. preparing the way for what follows.

The individual segments, then, take on their significance only
through {interaction with other segments, and if we bear 1a
mind the fact that all the perspectives (narrator, hero, ete.)
represent something determinate and that’ these determinate
elements are transformed by their interplay, it 18 obvious
that the wultimate meaning of the text -- or the aesthetic
‘object -- transcends all the determinate elements (1978:98).

The reader’s role in this process 1is to sjuthetise the
different textual segmeats. It 15 only by an act of cognition on his
part - that ‘a semsntic unit can be understood as a ‘Tesponse to

/

expectatioda ralsed earlier in the text, and as creating a gseries of

new potentialities that later segments might explore. In the words of
Iger:

« « o« throughout the reading process there is a continual
interplay between modified expectations aund transformed
memories. However, . the ‘text 1itself does not formulate
_expectations or their modiffcation; 1oc does it. specify how
the coannectability of memories is to be implemented. This 1is

"Rhe province of the reader himself and so here we have a first
insight 1into how the synthetizing activity of the reader
enables the text to be translated and traasfarred to his own
mind (1978:111-112).
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Iser”s discussion can be translated into the mo;e traditional
language of plot, although with some modification. According to M. H.
Abrams:

The plot in a dramatic or ndarrative work is the structure 6f

its actions, as these are ordered and rendered toward

achieving particular emotional apd artistic effects

(1981:137). ’

As an aspect of plot, ;tructure concerns the causal relationship
between the various segments of a narrative (S. Chatman 1978:45-48; P,
Brooks 1984:3-36). A full and accurate description of a narrative’s
structure must, therefore, take these causal links into account. What
Tser”s study argues is that while the text controls these links by the
way it gselects arad orders its segments, the reader must himself
formulate the way this ordering defines these relationships. The
structure of a text {s thus integrally related to the process of

13
actualisatipn, which 1s its meaning.

. The importance of these relationships can be 1llustrated from
G. Rendsburg”s recent analysis of Gen 11:27-22:24 (1982). Developing
a theais first preseanted¢by U, Cassuto (15%4:11:293-296), Rendsburg
argues that the Abraham cycle has the following chiastic strqcture;f
A. Genealogy of Terah {(11:27-32)
B. Start of Abram”s Spiritual Odyssey {12:1-9).

C. Saral in foreign land; ordeal ends in peace and success;
Abram and Lot part (12:10-13:15).

D. Abram comes to the rescue of Sodom and Lot (14:1-~24).
E. Covenant with Abraun; Annunclatlion of Ishmaal (15:1-16:16},

E°. Covenant with Abraham; ‘Annunciatlon >f Isaac (17:1-18:15).
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D”. Abraham comes to the rescue of Sodom and Lot (18:16-19:38),

C”. Sarah in foreign palace; ordeal ends 1n peace and success;
Abraham and Ishmael part (20:1-21:34). '

B”. Climax of Abraham”s Spiritﬁal Odyssey (22:1-19).
A”. Genealogy of Nahor (22:20-24),

After supplying an extensive list of the verbal and thematic parallels

-

he detects between the corresponding sections, he concludes that far
from cowmposing an unﬁéilshed natrrative, “The compller has artfully
woven a literary structure which we can all marvel at.” »

While an analysis that presents tgﬂ text is such a way may
appear attractivé, especially in the wake of two centuries of
criticism that sought to show the disu;it; of the text, a cipaer
examination reveals several difficulties. Many of the 'terms 'aud
expressions upon which R;ndsburg defines the corresponding sections of
the chiasmus also occur in other sections of the text. For example,
while 12:10-13:18 and 20:1~-21:34 do refer to Sarak as
"Abram”s/Abraham”s wife" and "the woman,” s6 do most other section; in
which She appears. Similarly, thg text congains many other parallels ‘
tﬂat Rendsburg does not consider. The covenant between Abram and the C:\
.Amorites (Gen 14), for example, ;odld very well be seen as a p;;allel
with that between the patriarch 3nd Abimelech (Gen 21)5 Or Yahweh’s
appearance to Abram at Mamre iurGen 18 might be seen as co:responding’
to his earlier appeatance at tﬁét very place in Gen 13, If structure

were entirely formal, as Rendsburg implies, there is no reason why his

asgoclations should take precedence over any others -- including those

€
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that might be disorderly -- especlally since he supplies no reasons to
the cpntrary.

Other than noting ferbal agreements, . Rendsburg does not'
discuss ,the relationship between the parallel sectfons. Do those In
the second half of the chiasmus develop, reverse, or in some other way"
alter themes,. concepts, or personal;tiés introduced in the first half
of the structure? And {f so; by what means and t6 what end?
Similﬁrly, he. does not Aeal with the llnear relatiouship of the
se;tions. How does the "ordeal"” or Saral”s stay i{n Egypt develop out
QE the "start of Abram”s splritual odyssey,” and ‘lead 1into his
*rescue of Sodom and Lot?™ These lead to the more basic questions of
why the author wfote what he d;d and in the order in which he presenﬁs
ic. Or again, what 1is the relatlonship between the plot of the
narrative and its structure? Rendsburg”s stﬁdy leaves such qyestions
untouched, glving the lmpression that his sections have no real licks
to their wider literary contexts. )

Paradoxically, the necessity of desértbing such relationships
can . be‘highlightéd by Rendsburg”s comments on Gen.23:1-25:18. He is
not disturbed that his chiasmus does not fnclude this material
because, he states, "it Is not central to his {Abraham”s] spiritual
odyssey.” Yet this sort of reasoning implies that the narrative has
-both a theme and a plot, and that thelr recognition 1is essential for

the text to function as an "artfully woven . . . literary,structure,”

However, 1if the Abraham narrative is defined by ttsvcordlilh for the

.
-

u.patrigﬁﬁhfs “spiritual odyssey,” Rendsburg does not describe how the

v
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various units employ it, or how it binds them tagether. Consequently,

44

.his study cannot and does not shaw how the text funct;ons as a
complete literary entity. - ;- BN
In what foliows, I will describe the wvarfous structural-
semantic units of Lthe Abraham narrative as f percelve them. While the
text”s formal features serve as a control agailnst gratultous
interpretations, {1t 1{g ouly throdgh one”s understanding of the text
_that the reader foregrounds certaln formal elements;, and allows others
to recede iato the backgrouand. Thug} nejther aspect takes priority
over .the other; they Eﬁnctiou togetﬁer, each serving as a check
agalnst the other, In accordance uit@ Ise;’s remarks, moreover, I
will try to show how each unit emerges out of those that prLcede it,
and anticipates things to come (cf. M. Perry 1979:45), It is only
through such a process that one can check to see {f the tex£ .18
concerned with something like Abraham”s "spiritual odyssey.™
As the above comments suggest, the order in which structual-

semantic units occur 15 crucial for the way readers conme.to understand
texts. As M. Perry (1979) explicates, this is the necessary corollary
"of the 1linear nature of the reading process. Theréfore, in the
following descrtp;ion oE-the text the order in which the structural-
semantic units occurs will be taken seriously‘dnﬂs ‘actount.” As 3
consequence, while it is legitimate to speculate about the possible
dire;tious in which a segment might lead, it would be a mistake to

~interpret a unmit directly fn the light of later segments. “"Such a

process would rob the text of its ability to use ambiguities and
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uncertainties to create tensions and, consequently, of its capacity to
functioa properly as literature.

-,

g
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Notes to Chapter Oune

1

The polar views of two of the foremost biblical scholars
{1lustrate well the uncertainty over the historical accuracy of the
patriarchal nartative. According to Julius Wellhausen: "It is true,
we attain to no historical koowledge of the patriacchs, but enly of
the time when the stories about them arcse in the Israelite people”
(1973:318-319). In sharp contrast 1s the view of W. F, Albright: "The
narratives of Genesis dealing with Abram (Abraham) may now be
integrated into the life and history of the time im such surprisingly
consistent ways that there can be little doubt about their substantial

historicity” (1973:10). £

2

Of tradition-history, for example, D. A. Knight says: "The
eraditio-historical examination must be preceded by the text-critical,
literary-critical, form-critical, and Gattung-criticals analyses of the
uait o question” (1977:30-31). K. Koch refers to redaction criticism
as "the last form-critical process" {1969:57).

3 . -

Under the influence of form criticism and tradition history
these features have also been interpreted as ‘evidence of different
layers of traditioa, .and not necessarily as tndlications of whole
documents. Nonetheless, the supposition remains that these features
would not occur in a single, continuous narrative, and that they are
evidence of the process by which the text came to have its present

" form.

4 ' .
For a recent discussion of the state of the question see J,

A. Wilcoxen (1974).

5 . .

u}/"ﬂ. Abrams defines style as, ". . . the manner of
linguistiq/ expression In prose of verse --— it is how a speaker or
writer says whatever it is that he says. The characteristic style of
a work or writer may be analyzed in terms of its diction, or cholce of
words; its skntence structure and syntax; the density and types of 1its
figurative language; the patterus of its rhythm, component sounds, and

other formal features; and lts rhetorical aims and devices™ (1981:190~.

191) For recent discussions of style see E. L. Epstein (1978) and G.
N. Leech and M. H, Short (1981).

) Traditionally the alternation of the divine names Elohim and
Yahweh has occupied a special place In stylistic analysis. dore
receatly, however, source criticism has admitted that the divine name
13 not always an accurate lndicatlon of sources (e.g. J. A. Soggin
1976:99; T. E. Fretheim 1976:839). “I am very skeptical,” J. wvan
Seters writgs, "about making a division between two verses or parts of
verses within the same unit only on the basis of vocabulary, such as
Q

4

J ad
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- the alternation of the divine names Yahweh and Elohim” (1975:156).

7 : .

For recent discussions of polnt of view 1in  biblical
narrative, see L. Eslinger (1983) and A. Berlin (1983:43-82).

8 ‘ . .

. It 1s at this point that Alter 1ls at variance with form-
criticism, which usually defines narrative types according to features
that are fixed

9

In his article, Williams (1980) lists those -elements he
thinks constitute the sister-wife type-scene, and the variatlions each
of the three examples contalns.

10 :
According to R. de Vaux (1961:1:115-116), in historical
Egypt a large harem was a sign of a Pharaoh”s wealth and prestige.

11

According to B. Kawin, repetition In narrative serves one of
two general purposes: “The first, involved with the concepts of past
and future, and belleving In the 1integrity of memory, builds
repetitions one on the other towards some total effect . . . .. The
second, comsidering the present the only artistically approachable
tense, deals with each instant and subject as a new thing to such an
extent that the sympathetic reader 1s aware less of repetition than of
continuity . . ." (1972:33). Depending on retrospection {see esp. Gen
20:13; 26:1-3) and the realisation of the changes in context, the
repetition of the sister-wife motif proves to belong to Kawin ‘s first
type.

12

On the difference between homo saplens and homo fictus, , see
E. M. Porster (1974:54-70).

13

This suggestion was antlicipated long ago by John Calvin“s
judgment that: ."Abimelech was less attracted by the elegance of fornm
than . by the rare virtues with which he saw her, >as a matron, to be
endued?” (1965 1:522).

.14.

For a recent presentation of this view see the collected
essays in G. W. Coats (1985).

15 :
Jeffrey Tigay”s (1982) recent analysis of the evolution of
the Gilgamesh epic is particularly informative. Unlike the Bible, the
many extant versions ‘of the eplc supply the enmpirical evidence
necessary for such a study. 'Tigay finds that there {s no uniformity
to the way each version deals with the materials upon which it drew.
Each was composed according to its own .needs, leading Tigay to
recommend that TYeach version be taken seriously as a plece of
literature Lo Lts own right . . ." ,(1982:20). -

-
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Under the influence of Westermann”s study (1980}, which |is
ttself dependent upon the work of A. Jolles, many form criticg now
agree that the nordic sagas constitute the closest analogy to the
patriarchal narra (but see G. R. Tucker 1971:35). However, since
the sagas are long, integrated narratives, even Lf this were the case
it would~ fate, the form critical contention that Genesis is =8
regervolr of gmall, discrete units of tradition (esp. J. van Seters
1975:134-138). -

17~
Other categorles fora-critlics employ to Interpret the
stories of Genesls are legend, folk-tale, novella, to mention only a
few {see most recently the essays edited by G. W. Coats [19851). 1In

all [Instances, however, the method presupposes that Genesis Is a

collection of independent stories. - .
18
Representing a formalist approach, L. Alonso-Schbkel (1975)
agrees with Iser that a narrative”s structure cannot be separated from
{ts conteat. Where Iser differs is {n his insistence that the meaning
(and, hence, the wtructure) is not something lying exclusively in the

.taxt walting for the critic to find, but emerges out of the

{nteraction between text and reader In the process called reading.

- Lol
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CHAPTER TWOQ

THE LIMITS OF THE ABRAHAM NARRATIVE

Since”the book of Genesis contains more than Just the story of

Abraham, the question of the limits of this segment naturally arise.

3 . ’
Strangely, while mos;,Lommentariea recognise that the stories about
Abram/Abraham form a group within the book of Genesls, few offer mﬁch
discussion about the limits they assign tﬁis group of stories, or
about the iaéues involved with dividing a narrative into its component
parts; Thiz {s all the more surprising since there is such a wide
varlety of opinion on the matter..

The addition of‘the Eﬁra§at appears to be the‘earliest attempt
to divide the 01d Testament into its comiponent parts, Based on these
markers the story of Abraham contains three segments: (1) 12:1-17:27;
(2) 18:1-22:24; (3) 23:1-25:18. Whether each parada was thought fo be
of equal force 1is not clear. In any event, their placement indicates
that whoever pui them fn the text thought that Yahweh’; commission of
Abram began a new unit in Lhe book of Genesis. Stephen Langton
maintained this division whem, in A. D, 1205, he added the chapter
numbers familiar from modern Eoglish tramslations. Their decision has
been accép;ed by such modern scholars as U. Cassuto (1964:1L:250f€€F., ,

291f£.), R. Davidson (1979:9-10), A. Dillmaaa (1897:1I:1ff.), S. R.

Driver (1905:143ff.), H. Holzinger (1898:124€£,), B, Jacob (1974:331),

.D. Kidoer (1967:13, 42), E. K¥nig (1919:440ff.), J. Morgemnstern

(1965:96), Y. Raddai (1972:16), C. A. Siumpson (1952b:456), and E. A.
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Speiser (1964:83ff:).

Those who added the pErEEOtK however, difd not divide the text
in order to highiight its structural features, but to serve the
liturgical needs of the worshipping community (I. Yeivin 1980:3%9-40).
This 18 not to say that traditional aiviaious cannot cerresgspond to the
structure of the narrative; many of them do. However, {f the concern
18 the -text a8 a literary phenomenon, the basis of any attempt to
outline 1its structure must rest in cbe.text itself, not 1n the
liturgical calendar of = religious community.

Other acholars are not satisfied with this division. Many
feel that the announcemect_of Abraham”s birth and mafriage properly
belong with the rest of his story, and therefore malntain that the end
of Gen 11 1s actually the Introduction to the Abraham narrative, aot
the conclusion to the preceding section, which most moderns refer to
as the primeval history. While most exponents of Lhis latter‘ view
agree that the introduction includes 11:27-32,1 most recently W.
Brueggemann (1982a:8-9, 21-23, 114-116) accepts oaly 11:30-32,
relegating vv. 27-29 to the preceding section. N. Wagner (1965:27)
and J. wvan Seters (1975:225, -313), on the other hand, expand the
st&ry’s introduction to include 11:26. J. Skinoer (1930:1xvi) is aqot :
certain whether the primeval history ends with 11;27 o? 11:30, s0o he
decides that 1t (s probably “best to stay with the traditional
divisions. "’

This 1{ssue has been complicated by source criticism, which

usually assigas wv. 27, 31-32 tb P and vv, 28-30 to J (but van Seters



1975:225). Source Fritics of the first group mentioned above thus
understand vv. 27, 31-32 as P73 conclusion io the primeval period, and
vv. 28-30 as J7s ending. Those of the second group see these passages
as P“s and J7s respective 1ﬁtroductions to the patriarchal storles.
0. Procksch (1913:87ff., &70ff.)‘and H. Gunkel (1910:156ff.), however,
see 100 reason why the atructural divisions of these two sources need
concurt. According to them 11:27, 31-32 form the conclusioa of P7s
version of the primeval history, while 11:28-30 are J”s lntroduction
to the patriarchal stories. |

0. Elssfeldr (1962a:368) and G. von Rad (1972:158££.) offer
two of the more unusual division;. Von Rad maintalas that the divine
'promiées of 12:1-3, and Abram™s respomse 1n 12:4~9, are meant as God”s
answer to the disaster that was thé:Tower éf Babel (1972:154). He
therefore assigns.these verges to the primeval vhistory, and, as a
consequence, locates the beginning of the patriarchal history in
12:10. Inm sﬁﬁrp contrast Eissfeldt moves the intréductlon all the way
ba& to 11:10 (so G. W. Coats 1983:103-105), although he cites " no
reasons for doling so.

Whether modern. scholars accept or rejecg the traditionél
divisions‘ usually depends on whether they focua oo the geure or
contents of 11:(26)27—32. Those who stress its genealogical character
link 1t with 11:10-26, and consequently see it as part of the primeval
history.z Those who ftfess {its concern with Abram, oﬁ the other_hang,

link it to chap. 12ff., and see it as part of the Abraham narrative.

While genre and coantent are literary categories, and may

¥
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';ontrtbute to a uait’s deflnftion, they do not constitute structure in
themselves. Ap discussed in chapter one, what K. Koch refers to as
complex narratives can contain any number of different genres. By the
same token, narrative sqgments may also contaln a varlety of genresl
Given this aituaglon, {t is not inconceivable that a unit should begin
with the same genre with which the preceding unit ends. Indeed, a
narrative can use such a strategy as a means of lioking its different
pegments together, as will pfove to be the case with the book of
Genesls.

Similarly, aince * sections of a pnarrative can and usually do
refer back»and forth to one another, content is not enough in 1tself.
to define a unlt,, The book of'éenesis, for example, refers to Abraham
throughout its pagés,Ayet po one would claim that all these refqéenceé
belong to a gection of the teit that mighi be called the Abraham
narrative. Gena 25:19, 'Abraham‘ begot Isaac,” s 'an appropriate
example since, .like Gen 11:27-32, 1t is genealogical in form and
relates biographical {nformation about Abraham and his family. Yet
according to the structural analysis of M. Fishbane (1979:&0L46), this
verse belongs with what he calls the "Jacob cycle,” not with the
Abraham narrative.

Until recently the ending of the Abraham narrative has been
discussed in a way gimilar to its beginning. Almost all agree that thel
qarrative goes at least as far as the‘accdhnt of Abraham”s death aand
burtal (25:113% gee below for the exceptions). Similarly, most

recoganise ' that Gen 25:19 begins the next major narrative section lun
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Genesis. The controversy surrounds the material that lies between
these two verses (25:12-13). Thg vast majority of scholars include
this material with the Abraham narra;ive.a' A few like P, Delitzsch
{(1888:11:364) and C. F. Keil (1878:1:179), however, end the narrative
with 25:11, and thereby exclude 25:12-18,

The seven verses at issue contain the 1list of Ishmael”s
desceandants. Sufprisingly, nelither group offers much discussion on
the matter. Keil and Delitzsch end the narrative at 25:11 because the
t61%d8t formula appears in 25:12. According to them this formula
constitutes the structural basis-of the book of Genesis. Each
occurrence, they maintain, begins a new section of the book.

 Pew of those who include the list of Ishmasl”s descendants
with the Abrasham narrative elaborate on their declision. It appears
.that to a large exteant they include it with the preceding material for
laék of a better suggestioo. - Aé noted above, most recognise that Gen
25:19 begins a new section. Containing oaly se;en verses, and no
story-line, the list of Ishmael”s descendaﬂts is' cousequently tacked
on to the preceding material.

G. von Rad is one of the few to elaborate further. He contends
that there are gengric links as well as links of content that gupport
the view: that 25:12-18 belong to the Abraham narrative. On th? geaeric
level he compares the list of Ishmael”s descendantsvto thé list of
sons Abraham has by his third wife, FKeturah (25:1-4). He adds that

»

the 1list of Ishmael”s descendants brings to a close the story that

began with Ishmael”s birth in Gen 16.
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G. W. Coats”s recent analysls of this materfal exemplifies the
uncertainty over the placement of these verses. At the beginning of
the sixth chapter of his book he refers to the narrative unit that
contains the m;terial about Abraham as the "Shem Genealogy,” which,- he
{ndicates, includes 11:10-25:11 (1983:103). At the end‘ of the
chapter, however, the reader discovers a discussion of 25:12-18, fn
which Coats states that vv. 12-16 constitute "a redacticnal element
roynding off the narrative about Abraham and his sous,” and that wvv,
17-18 belong ”to‘thé group of units organized around thg theme of the
patriarch”s (Abraham”s) death and burial” (1983:174).

Three recent studies offér a mofe unusual division. Drawing
upon the curr§n£ trend in pattern analysisa, Y, Rédday (1972:16), G.
Rendsburg v(1982)}' and D. Sutherland (1983) agree that the Abraham
narrative ends with Gen 22. They support their position with a large
chiasmus which they claim defines the Abrahan narrative, Altﬁough
there 18 little agreement on tﬁe_division, number, and aligﬁment of
the narrative componrents that make up this chiasmus, Suthegland and
RendaBurg maintain that the genealogical noticex'-in 11:27-32 and
22:20-24 form parallel segments that encompasskqggfremainder of the
narrative, To use their symbolism these passages are segments A and
A" respectively. According to them the chiasmusnindicates'that Gen
23ff. do not belong with the Abraham narrative.5

The difficﬁlty with these swudieg was discussed 1in chapter
one. Only two things need be said here. First, these studies are

based on ﬁ process.of abstraction and selecgivity,' but the principles
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governing thg degrees of abstraction or aelectigi}y are unclear. The
ptoblem 18 evident from a comparisoa of the chiasms’ described {n the
three aforementioned studi;;.

Second, although genealogical lists will prove to be a key to
the atructure of the book of Genesis, not all genealogical information
indicates narrative breaks of equal force. There aré geoealogical
notations throughout the Abr;ham material. In addition to 11:27-32
and '22:20-24, there is Gen 16:1-3, 15-16, most of Gen 17, Gen 19:30-
38, 21:1-5, and 25:1-11, to note just the most ogvious examples.
Poteﬂtially any set of two could cons;itute an inclusio around the
material that lies between them. What needs to be determined, however,
is the hierarchical relationship between segmeats. It ig possible for
a segment within a larger segment, for example, to have a chiastlc
structure, or a structure of any other pattern, or a structure of.no
recognisable pattern at all., Gen 22:20-26,_ for example, ‘anticlpatea
Isaac”s marriage to Rebekah in Gen 24. On this basié 1t is possiblé
to argue that Gen 22:20-24 forms a copnecting link ginding Gen 23-24
to Gen 11:27-22:19, As will be discussed bélou, the boundaries
between major narrative sections of the book of Genesis afe marked by
only a certain type of genealogical notation, of ;hich Gen 22:20-24 1s
uqt'an example,

As discussed in chapter one, stories are comﬁoaed of geries of
focidents, the causal relatioaship between which coanstitutes their
plots. J. Culler makes the same point, but from the persbective of

the individual facident: =, . . the basic units of the story were not
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actions themselves but “functlions” or roles played by actiocns in a

plot™ (1975:136). Aé-actious they will recount some sort of ﬁovement

and/or transition, aad, Eo the -extent that this is 80, reveal sone

measure of plot. It 1s this sftuation that lends narrative units a
2

semblance of autonomy, and:allows the reader to identify them as

segments.

Since they are parts of a greater whole, however, the autonomy
of 'units {s aot absolute. As Culler points out, any action canléerve
a variety of>purposes: "One cannot determine the role or function of
an action without congidering its consequences aad its place in the
story as a whole” (1975:136). Thus, a section within a aarrative, or
even a gection of sections, can be delineated only after its role in
{ts wider uarrative context has been identigied. : Of, to restate this
from the perspective of the complete work, the segmentation of a
narrative must rest oo the basic htrucfures of plot, not on its
couteéta or geare, Thus, before .the reader can describe the
.8egmentation of'Genesls, and decide on the‘aligume;c of such uncertain
material as Gem 11:{26) 27~32 or 25:12-18, hé must take into account
the structure of Genesis as a whole:

Scholars have long recognised the structural function of the

recurring phrase, S&lleh t819d4t (2:4; 3:1; 6:9; 10:1; 11:10, 27;

25:12, 195 36:1, 9; 37:2). S. R. Driver, for example, claims that {t

constitutes ‘the “"unity of plan” of the book of Genesis (1905:111).
\ '

Similarly, E. KBanlg states -that, "Die Darstellﬁng der Genesis

gruppiert sich um zehn Toledoth . . .- (1919:35). Nor have more

4
-
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recent studles significantly altefed this evaluation. - Almost eighty
years after Driver published the above remarks, S. Tengstrm can atily

agree that these formulas, "gind ein notuendigdj/’Glied des

erzﬂhlééiaches Hauptzusammenhangs der Genesis {Tengstrdam’s emphasls]{fﬁ
was wiederum ihre erziihlerische Form begrlinden dlrfte” (1981:26).6
Accﬁrding to these divisions, therefore, the account of Abraham
belongs to the tdl®dat of.Terah, and Includes Gen 11:27—25:11.7
Given this unanimity, 1t migﬁt appear strange that most
commentaries do mot take the t51€d8t schema serioualy when it comes to
the actual division of Geneg}s into 1its st;uctural—semantip units.8
One does not h;ve to look far, however, éQ\discover the reasons for
this situation: most modern critics believe\thnt the formula stems
from the P tradent, and is therefore ‘a late addition to the text.
While a great debate continﬁes to rage over whether P existed as an
independent narrative prior to its incorporation into the final text,
or whether it is only the last majd?‘?2v1§ion of the Pentateuch, most
agree that 1ts relationship to the remaindér. of the text |{is
redactional in nature, not inteéral. Consequently, 'the majority of
scholars view the t8l¢%dat formﬁ%a as extrinsic to most of the, material
in Genesis, and 1its structural role as a gecoddary and artificial
superimpositiﬁn. Most studiest theﬁefore, seek to determine the
stages of the text”s grouth.at which ;he formula was added, rather
than to explore the possib{lity that f{t 1s an integral part of the

narrative”s structure, and the implications such an orgamhsational

schema would have for the-text”s meaning.



Higher critics give two main reasons for their conclusion.
Pirst, the style of the"fgéﬁﬁtaxgixiifferent from that of most
incidents related by tﬁ;\fext, which suggesta to them that {t stems
from a different author and hence, a differeat narrative, or stage In
the narrative”s growth. Second, the formula appears in ; vafiety of

contexts,- in . a numbér of different episodes or collection%tjof

episodes, and in different types of narratives. Most modern critics

take these as 1indications that the formula s a late additiom,

superimposed on what ié; basically a collection of11 indepenaent
v .

anecdotes.

A3 anyone fam}liar with hiéher—critical‘methods will discern,
these two arguments originate ul;h source and® form criticism
respectively, although nelither has remained the exclq’;ve property of
the method that spawned it. .The evaluation oﬁ chesq! methods in
chapter _oue, however, shows that these criteria are ﬁinconcluaive.
Unified narratives are defined geither by a uniformity of style, . oor
by the typicalities of a single genre, nor by a rigorous
chronoloéical—causal story-line, although any given narrative may
correspond in fts entirety to any one of these iﬁeﬁb.

J. Skioner offers another line of reasoning. Responding to
Delitzsch™s use of the Eorqula to divide his commentary into segments,

Skinner rebuffs:/". . . the scheme is of no practical utility, -- for

it is nonseanse thp speak of 11:10-26 or 25:12-18 as sections of Genesis

on the samé fobting as 25:19-35:29 or 37:2-50:26" (1930:1xvi).

In ¥1s recent introduction, however, B. S. Childs notes that



there are two types of to1édot. What he galls a vertical genealogy,
occurlng in 5:1ff. and 11:10-26, traces only one llne:of descendants.
A horizontal gepealogy, like 10:1ff., traces the relationship between
different ﬁegments-within a family (ef. 5. Tengsirbm 1981:19€f.).
“The crucia} peint to be made,” Childs ;;?arks, '

2 turnk ona the relatlonship betwéen the two types of genealogy
and the ,narrdkive material. The function of the vertical
genealogiéa 1s towtrace an unbrokea line of desceadants Erom
Adam to Jacob, and at the same time to provide a framework in
which to incorporate the narrative traditions of the
patriarchs. The descendants of Adam are traced to Hoah
(5.1f£.) and the toledot formula of 6.9 introduces the
traditions of the flood and Woah”s sons in the chapters which
follow. Next 11.10 continues the chosen line from Shem to
Terah and the formula in 11.27 1introduces the Abraham

. traditions. Again, in 25.19 the formula picks up the line

‘Jwtth Isaac and introduces the Jacob narratives. Pinally, the
formula 1n 37.2 continues the story of Jacob”s family by
{ntroducing the Joseph and Judah (ch. 38) stories. The three
segmented genealogies (10.1; 25.12; 36.1) are placed in their
proper sequential order, but remain tangentlial to the one
chosen 1lime which 1s pursued by means of narratives and
vertical genealogies (1979:146}.

The t81%dst formula,, in other words, gives the .text “the

-
.

structural ability to elaborate things and eveats that are Eﬁﬁbrtant-
to “the chosen t}ne," and at the same time keep account of the proper
relationship between this special line and all other lines of mea. It
is this strategy, moreover, that accounts for the fact that some
t31¢dst describe in relative detail the lives of the men with which
they deal, while others mark only their births and deaths. Nothing
ﬁore ias said af tﬁis latter group becaugse those in it are, for one

reason or another, outside the chosen line, ‘and hence, outside God”s

 purposes in chooéing ic. However, as Childs”s comments imply, even
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ghe t812d8t which concern the chosen line describe only those events
that have some bearing oo the fact and/or nature of 1its election.
Through the t612dat formula at 2:4, moreover, the speclal purpose of
‘this 1line is rooted in God”s creative activities "in the beginning.”
Thys, according to Chil&g, ", . . the major c&ncern of the structure
is to " describe both creation and world history in the light. of the
divine will for a chosen people” (1979:146} ef. W. H. Gre;n 1895b:1-3;

~
M. H. Woudstra 1970) .+~

v

Cbntrary to the higher critical view, Childs”s description of
‘the structural role of the t81€ddt schema suggests that it 48 an

- / "
integral part of the Genesls story. It i3’ oot just "the scarlet

thread on which  the pearls of jE are hung” (1973:33252 as- J,

Wellhausen 18 famous for sayimg, but also;eaud most significantly, 1t
\

-

serves "to make clear the nature of the uaity which 1is {atedde
(Ch%}gs 1979:146). The importaace of this descriptlon ié,;ﬁ?t these
ra

are precisely the terms which define a unified oarrative, whereas such
oy .
criteria as style, a rigorous chronological-causal story—lineyhgnd the

[IEREAY
existence of a single type of narration are nunot. . Thére is

consequently no unequivocal evideace to support the claim that the °

t81¢dat schema is not an integral part of the Genesis stor;fx aqd much
to suggest that 1t is. Bj the same token, 1f, as S. R.’Driver wrote
long ago, ;The entire narrative, as we possessg it, is accomodated to
{t” (1905:11), the division of the narrative, as we possess it, must

take the formula seriously into account.

ir ]
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Notes to Chapter Two

1 <

P. Delitzach 1888:1:364ff., W. H, Green 1895b:148ff., C. F.
Kell 1878:1:179§f., S. Tengatr8m 1976:25ff., B. Vawter 1977:165ff., C.
Westermann 1981:11:155-156, W. Zimmerli 1976:15ff.

2 e ;

This dichotomy may explain Eissfeldt”s division, which\geems
to suggest that he was convinced by both arguments, {.e., that \the
subject matter of 11:27-32 abinds it to chap. 12ff., at the same time
that its genealogical form links Lt to 11:10-26. While starting the
Abraham narrative at 11:10 may solve this problem, 1t ralses the new
difficulty ‘of accounting for an introduction that deals mostly with
men other thhﬁf‘braham. ! -

3 .

Like Eissfeldt, von Rad is convinced that 11:27-32 beloangs to
the material that both precedes and follows it (1972:152-;55).
However, by stressing the thematic links he detects between 12:199 and
the account of the Tower of Babel, he arrives at just the opposite
conclusions... - Afd the difficulties this division creates are just the
opposite hﬁ%ﬁell: how to account for the fact that certain epijoBes in
which -Abvef is the main character do not belong wi e rest pf the
incidents about him. . ) - '

- 4 * A '
H. Holzinger 1898:172-173, H. Gunkel 1910:278-279, 0.
Procksch 1913:485-487, J. Skinger 1930:352-356, G. von Rad 1972:262-
263, W. Brueggemann 1982:105ff.

. 5

In contrast to these two Radday offers a different allignment.
Noticing that 12:1 and 22:2 contain a number of parallel expressioas,
he argues that they form the beginning~and eanding of the Abraham
parrative. He does not discuss the genealogies in 11:27-32 or 22:20~

24, o .
6 J
: J. Wellhausen 1973:332, W. H. Green 1895b:1-3, 0. Eissfeldt
1966, 1968, M. H. Woudstra 1970, F. M. Cross 1973:301-305, P, Weimar

1974, B. S. Childs 1972=445-146, R. E. Friedman 1981:77ff.
7

"This segqgntation assume;:\‘of course, that the t81%dae
formula is an intreduction. In a reprint of his 1936 publication, P.
J. Wiseman (1977:34-45), on the coantrary, argues that it functions as
a conclusion. His view, however, has received little support (bub/QZe
D. W. Baker [1983:207-208] , who believes that it functions as both an
introduction and a conclusion}). As J. Skinner (1930:39-40), and more
recently B. S. Childs (1979:145), point out, neither the syntax of the
clause >&lleh t81%ddt PN, nor the semanti r etymology of the tera
foreust, will bear such a meaning (see digg(\i?gstrbm 1981:17-18).
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Notable exceptlions include those by F.
F. Keil (1878), and W. H. Green (1895b).
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Delitzsch (1888), cC.
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s CHAPTER THREE

THE STRUCTURE OF THE STORY"S PLOT
—_— e A S

As stated in the preceding chapter, the analysis of structure
is a description of the relatlionship between the whole of a text and
its p;rts. Sioce, moreover, the analysls of the one is dependent upon
the other, neither has any c¢laim to priority over the other. "Both,"”
to use T, Todorov”'s words (1981:8), ‘"are seconﬁary." An exposigion,
congsequently, can proceed in two different ways: it can begin on the
macroscoplic level of the text by elaborating some of the patterns that
span its entirety, and then support that description with aa analysie
of the details, or it can begin on the microscopic level of the text,
and conélude by sho;ing the way in which the details combine to form
the whole.

While both procedures may be equally valid from a theoretical
pgrspective,1 when elaborating a particular reading of a text certgiu
heuristic considerations favour the use of the former. The difffculty
with a study that begins on the microscopic level of the text is that
the relationship amohg the various details may not be evident to the
reader of the work. Such a study risks losing the reader {n what may
appear as a quagmire of unrelated and directionless observations about
a text. Only 1in the end will he have the opportuu;ty to deduce the
purpose of the details, and thenlonly if he rem;mbers them all., TIf the

study begins with a description of the overall structure, on the other

-hand, 1t will .be easier for the reader to see the contribution each



L)

64

detail makes to the story ag {t Progressges, In particularly difficule

or important places, 'moreover, the detaileg analysis can explicicly
point out its role gg and contribution to the whole Stori.

For these reasons thig chapter wi]] begin with an analygis of

pPreceding chapter, That 15 to 88y, this chapter wii] explore the

Possibility that Gen 11:27-25:11 hag a plot, and, f{f 80, the way 1n
3

which the Plot progresses from epigode to episode. Subsequent

chapters willlexamine more closely t§e tndividual episodeg that make

up the Abrahan narrative.’ The purpose of these chapters 14 to arrive

at some i{dea of the way these episodes are structured, and of the way

- eplsodes that dppegr to have at leage Some meagure of structural

" lategrity work together and contribute tg a greater parrative whole,

This second part of the thesig (chaps. 4-7) will eéxamine only
thosge episodes located ip Gen 11:32-17:27, As will e elaborated
below, the break between Gen 17 apg 18 constitutes the major
Structural d;viaionr in  the "Abrahap Darrative, Gen 11:27-17.727
include the episodes up to, the point whefe\xahweh changes Abram"g
lame to Abraham, and for this reagon night be regerred to as the Abramg

narrétive. This Apram ’natrative containg a sufficient aumber of

such techniques create. The episodes in Gen 18:1-25:11 arijbeyoud the
scope of this dissertatior,

The Abrahan narrative tells the story of Yahweh”s plan ¢to
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bless the patriarch, and through him, "all the families of the earth.”
Unlike Yahweh”s previous blessings of mankind (1:28; 9:1), on this
occagion he does not bestow it immediately. Initially the blessing

exists only as a statement of intent: "Go from your homeland . . . that

i may bless you" (12:1-3).  The use qf this mood glves the sarrative a.

future orientation, the significance of which lies in the uncertalaty
gurrounding any statement of intent: in this Instance, will the
blessing in fact be realised? The ans;ér to this question 1s oot self-
evident. The very fact that Yahweh”s earlier efforts to bless his
creatures were unsuccessful gives gufficient reason for concern.2 For
the reader sympathétlc to the divine cause, hope, aloug uitﬁ ies
inverse, fear, are the two emotions that this uncertalnty induces;-and
that compel him to read on. Indeed, it 13 in the meeting of these
emotions and uncertainties that the impetus for plot lies.

The ' story progresses through two main movements, the

division between which corresponds to the change la the patriarch’s and

matriarch”s names. The first. (11:27-17:27) seeks to define the-

blessing, a task rendered necessary by the vagueness of the {inltial

Eogmulation of Yahweh’s purpose. In 12:2, for example, gahueﬂzgkomises

to ﬁake Abram a great and faqgus nation, yet according to 11:30 he has
no children and his wife, Sarai, 1s barren. L. Silberman (1983?18-19)
maintains that the text presents Lot as the likely heir, but this
possibility :is quickly ruled cut by‘Yahweh's Eequirement ;that ‘Abram

leave his kiua. As a consequence, Lot”s presence with Abram poses

rathe® than solves a problem. The situation is complicated further by

~

)
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Yahweh”s description of Abram”s destination, which he defines only as
"the land which I ulil show you."* The princlipal difficulty ias one of
identity: how does Abram choose a destination or even a direction in
which to set ocut? These questions lead to an even more urgent one: if
Abram does not discover the proper place, will the blessing promised in
12:2-3 be nullified? '

The exploration and resolution of these uncertainties occurs
over two phases. The ffrat (12:5-13:18), which records what 1is
ostensibly Abram”s reasponse to the divine request, déscribes the
patriarch”s wmigration through the lands of Canaan and Egypt. These
wanderings follow a circuitous route, which formally defines this

. section of the story as a chiasmus: Abram travels from Shechem (oak of
Moreh), to a mountain between A{ and Bethel, to the Negeb, to Egypt,
back Fhrough the Negeb to the same mountain, and fimally to Hebron
(ogks of Mamre). Although Shechem and Hebrom are certainlf not the
same place, the expressions, 2&10n mdreh, and, 2glond mamré>® are

3 .
clearly parallels.

Rather than constitutiﬁg a slmple fulfillmeat of the divine

;equeat, Abram”s journey . dramatises the ambiguities inherent in the
promise, and the resulting difficulties in discerning and obtaining the
’/P;:;i e blessing. It accomplishes this fuoction by placing Abram in a
serigs of situations which wmake the realisation of the bleasing
increasingly difficult. Initially Aﬁ%&m travels to Canaan, although

the text does not give his reasons for choosing that particular land.

. »
Moreover, wupon his arrival he discovers that it i3 already inhabited

-
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(12:6) and blighted by ™ severe famine (12:10), hardly conditions in
accord with what one normally assoclates with a blessing! To escape
the famine he moves down into Egypt. At flrgt “it goes well with
him,” but Egypt also proves to be susceptible to disaster, this time
i; ‘the form of a plague. To make matters worse, Pharaoh blames the
"plague on Abram -~ rightly so as 12:17 auggestﬁ ~- and banishes him
and 511 that is his from his realm. When Abram returns to Canaan his
nephew Lot perceives that ‘it does have one fertile region: the kikkar
of the Jordan is “well waterad e%erywhere" (13:10). But Abram loses
(the possibility of moving there when hqriyd Lot agree to divide "the
whole land” (13:9) between them in order to prevent thgir herdsmen
from quarrelling.
Thus, at the end of this section Abram”s relationship to
the promise has grown increasingly ambiguous. While he 1s finally
separated from Lot, this very separation prevents him from inhabiting

+

any of the land that "looks likﬁ the garden of Yahweh,.like the land of
Eéypt“ (13:10). He is left only with that famine-ridden territory‘ he
earlier sought to escape, and a barren wife Yahweh prevented him from
loslng.‘ Neither of these, it would aeem,. have the capacity to offér'
the blessing promised by Yahweh in 12:2-3.

While it {s true that con two occasions during these
wanderings -- once at the beginuning and once at the ead -- Yahweh
appears to Abram and reaffigms his promise, these reformulations are

vague, and clarify little pertaining to the particulars. Upon Abram”s

arrival at Shechem, for example, Yahweh appears to him and promises to
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give “this lapg~ to hia descendants (12:7). While this stafement
confirms Lot”g exclusion from inheriting Asram’s Promise, 1t doeg not
explain how Abram‘will get these descendants, Moreover, ¢ fails to
delineate the full and true extent of the land. Is Yahweh referping to
the area around Shechem, or just one section of {t, ag the meation of
the oak of Moreh mighe Buggest? QOp Aagain, 1 the expression g
synecdoche for a greater aké?, and if so, what does it fauclude? It is
also . not certain that the lang Yahweh promiges to give to Abramg

z
descendantg fna 12:7 14 the same ag the one to which he had directed )

the patriarch ip 12:1.

,/)»f”' ) _ In, his gsecond appearance, Yahweh tellg Abram to walk the

length and adth of the laad, and that he wil] give him and his
descendants all tha e sees (13:14—17). By reformulating the promise
io such a manner Yahweh effectively equates Abram~g choice of jand with
his own, thereby alleviating a0y uncertainty aboyt the identity of the
land promised te Abram”s descendants ia 12:7, aang that referred to in
12:1. On this occasion, however, it ig4 Abram”s response that raises
questions about the land”s actual ideutity. Following such an open-
eaded {nvitation the reader night expect.Abram to embark on g wide~-

radging Jouraey. Instead, 3:18 ' records that he travelsg only o

hig/descendants therefore possess only the
territory between Hebref atd the mountain between A1 apd Bethel, or 14
this move only the first paé‘\dé/f more éxcensive Journey through "the

land?” If the latter be the case — ag {¢ will prove to be -- why does

Abram hesitate og what he must understand to be 8 most {mportant trip?
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Hence, while Abram may contlnue to recelive the dlvine
promise throughout his wanderings, 1its speclflics remain unclear, and
his actual situation would apﬁear to jeopardise its realisation. The
circularity of the patriarch”s route is thus appropriaie to a Jjourney
in which the traveller makes no apparent progress towardak his goal.
And although from a strict geographical perspective the laﬁt leg of the
journey seems to violate fts circular quality, the agsonance between
Moreh and Mamre actually co;tributea to the theme of the itdentity and
perception of the land to which Yahwéh has ordered Abram.

As U. Cassuto has noted, the significance of tha ndma mbreh
Iles 1n a word play between it and the root EEE.S Abram travels to
mdreh in reéponae to the divine command to "go to-the land which I
will show you (JarZeka),” and {t is there that Yahweh appears (*r>h)
to ‘Abram, who then builds "a calru unto Yahweh who had agpeared
{hannireh) unto hin" (12:7). The purpose of the word‘play, according

to Cassuto, is to indicate “that this name was most appropriate to the

place, since the Lord had appeared to him [Cassuto”s emphasis] there

. . ..' (1964:11:327). This explanation, however, only acéounts for
the use of EEE fa v. 7, and i3 therefore incomplete. Since Abram”s
displacement is logically connected to the command in v. 1 (see 12:4),
as Cassﬁto himself aotea, a full interpretaqigq‘should also account
for the root”s appearance in that verse. The word play then intimates
to the reader that Moreh is in fact the land "which Zar3ekd,” and
Yahweh”s appearance (wayyéra~?) to the p;triarch at that place can be

underatood as divine confirmatioca of Shechem’afacceptabglltyQ'

k. A



- 70

Abram”s move to Mamre also Eollgws a divine command in  which
‘the rtoot 523 deflinea his destipation. In 13:14-15 Yahweh instructs
the patriarch to "1lift now your eyes and look (0r2&h) from the place
whefe you are, northward, and southward, and eastward, and ueutuarda
for all the land which you see (r8%eh), to youl will give it and to
your seed forever.” ‘ i

The fu}l force of this command lies in its comparison with the
similar wording used to describe Lot”s cholce of territory (cf. W.
Vogels 1974/75:53): “Leot liftedvhls eyes and saw (wayyar r?) all the
kikkar of the Jordan, that it was well watered everywhere . . . and Lot
chose for himself all the kikkar of the Jordan (13:10, 11). Applying
r>h to Lot”s cholice of territory causes not a 1ittle uncertalnty.
Since this verb definmes the special land of the blessing, and since the
kikkar does "look like the garden of Yahweh,” oune may wonder whether
Lot has somehow usurped Abram”s role in the divine plan? By empioying
the same expression in 13:14 Yahweh”s invitation acts to fcounter such
an impression. ﬁrt the question still remalas, 1f the lands that look
1ike the garden og Yahweh are in fact not the }and of"gég, what then
does it look like?

As in Gen 12:1-7 the name of the place 13 suggestive. Through
the. pun between 525 and Mamre the text suggests the true identity of
the 1laad of 522. There 1s one elémeu:, however, that causes 3ome
concern. A certain degree of éonfirmation was achieved in 12:1-7 by
the appearazce (*rdh) of Yabweh at Moreh, To balance the chlaamus the

reader might expect Yahweh to appear to Abram at Mamre as well. The
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lack of.such an appearance adds to the uncertalnty already established
by Abram”s limited response to the divine command in 13:14-17., Thus by
the end of Abram”s journey much has been suggested but little has been
resolved. Appropriately, the story presses on.

t;he verb also plays a prominent role in.the account of the
Egyptian sojou%ﬁ{ Hﬁ;g/’it 6ccurs four times. Unlike the other
eplsodes whgre it iefkrs to the land, however, in this episode all
four occaslons refer to Saral, elither to describe her or to describe
the response of others to her. After fleeing thé famine in Canaan,
and just before entering Egypt, Abram asks Saral to pose as his sister
(12:13). He requests this of her because he knows that she is good
looking (y€pat-marJeh; 12:11), and i{s under the fmpression that when
the Egyptians see (yirdQ) her they will take her and ki1l him (12:12).
Uﬁether or unot Abram”s evaluation of the Egyptian“s charactef is
accurate, when they see (wayyir2Q; bis, 12:14, 15) her they do indeed
remove her to the royal harem.

The appearance of *EEE in this episode brings it into the wider
system of word-plays involving the verb, If the wordsslays between
r7h and the place-names Mamre and Moreh indicate that they are “the
land which T will show (*EZE) you," the appearance of the root 1in
reference to Saral suggeéts that Saral is the means.by which Abram
will realise the blessing of posterity promised by Yahweh upon
enteéing that land. The 1irony of the Vsituation is that after
possessing both the land aﬂd the woman by which the blessing will be

realised he abandons them both.

o L

-
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There 13 further Lrony on another level of the text, In

all the abé\gﬁsﬁ;&ﬂ‘*r3h pertains to men”s perception of what the
world can offer them. Moreover, the use of the verb throughout this

gection suggests that those. places that appear blessed (Egypt, the
kikkar) are in fact not acceptable to Yahweh as the land of r”h, while
the land and woman that seem least llkely to fiil that role will be
the means by which the promised blessing will be realised, Of course
the roles of Sarai and Moreh/ﬁaﬁre‘suggeste? by this extended word
play exist only on the formal level of the text”s language. Abram has
no access to this information and cannot know what- the reader knouws.
This disparity between Abram”s knowledge of his situation and the
reader”s {5 a cr;cial aspect of the narrative’s strategy. While Abram
may be uncertaiﬁ about the means Sy whioh he will obtain the things
Jpromised him, the text subtly {indicates to the reader that he already
has them. It remalns yet for Abram to discover them.
e “

1f in the first section of tPe story Yahweh is vague about the,
land and descendants he promises to give Abram, in the gecond (Gen l4-
17) he 1is specific about both. Defining the land first in
geographical terms, aod then in terms of the peoples who inhabit 1it,
Yahweh covenants to give {*mtn) Abram”s descendants  the
land "from the river Egypt unto the great river, the river Euphrates:

and the Kenite, and the Renizzite, and the Kadmonite, and the Hittlte,

and the Perizzite, and the Rephaim, and the Amorite, and the

‘Canaanite, and the Girgashite, and the Jebusite®” (15:18-21). Two
e

. . . —~
chapters later Yahweh tdeatifies the offspring he will give the

s

R
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patriarch in terms of the mother: EI willvgtve (*EEE) you a son by her
[Sarah] . . . and you sﬁall call his name Isaac " (17:19),

Both land and progeny, then, are defined in terms of thoge
items which in the first part of the story appear as obatacles to the
promise. If, at the "end of chap..13, Abram i{s left with a barren wife
in a blighted land, here Yahweh covenants that they are precigely the
veh?}lea through which the blessing will be realised, thus verifying
the suspicions generated by the word plays on *rZh in Gen 121§ﬁ. By
defining the elements of the promise in such terms, the narrative
shifts fts direction. The teasion no longer revolves around the
identity of the-p:omisg, but around the means by which these obstacles
can be overcome and the blessing realised.

Chaps. 14 andl16 are iastrumental in effecting this shift,
They demonstrate that blessing is not inhereat {n the worla, and that
man therefore canadt obtain it sclely by his own efforts. According
to 13:10, for example, Lot chooses the kikkar because of fits lush,
fertile appear&uce. But the area also attracts iavasion and
destruction, presumably for the very reasons Lot moved there. While
the kikk3ar may appear "ueli watered everywhere,” it turns out to be
"full of tar pits” {14:10). Rather than offering the. fruits of
blessing, it offers only death and captivity. Only the intervention

of Aerm, supported (as he comes to rﬁalise) by Yahweh (14:19, 22-23),

i

7

offers a ﬁ!}{ieve for this place.

What chap. 14 do€s for the issue of the land, chap. 16

.

does for the promise of posterity. The difficulty facing this element
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of 'the promise, as 16:1 reminds the reader, 18 Saral”s barrenneas.
The matriarch attempts to overcome her predicament by glving her

# .
handmaiden, Hagar, to Abram as a second Wi¥e. While this ploy does

pro&ﬁce a son, Yahweh makes {t clear in 17:16-21 that hg is not the
helr to the covenantal relatlionship Abram has with Yahweh. It 1s
th:ough}‘the barren wife that the bléssing will be reallsed
disseminated. . -
| Hagar”s natlonality is aignificant in this regard. Like
Abram before her (12:10), Saral responds to the problems of
infertility by recourse to Egypt. And as‘before, the initldx\sgaults
seem positive: Abram gains wealth while In the land of Egypt,. and
Hagar the Egyptian bears-him a son. But in both cases the effort to
tap the natural fecundity of this place proves counter-prqductive.
The wealth Abram gains leads to the,guafrel between his ;39) Lgnfs
herdsmen, which in turn leads to the ﬂivisiou of the family and the
land. Similarly, Hagar”s pregnancy lea&s to the quarrel between her
and Sarai which ultimately manifests ftself in the coantrary character
of Ishmael. Thus Egypt, includiag things that rhsemble Egypt —— 13 10,
likens the kikkar to it -- prove to be misleading, their b}essing
. ) ‘ ' . ——
illusory. Neither the land nor its people offer a means of realising
Yahweh”s promise of blessing.

As the use of the verbs lgh and atn in these chapters

indicate, only Yahweh can provide the land and the blessing to be

obtained in 1it. After Yahweh defeats the four eastern kings, for
4

example, the king of Sodom suggests that Abram take (*1gh) all the
L]
a . .
L)
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(U booty he pecovered as a repard. But'ﬁirémi%nbdg the pltfalls-of the
kikkar, and; unliRe his neﬁhe;, refzség the.wea}th it has to offear.
Emphaéiaing his resolve In this matte;, ‘ﬁbram swears by Yahueﬁ éi
Elyon, Maker of Heaven and Earth, that he will not let the king of
Sodom make him rlch. Rathe£ it e Yahweh, this Maker of Heaven and

Earth, who will reward Abram (15:1), free his descendants from slavery

(15:13-14), and glve (*ntn) ‘them the land of Cansan (15:18ff.). While

the of{eringé of the kikkdr lead to bondage, as Lot _discovered, the

gift of Yahweh lncludes liberation from slavery.

= A complementary use of the verb *ntn occurs in chaps. 16—
- ' s

17, but with reference to Abram”s posteriiy. In an effort to overcome

-,
Py

her barreni:izfﬂgzgai decides "to glve” {(*ntn) Hagar to Abram in order
that she “w#ll be built up through her” (mimmenns). While this plan
does result in the birth of Ishmael, Yahweh makes it clear that he is

not acceptable as a member of the covenant (17:19-21)1- According to

- Gen 17:16 it is Yahweh who will bless Sarah and "give” (*atn) Abram a

, - son by her {mimmenn&). It is the son of this blessing, moreover, who
will inherit the coveﬁantal rélationahip Yahweh establishes with

3
Abram.

The verb Eﬁﬂ'ih particularly frequeat in chap.' 17. It oacurﬁ\\L-J
six timeg,' aiways.prgdicatiqg God”s role in fulfilling the promisef
Not oﬁiy will he give (fEEER Sarai her longrguai;ed fos-sdh, but he

. E will also giﬁe (*ntn) Abram uat;onﬁ (v. 6), at least some of which he
/J o will give (*ntn) chraugh Ishmael (v. 20). In 17:18, he reaffirms his

proﬁise td‘ glve (*ntn) Abraham and his seed the land of their'l.,fJV;
. ' 1 SN
an



foa

@

-
-

wanderings. All of these promises, moreover, are guaranteed by the
covenant which God gives (*ntn) to the putriarch.

An 1mpor£ant sign of the blessing’s God—-given quality is the
change of Abram”s and Sarai’s names £o Abraham and Sarah. Scholars

~ ‘have long been aware of the word—plgy in the patriarch”s new name: he

will henceforth 'be called Pabraham because he will be the 2ab-h¥mbn

/ . . .
("father of many”) natious. But the full significance of this change

comes from the verd Yahweh uses to bestow it upon the pdh{}arch.
Abram will be called }braham, Yahweh explains, because a father of
many nations "I will make you" (n€tattikda). This same use occurs in
the change of Saral”s name, even though her name iuvolveﬁ no pun.
"And God said unt6 Abfaham, ~“As for Saral, your wife, no longer shall
you call het uam; Sarai, but her name shall be Sarah. And T shall
bless her and also I will give (natattt) you a son by her . . .”" (vv.
i . :
15—16).l Thé pointed use of *nto in conjunction with the name changes,
then, 1indicates Abraham”s and Sarah”™s status as those who have
" received from God their blessing.

Thqs, this ?hgse of story (Gen 14-17) falls into two parts,

fs I
. v
each concentrating oa the clarification of one element of the promise.

And, correspouding to the hierarchy established in Gen i2:1-3, it

deals first with the identity of the land, and then with that of
-‘\ .

Abram”s posterity. . Each of these parts, moreover, shares’;fglmilar

two-part s:ruéture. Each begins with an event that has? implicatiéns

peﬁxaining to the way In which the biessing.can be realised. In

fnstances, moreover, the account of these events draws upon themes

~ - M
f 5 ) -
'

LI~ i!’ » .
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‘introduced 1o Gen 12:5-13:18. In the case of the 1land, chap._ 14
brings to a coucluéion the pogsibility that in plcking q’lplace that
“looked like the garden of Yahweh,” Lot had prevented Abram from
acquiring "the land which I will show you.” Gen 16, on tét other
hand, continueé the theme of Egypt”3 1illusory state of blessing, firﬁt
introduced 1o Gen 12:10-20. Each event is then followed by a divine
communication In which Yahweh clarifies reapeceively the identities
M the 1land and offspring he will give the pg;;iarch. Abrahan,
morédggk, only learns of the identity of the promise in the context of
a cdvénant that stresses God’s role as its sourcek The cumulative
effect of_thia arrangement 1s tyo-fold: (1) it demonstrates that true
blessing is not 1&hereut in the world and that only Yahweh c¢an
disseminate it, and (2) it serves by an ironic analogy to lessen the
difficulties pbsed to the promise by the infertility of both Saral and
Canaan. If those things ‘that appear to- offer - blessing actually
cannot, then perhaps those that seem fhcapable of such an offeriné
, .

might also prove otherwise. "

With the specifiecs of the blesslng.nou defined, the segond
half of the story (Gen 18:1-25:11) describes {its fruition and
preparation for transference to the next generation. And like the
firse half, this one also conslsts of_two phases (Gen 18-22 and 23:1-
25:11), the gé}7t of which glso occurs within the framework of an
extended journéy. The events of Geg 18-19, for example, transpire

while Abraham 1is at Mamre (18:1), a grouping which the parallelism

b&tween the opening scenes of the two chapters reinforces (h.‘
' &r

i
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Uffenheimer 1973; W. Vogela 1975:145). That this gtation constitutes
the starting point of an excursion 1s indicated by 20:1a, which states
that ASraham "journeyed from there towards the 1a;d of the Negeb . . .
From the Negeb he then travels to Philistla, qhere the eQents of Gen
20-21 occur. KS, faclusio formed by geographléal' potations clearly
demarcates this segment (cf. 4. Brueggemann 1982a:117). It opens by
noting that Abraham "gojourned at Gerar” (20:1b), gnd closes with the
notice' that “Abraham sojouruned in the land of the Philistines many
days” {21:34). Frsm there he 1s commanded to go to Moriah, where the
final episode of this phase takes place. At the end of this event the
text-brieflanotes that Abraham moves on to Bear-sheba (22:19).

In contrasé to Abram”s first set of wanderidés, which
dramatise the aghiguities {nherent in the initial formulation of the
promise, thé' events that occgr‘in this set of travels concern the
preservgtion of the divine promise in the face of various threatening
elemehtg. In chﬁp. 19, for example, Yahweh destroys the citles of the
kikkar, thereby extinguishing the evil that Qervaded the eastern
b;rder of the promised land.7 The importance of 1its deqyruction can
be understood by reference to the events leéding up to the Deluge (6:1-
13).8 Th;Le avil had become so pervesive that it had negated the
blessing God had bestowed upon the world at the time of creation {1:22,
28; 2:3). Only after the flood had destrofed the world and the evil it
had - become could Yaﬁweh reintroduce his blessing to « the shr#ivors

(9:1). From this perspective the degtruction of the kikkar is Dbest

understood as a:preventive action, designed to inhibit evil from once
. . C

~ -
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again overwhelming the divine blessing. The discussion between Abruham
and Yahweh in 18:23-33, and the encounter between Lot and the Sodomites
(19:AE§.),4 demonstrates that the men of the 515555 were in fact as
Jicked as the narrator claims fn 13:13. As Yahweh reveals in 18:19,
the blesslng demands that men act towards one another in a just (EERE)
and righteous (gggg) manner, a principle explicitly r£jected by the
Sodomites (19:9).9

In Gen ZO—ZI‘Yahueh overcomes two threats that originate
_within Abraham”s own family. First, at threat of death he orders
Abimelech, kiag of the Philistlaes, to return Sarah to her rightful
husband. Abraham had for the second time mfsrepreseated Sarah as “his
sister, and, as before, she was taken by thexsuler of- the land. The
loss of Saral, Yahweh”s designate as the woman by whom the promise of
seed will bq‘reallsed (l7:16,' 19), had jecpardised the dlviﬁe plan.
Yahweh”s responéé {odicates the seriousness of the situation. -

The second threat in this segment,_ as Sarah but
appkﬁently not Abraham) recognises, {s Ishmael. As a son of Abrahan
Ishmael ;ould be entitled to a share of the family inheritance
{21:10). Indeed, as the' first born he might even lay claim to the
blessing, as Esau will do later (Gen 27). By expelling Ishmael from
the family Sarah, with Yahweh”s appréval, removes this threat. It is
one of the text’s iroanles that Sarah recognises the threat ﬁer own
efforts to. overcome her infertility pose to the realisation and

presérvation of the divine promise.

In the final episode of this journey (Gem 22) the

‘

- . -
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mesaénger of Yahweh intervenes to prevent Abraham from sacr{ficlng
Isaac. This 1is .a particularly difficult eplisode siﬁce it is God
himself who asks for the offering. Yet however the reader coméé to
grips with this problem, the {mplications of Isaac”s death are clear:
Had Yahweh let Abraham proceed with the offering, he would have
destroyed the gift of the promise, and hence, the blessiné. It is
thus appropriate that when Yahweh reaffirams his promise to the
patriarch after this otdeal; he refgrmulatss it in terms of Abraham”s
seed, and not just in terms of the pat;iarch himsélf,las was. the case
in {ts original formulation.

There is thus something of a progression in these threats.
While Aﬁngam 1g at Mamre the threat comes from those already in the
land; When in Philistfa he and his family constitute the problem: At
Moriah the stor§ comes to its clima; when Yahweh himself th:eaﬁens the
blessing. Thus the threats involve all three aspects of the promise:
(15 that being promiged, {2) the recipieat of the promise, and (3) the
one making the promise. - In all cases, however; {t {8 Yahweh who
{ntervenes to assure its preservation and fulfillment.

Each of these averted crises, moreover, ends with a segment
that brings to a close the role of Awbraham”s antagonlsts. With the
destruction of the kikkar, for example, Lot”s ;o;: in the story comes
to an end. He had accompanigd Abram to the land of r2h, and in so
doing created \tensionltn Yahweh”s command that Abram leave his kin
behind (12:1). While their Lncrease in wealth finally. leads to thetr.

separation, this split results in the division of "all the land”

4.
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(13:9).  And although it may not be clear at the time whether or not
the kikkar belopgs to the land of r2h, all doubt {s removed in Gen
15:18-21. Thus the resolution of this {nitial tension leads to a
seco;a state of tension, tth time pertaining to the element of land.
The destruction of the kikkar resolves this second round of tension by
forcing Lot out of the kikkar ahd into the surrounding mountains,
Althpdgh the text does not name the mountains where Lot seeks refuge,
the names of the children he fathers there -- Moab and Ammon =--

suggest that they are outside the land of r>h.

Similarly, 2;:22;34 brings the conflict between Abraham and

\KBtihigch to an end. Here the two men make a covenant in which

ebraham agrees ng;er again ;o deal falsel& with- Abimelech’ or his
deascendants, and Abimelech uitﬁesses to the fa;t that certain wells
claimed by his subjecés were in fact dug by Abraham, and taken from
him by ?%rce. And 1like 19:29-38, this eplsode resolves a tensfon that

arose with Abram”s fnitial entry {nto the land, namely, the existence

- of an indigenous population. For now, at least, Abraham and his seed

will live amongst them according to contractual law. Abraham will be
able to keep his wells, while agreeing not to deceive the Phiiistlnea:
such deceptions, as they'learngd in Gen 20, can have devastating
results; -~ '

The Akeda has no antago&ist it can dispose of, and thus ‘ends
somewhat differently thén'thé flcst‘two units of this phase. After
Yahweh reiterates the ptdmi;e to Abraham == this time {n terms of his

dés;endanta ~— Gen ZZ:fb-Zé actes that Nahor, Abraham”s brother back

3 ~
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in Aram, has fathered a large family. The algniflcancé of this notlce (\
emerges later, since the faml%y includes Rebekah,'laaac’a Euture wife.
The full force of this notice Eerives precisely fro; {ts juxtaposition
with the Akeda: The eplsode 1n which Isaac”s future 18 jeopardised is
followed by a prolepsis which'guarantees both his future, and the
future of the blessing he represents (cf. N. Sarna 1981:80).

The events of thisfqecond journey that-pose a threat ‘;
the promise alfﬁde to those 6f Abraham’s first jourmey through the
land, but Iin reverse order. The events of Gen 18-19 presuppose the,
separation of Abraham and Lot, and thelr respective moves to Moreh and
the kikkar (13:11-18).10 The &onnection between Gen 20 and 12:10-20 is
peihaps ‘the most obvious. 1t 1s at these two places that Abraham
loaes Sarah by misrepresenting her as his sister. 1t 1s only at these
two places, mMmoTecver, that Abraham and his actlons ére describ;d by
the root gWr. And'although these two eplsodes occur at differeat
places —— the one at Getaf‘und the other in Egypt —- both are preceded..
by an-’exéursion‘ through the Negeb (12:9; 20:1a). Thus, the
geographlical dimension is not eatirely lacking. Pinally, certaln
verbal parallels 1liok Gen 22 with the circumstances surrounding
Abraham”s original entry into Cagaan. These two ;re the only times

- that Yahweh requests Abraham to move using the rare  express1on,“l§E:
}EEE: In both instances, ;ofeover, Yahweh describes that from which
the patriarch must separate in three stages, each successively .more

.
poignant. In 12:1 Yahweh commands: “Go from you country, your kin,

.

and your father’s home.” In 22:2 he orders the sacrifice of “your

-

-
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son, -your oq}y son whom you love, Isaac.” (cf. J. Creanshaw 1975:244-
245; Y. Raddail 1972:16; U. Cassuto 1964:11:296).

Tﬁus, althougﬂ the two journeys do not share all the same
stops, there I8 a level on which the second journey constitutes a
reversal of the first. Through the literary tags Just described, the
events that at the tlme of ﬁhe first journey, appeared only to
dramatise the ambiguities of the promise, are, by those of the second
journey, gshowa to have been real threats to the blessing”s success.
But {n the second journey each threatening episode 18 resolved by
Yahweh™s 1ntgrvent£on. And it s In this dLffereace that the
significance of the lnversion lies: the second journey \undoes the
confusion dramatised by Fhe first.

There .is also

nwhich the second Journey

.

constitutes a continuation and fulfillment\of the first. As aoted

above, the first ends with Abraham”s limited response to Yahweh™s

-.command to "lift up now your eyes, and look from the place where you

are, ndrchwards, and.squthwards, apd eastwards and westwards; for all
the land which you see I will give it to you, and to your seed
forever. . . . Arise, go through the land in the length of it and in
the breadth of it .. . 513:14-15, 17): The second journey, Iin
contrast, takes Abraham within sight of Sodom and the ELEEEE- then
into the Negeb, and finally to Gerar. According to the desé;iptlon of
Gen 10:19, these places form respectively the eastern, southern, and

estern borders of the territory occupled by the Canaanites, which,

- according to Gen*15:18-21, is the laund Yahweh has promised to gilve

N
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Abraham and his descendants. While Abraham does not travel to the
porth in this phase of the narrative, he had already gseen that border
when he chased the four easteru klnéu to Hobah (14:}&-15).*1' Thus the
difficulty posed by Abraham”s original reuponsé to the command in Gen
13 18 here reuolYed. Through this jourﬁgg Abraham”s actions are in
accord with both the command of 13:14-17, and the definition of the
1and.given by Yahweh in 15:1§~21.

As elaborated above, the first phase of the story (11:27-
17:2;) contains a series of word plays between the root r’h and the
names of the places at(ﬁhich Abram beglns and ends his firat passage
Fhrough the land. These word plays indicate to the reader that Abram
has eaded up in the land which 2arZekd, even thou e ;ay aot have
realised 1t at the time. That same literary device recurs 1o the
second journey. Its firat eplscde opens with the remark that, "Xaﬁweh
appeared (wayyeri®) to him at maarg? . . .7 (18:1), the figurative
force of which is stressed by the two-fold use 9fk*£2§ {in Abraham”s
apperception of thzs divine appearance: “aﬁd he lifted his eyes and
saw (wayyar”®) the men, and when he saw (uazzars) them he ran to meet
them . . . ." ‘

In the final episoﬁe of these wanderings Yahweh orders
Abrahan to the land hammoriyya (22:2). The patriarch’s'recoggltion of
this mysterious place employs the root EBE‘ Abraham 1;}ts his eyes'and;E
seeﬁ‘k(wazzarD) the place from afar” (22;&).12 The word play becomes

blatant at the end of the episode where Abraham renames the place

“yhwh zi:aeh, because,,aﬁ it 1s sald to _this day, bhar yhwh yéraZeh”
. : —

k]

n
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= 13
(22:14; cf. Crenshaw 1975:251). In addition to those occurrences

where the word: play clenfly pertains to the identity of the place, Gen
22 employs *EEE in Abraham”s reply. to Inan;’s queation Qbout the mheeb
for the sacrifice -- “El&him yirdeh-18" -- and to describe  the
discovery of the ram that i{s eventually offered in Isaac”s stead --
“and Abraham 1lifted his eyes and saw (waxzarD) a ram caught in the
thicket.”

As in the earlier journey, the word plays becweenlche root
EEE and the names of the places at which Abraham satays indiﬁate
something of the relationship between Abraham and the land Yahweh
promises to show him. There is,  however, one esgential difference
between the construction of the.puns in these two excursiouns. In the
first *522 never predicates any action by Abram. Although Yahweh uses
the rooa wﬁen commanding the patriarch to act, and although _ Abram
goes to places which are related to the verb thtoggh HPrd plays, 1t
never descifpes anythlﬁg he actuall; does. This Ls.a function of the
meaning of that journey: Abram does anot yet know the true fdentity of

the 1land of r>h, so, appropriately, r’h dges not, indeed cannot,
degc:ibe his relationship to the land. ‘

In the second journey, however, the construction of the puns
does 1nvolve occagions on which r>h describes Abraham”s actions. At
both Hamre and Moriah he\lifts his eyes and sees (*rJh), anmd in so
doing he E&nally acts in accord with Yahweh”s earlier command to "1ift

yeur eyés and look . . ." (13:14). As discussed above, this command

does got refer simply to the human sense of vision, but includes the

.
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-+
dimenslons of perception and understanding. In its original context
" )

it forms a contrast with Lot”s selection of the kikkir, which he

perceivad to be well watered everywhere. The recurrence of the
expression in the secoad journey, as a couasequence, suggests not only
that Abraham sees the land Yahweh has promised him, but that he also

percelves;y or 1is beginning to perceive, the meaning of the blessing

assoclated with 1t. )

Thus the occaslon of the divine visitation 1n chap. 18 re;eala
gomething of the power of the blessing in a land that does not appear
to be blessed. The divine visltors, amongst whom'ﬁs the Lord, come fo
tell Abraham that Sarah will give birth within the year. Sarah

. -

overhears the coﬁversatzgn and laughs ;; disbelief. Yahweh then
scolds her with the rhetorical question, "1s anything too difficult
ﬁpﬁ& for Yahweh?” (18:14) The answer to Sarali"s disbelief lies in the very
" feast she has. Just prepared for the visitors. Although the area
around Mamre may be sun-baked (18: l)xr—il provides Abrahanm with plenty,

_of crops and supports a herd of cattle (vv. 6-8)f And 1f a land that
does not appear to be bléssed éan be Eroductive, so, by analogy, can a

14
barren woman bear children.

S v

- A comparison with Lot"s fate empﬁﬁsises the good fortune that
A thia "unlikely land has bestowed upon Abrahaa. When the divine
+  messengers travel to Sodom, Lot is also able to offae them a feast.

’ : . But this is naothing more than one would expect from a reglon that

“1ooks like the garden of Yahweh."” But when the place that looks most
k]

fruitful actually becomes most barrea 1t emphasises Abraham”s success
.
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all the more.
. .

The use of wayyar” and w®hinnzh In tandem to describe Abraham”s

response to the destructfon Intimates his growing awareness: "And he
[Abraham] looked out (wazzaygég) toward Sodom and Gomorrah, and toward
all the land of the kikkar, and saw (wazzar’), and behold {wShinngéh),
the s&oke of the land went up like.the smoke of a furnace” (19:28),
Although the text does not explicitly state the inferences Abraham drew
from this experténce, it offers the reader certain clues by
establishing a set of parallel scenes which, th;ough verbal tags,
comment on one ancther. As W. Vogels (1975:148) has observed, this
description recalls the.earller occasion on which Lot “saw aii ;he
kikkar of the Jordan, that it was weil watered everywhere" (13:10).
Lot saw what ;pgeared to be a blegﬁed.land, -and appareutly thought he
could exploif'it. Neither the invasion of the eastern kings (Gen 14},
nor the angels” warnings of destructien (19:12-22), moreover, could
dissuade him from his conviction. Ia’contrast, the ;;enta of chap. 14
. lead Abraham to realise that the appearance of blessing. can be
misleading, a theme a;gmeuted by the total destruction of the kiﬁkﬁr by

15 .
Yahweh. But when Abraham looks out over the kikkar he not only

.

witnesses the paradoxical nature of fertility and well-being, as Gros

T
a

Louis (1982&:53-58) has stressed, but experiences in a most ominous way
3\\hhe source of tHat paradox. o

| Contrary to éros Louis, Abraham”s %rocess of &ctéalisation

does not reach its apex in Gen 19, but in the Akeda, as M. Buber

{1964:41) hag;;;;ogntsed. What was ipplicit in the destruction of the
. ¢’| ’
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kikkar only becomes explicit in Gen 22 when, after the angel of Yahweh

prevents Abraham from sacrificing Isaac, %the patriarch proclalimg,
a

' ~ 3
"Yahweh provides" (ziraeh; 22:14). If {n Gen 18-19 Abraham
experiences the paradoxical nature of good fortune, 1t is in Gen 22

that he experlences the preservation of the blessing ' in the most

‘dramatic and perscnal way. Here Abraham léksys the full meaning of
“the land which JarJekd.” What Yahweh "causes Abraham to see” is that’

the land and blessing are provided by God, even when Yahweq.appeard to

be destroying 1it. .
If in the first journey the reader sées more than ‘Abraham

does, 1n ' the second the aﬂiuation i1s reversed. In this phase the
&

ge of the puns ohly confirms what he already suspects.

m may now begin to perceive what the reader has known

the basis of his -knowledge must uaecessarily be

3 what most readers can ever hope to know. He can
actually perleiie Yahweh and the blessing, while the reader can only

read aboug—These encounters. So, for example, when the three men

visit AbFaham 1io Gen 18 he is able to recognise the Lord (24d5nay)
amongst the&_whlle the reader cannot. The only way the reader Knows
that Yahweh is.amongst the visitors is courtesy of‘the narrator, Qho
simply tells him that this is the case (18:1).16 S{milarly, in chap.

-

22 Abraham is able to recogniée Moriah from afar, evenwgthough the

knowledge about the fdentity of the land of s2h —- -

/'t
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. place remains unknown to the reader, and even though Yahweh éives Qim
no directions.

Yahweh”s acclamation after the aborted sacrifice of Isaac -—
" e '-D - -
now I koow that you fear (y“ré?) Elohim constitutes divine

acknowledgment that Abraham has indeed come to some gnderstanding of

what it means to live under the divine promise. Not only 1is the root
zrD a near metathesis of rJh; ~=- thereby bringing it into the orbit of

the word plays around that root —- but the expression yer&” 2&1Ghtm

looks and sounds invitingly like 2¥15htm yirdeh (22:7). Thus, fin

acknowledging that Abraham fears (fzga) God, Yahweh 1s doing more than
simply creditiué him with "right religion,” as most critics LnEerpret
the expression, he {s acknowledging that Abrahaﬁ has cbrrectlg
perceived something of the nature of ghe blessing, namely, that it is
provided (*r’h) by Yahweh, even if the dei%y-also appears to be
threatening iﬁ at that very same moment..

It is Still necegssary to account for the central segment of
this second journey (chaps. 20-21), the first episcde of which (Gen
20) alsol employs *523. After Yahweh reveals Sarah”s true marital
status to Abimelech, the king asks Abraham, “"What did you aee (r3’tead)
that you have done this tﬁing“ {20:10).  Abraham responds _ that he
misrepresented Sarah because "I thought suréiy there 1s no fear
(yir2at) of God in this place; and they will slay me for my wife’s
sake” (20:12). However, as v. 8 indicates, Abraham was wrong in his

evaluation of the Philistines; they can indeed be made to fear God.

" Thus, unlike the episodes at Mamre and Moriah, in which Abraham has. the
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advantage of divine revelations, Iin this one *Eiﬁ {ndicates thatl
Abraham_has aot perceived the reality of the situation.

The significance of the episode lies in its outcome. As it
turns out ' Abraham is also‘a prophet, and as such can pray for the
Philistines and avert Yahweh”s wrath. Thus although Abraham may oot
~always be able to percelve thiongs accurately, 1Iif a misunderstanding
fnadvertently leads to some sin, there ls a process which can set
things right. Indeed, the fact that Abraham's prayers result In a
restoration of fertility -- a sign of divine blessing —— suggests that
intercession th:éugh prayer is one of the ways in which Abraham can
mediate the blessing to other nations.

The final ;;ase of the story (Gen 23-25:11) is its denouement.
It ° consists of three episodes concerned primarily with the
transference of tlhe blessing to the next generation. In Gen 23 Sarah
dies, thereby proyiding the need for a new matriarch. This need 1is
filled in chap. 24\where Abraham §ends his servant to his former
homeland In search of a wife for Isaac. The; in 25:1-11 Abraham
himself dies and is bufied with Sarah at Machpelah, opening the way
for Isaac to take over from his father. The final line of the t31%dat

states that~Yafter the death of Abraham, Elohim blessed Isaac, his son

While this section may fuanction as a transi;ion—’ﬁo the
next t81°ddt and appear as something of a posﬁscript to the main
action, 1t should not be considerad secondary; or outside the story of

Abraham {contra Raddail 1972:16; Sutherland 1983:338-339; Rendsburg
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1982). It “serves to tie up looae-ends, and to make cer;alﬁ claims

,

. about the success “of Iahﬁeh’a plan. It {3 only in Gen 23, for
r example, that Abraham actually acquires a part of the land as a

possession, nthereby ful#illing the promise of 13:15, 17 and 17:8 {ef.

s. McEvenue' 1970:108-110; M. R. Hauge 1975:137-140). Uat!l then, as

he declares 1n,23:4, he was only a stranger and a sojourne; in the
land. Buﬁ aow he actually owas a part of it. The permanence of this
possession, moreover, Is sypbolised by 1its purpose as a ‘graveﬁ
Abraham”s people wil? f?;e;er be ié the land of Canaa;%

.

Similarly,

N
while the first three phases of the narrative explore various aspects

'of the promise and its realisation, Gen 24:1 i3 the firsr time the

-

. narraté: actually tells the regder that Yahweh has blessed Abraham.
It i{s oaly here, then, that the fulfillmeant of the original promise of
Gen 12 is made explicit. _ g

with the inverted parallelism between the first phasas of the
stoéy’s two halves (12;1-13:18 and 15:1-22:24), one might expect to
find some relationship between this final phase ;f thé farrative ana
Gen 14-17. 1Indeed, both phases are concerﬁgﬁ with the {dentities of
the two concrete elements of tge promige, and beoth exﬁlore these iteas
in the same order. Gen 14-15 and 23 deal with the 1ssue.of land. 1In
Gen 15 Yahweh promises to give thé'entipe land.of Canaan to Abraham”s
deécenda;ts, while {ian Gen 23 the patriarch buys the only plot of
Canaanite land he will own.

Gen 16-17 and 24, on the other hand, are concerned with .

progeny, which they'define in terms of the mother. Both, moreover,.are
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at paias to demonstrate lhe providgntial dimension involved. 1In chap.
17 Yahweh Lndicates that his promlae of posterity will. be realised
through the barren wife, Sarah,_ whlle in Gen 24 Abraham tells his
~ servant that the augel of Yahueh uill guide his search for Isagc;s

bride. A major concern of Gen 17, as discussed above, 13 the

transference of the blessing into. the Euture by way of Isaac, which

only " becomes a real possibllhty with his marriage to Rebekah. Thus,
in contrast to the ingerted parallelism of the first (12:1-13:18) and
third (chapd. 18- 22) phases of the stor | the gecond (chaps. 14-17}
and fourth (chapa., 23-24) phases form a parallel structure. This too

is a fuoctlon of the story s meaning. While Abrahan”s second'journey

.

gerves to reverse the ambigulties of the first, Gen 23-24 confirm the

covenants nade by Yahweh in Gen 15 and 17, at least for one more

geaeration.

There remains 25:1-11. iThis passage constitutes the conclusion
of the story, and appropriately refers back to its opening in both form
and conteat. In 11:27-32 the text uses a genealogical -form to 1list the
" birth of Ierah.s sons, among?t whom is Abram. The fér;ris briefly
expanded to note thﬁt Terah took.some of his family from Ur and set.out
for Canaan, although they oaly reached Haran. The section ends by
noting Terah”s death. Gen 25:1-11 also uses an expanded genealogical

L}

form. It opens by listing the of£spring Abraham acquires by his third

wife, Keturah. Then, reversliag Terah”s flight to the west, Abraham

sends these sons to the east. And finally, the text also notes the

death of the patriaﬂ:h. Thus, these two passages form an inclusio

/
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around the entire narrative. The journey that Terah had initiated in
11:31, without any'/appérent reason, and with less than complete
success, 1s brought to a meaningful, successful conclusion in 25:8-10.
In sum, it 13 the argument of this chapter that the t81%d8t of
Terah has a discernible plot, and can therefore be read as a
continuous, unified narrative. Specifically, the story recounts the
passage of the "divine blessing from the form of a promise 'to {ts
partial realisation. It 1is only a partial realisation because at
Abraham”s death much of.what Yahweh had promised remains unfulfilled.
Thus, for example, while he doesracquiFe a part o; the 1ana, its
dimensigga are hardly those promised by Yaﬁweﬁ. His purchase of the
family burial plot at Machpelah has-more of a symbolic funct{on,
similar 'to, alfhough oot ldentical with, Jereqiah‘é purchase of the
field at Anathoth (Jer 32:6~255. Similarly, while he gives birth to
eight ‘sons, by }he time of his death these hardly constitute great
ﬁations with greif kinéé. But, as 15:12-16 indicate, these agpects of
the promise were given with an eye to the future; when Abraham woufd
be lﬁng dead (15:15). " And this jacf 13 precisely why ﬁhe final phase
of the story spends so much time preparing tbg blessing for the
generation that will'i;herit it and take it into the future. The
blessing 1is something thaﬁ is continually wdrking itself Sut through

17
time, and people must constantly work towards its realisation.

Nline of the Plot Structure g_f_ the Toledot of Terah

: - » »
0o the basfs of the above summary it {s aow possible to

highlight the main structural contours of the story”s plot. As noted

.
[

~
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3]

.1n the above discussion, the change in the matriarch”s and patriarch”s

names divideg the story into two main halves,. In the 3section that
refers to the patriarch ag Abram the text ig primarily concerned_with
the identity of the promised blessing. Yahweh finally reveals this
information to Abram, gut only in a c;utext that gtresses the deity”s
role as the one who gives {t. The"principal concern of the section
that refers to him ag Abraham, on: the other‘hand{ 18 the maintenance

and preparation of the blessing for future generations. Here Yahweh

demonstrates his commitment to the promise, but only in a way that

enables Abraham to experlience what it means to llve under the divine .

promise, the most radical expression of which 1s the Akeda.
Each of these halves, moreover, {is itdelf composed of two
phases. “On this level a series of scenic parallels give the narrative

an A:B::A":B” structure. Both the A phases recount .an extended

journey through the land,. while both B phases describe events that
transpire outside the Eramework of a journey, and presumably while
Abraham is dﬁélling»aﬁ Mamre (14:13; 23:2). But the structure Is more
complicated than this would suggest. As discussed above, when the two
A phases are compared the seco;d proves to be a reversal of the first.
Based on the three major itages in each journey, the relationship
between them can be schematised as follows: a:b:c::ec”:b":a”. The
result of this structure, appropriately, {is that the ambiguities
dramatised by the first journey are clarified by che second.

In contrast to this iuverged or chiastie arrangement, the two

B phagses share the parallel a:b::a”:b” structure. This design, as

A4
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explained  above, 13 based on.the order in which the two phases deal
with the two concrete elements of the promise, land and progeny. And

again this structure is appropriate to the role the second B phase has

~

in conﬁirming the future promised by. Yahweh in the first. And
finally, surrounding the entire narrative is the Inclusio formed by
the genealogical notations of 11:27-32 and 25:1-11. The first notes

the transition from the generation of Terah to that of Abram, while

the.aecodqlannqunces the passage from Abraham to Isaac. (’/

{

The basic plot structure of the Abraham rgparrative can be

schematised as follows: -



11:27-32; Background infor-
. mation about Abram and his
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11

family.
12 1-4; Yahweh”s request for
Abram tq,leave, and the ini-
rial promise.

T\
e

s & + = 2w = e & & 3
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a Cc

12 5-7; Abram arrives at
Horeh .

12 8-9 Abram moves to the
pountain between Al and
Bethel, and then the Negeb.

112 10-20; Abram flees to

A

13 1-17; Abram returns via
||} the Negeb to the mountain

Egypt to escape the famice.

between Al and Bethel, and"
Lot moves to the kikkar.

13 18 Abram moves to Mamre.

14; Abram saves Lot and the

kikkar from invasion.
P R S B a a
15; Yahweh covenants to glve
Abram”s seed the land of
Canaan.

S ————

16; Abram "goes into” Hagar \
and fathers Ishmael.

17 Yahweh covenants to give
Abram a son by Sarai, and
changes their names to
Abraham aad Sarah.

. * = ®

e e s m e b b’

\-—————-\in search of 2 wife for Isaac.

18-19; Yahweh appears to
Abraham at Mamre, and
destroys the kikkar.

L]

20-21; Abraham travels via
the Negeb to Gerar. Lsaac
{s boran and Ishmael expelled.

22; Yahweh requests Abraham to
go to Moriah and sacrifice
1saac.

-

23; Sarah dies and Abrahanm
buys a burial plot from the
{anhabitants of the land.

24; Abraham sends his servant

\

75:1-11; Abraham fathers more
sons by a third wife. He then
dies and Elohim passes the
blessing on to Lsaac.

L
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Notes to Chapter Three

1
According to M. Perry (1979) the reader actually engages in
both operations at the same time. As he proceeds through his text he
begins forming an hypothesis about the way in which the detalls he
encounters combine to make up the text”s larger patterns and
movements. As he continues reading he integrates newly encountered
data into his scheme, altering it whenever he feels {t is warranted,
and to whatever exteant he thinks the evidence demands. The difficulty
only arises when the critic wants to write about the text he 1is
...reading. Then, because of the linear nature of all writing, he must
“*decide which procedure he will describe first.
2
-The first occasion on which God bestows a blessing upon
mankind s at the time of creatlon _{(1:28, cf. 1:22; 2:3). After
bringing upon himself and creation a serles of curses (3:14, 17;
4:11), however, man increases the evil in the world to such an extent
that Yahweh decides he must destroy his creation with a flood. Yahweh
then reintroduces the blessing on mankind (Noah) immediately after the
ood”s abatement {9:1). Again the state of blessing is assaulted
ost immedfately when Noah curses his grandson, Canaan (9:25).
Ironically,” prior to the flood Lamech-had predicted that Noah would
relfeve mankind from the curse that, according to him, Yahweh .had
placed upon the earth (5:29). Although the story of Babel does not
use the word "curse,” most critlics agree that the scattering of a once
united humanity refledts a state of being cursed. The Abrahap
narrative . thus emérges as Yahweh”s third effort to bestow the divine
blessing upon a human race that has a propensity to counteract it by
bringing upon himself a curse (cf. O. "4, Steck 1971, G. von Rad
1972:152-155, L. Dequeker 1974:122ff., H., W. Wolff 1975 53-55, A. de
=~ Pury 1978). Interestingly, on this occasion Yahweh employs the threat
of curse to protect his newest initiative to bestow a blessing upon
mackind. .
3 . . . -
The effects of completing the chiasmus in such.-a manner - are
aot trifling. By altering its basis from geographical location ' to -
assonance, the text shifts the emphasis from its external reference to
the structure of its language, thereby emphasising the figurative
function of the journey. - The meaning ‘of this shift will be discuased
in greater detail later in this chapter.
4 . : -
However, as 11:31 {ndicates, Canaad was Terah”s original
goal. Through the use of the same language to describe Terah”s and
Abram”s Jjournies (11:31; 12:5) the text poctays Abram”s trip as the |
continuation and completion of his father”s unrealised goal. .
-, 5 -
M. Buber (1968:36ff.) has remarked on the prevalence of the
root roh in the Abraham narrative.  According to him each occurreace
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"
fodicates a  growing relationship between Abraham and Yahweh,
culminating in Gen 22 where "God saes ®an, and man'sees God.” In what
follows I will amplify Buber”s observation by showing how this root
contributes to the plot and structure of the Abraham narrative.

6 ' .

The significance of this paradox lies in Gen 3. After Adam
and Eve eat from the tree of knowledge, Yahweh expels them from the
garden of Eden for fear that they will become immortal. 'He even goes
so far as to guard its entrance with sword-wielding cherubim. After
this eveat, men can live before Yahweh nelther in the garden, nor,
presumably, in places that look like the garden.

7 ;

According to Gen 10:19 the citles of Sodom and Gomorrah form

the eastera borders of the lands inhabited by the Catiaanites.
8 : . .

The links between the destructioa of the kikkar and-the Fflood
narrative have been recognised by a oumber of scholars, igeluding N.
Sarna (1966:145-146, 149), W. Brueggemann (1982a:174), C. Westérmann
(1984:52-53), and U. Cassuto (1964:1:305). J. Blenkinsopp (1982:119)
has noted a number of allusions to that other story of pgimeval
destruction, the Tower of Babel. ) -

9 ‘ : .

Compare Gen 7:1 where Yahweh saves Noah from the flood
because he was "lanocent (gaddtq) before 'me in this generation” (ecf.
6:9). ) - P

10 ’

) J. van Seters (1975:203-207) and E. Haag (1981:174) are so
impressed with the continuity between these two units that they
rearrange the text so that chap. 18, or certain parts of {t, follow
immedlately after 13:18 (cf. H. Gunkel 1910:193). Such a procedure,
however, falls to take {nto account the purpose of the Intervening
material. Aad rather than improVing the narrative, it actually
results in the destructioa of its plot and structure. o

11 o .
The Old‘iestameut usually deséribes the narthern border of
Israel as the Euphrates (e.g. Gen 15:18; Exod 23:31; 1 Rga 5:1) or the
Gateway to Hamath (e.g. Num 13:21; Jud 3:3; - Bzek 47:15). Por a
discussion of the relatlionship among the various accounts of Israel”s
borders see Y. Raufmann {1953:46ff.).

12 -7

To my knowledge the first modern critic to recognise the pun

betwaen *r>h and the name Moriah was G. .J. Spurrell (1846#208),
although he i{s anticipated by Genesis Rabba 55:2. More receatly, J,.
van Seters (1975:238) atgues that the name, Moriah, {s derived from
*yrd, a possibility that was also entertalned by pre-modern exegetes
(see for example, Ramban). Whatever the etymological history of the
word, the suggestions that it i3 in some way related to both-roots will
be argued below. Van Seters adds, "Such nares give the wlole account a
highly symbolic and paradigmatic character.”

o}
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13
Strangely, - although Crenshaw (1975:251) recognises that,

“The name that Abraham glives to the holy place anshrouds at least four

puns” involving the roots *EEE and *133, he does not recognise the

inclusion of the name, Moriah. Indeed he destroys this important
dimension of the word play'by following the Syriac translation and

replacing it with “the land of the Amorites” (1975:243).

. 14 ‘

. W. Brueggemann (1982b) makes a similar point.’ According to
him Gen 18:1-15 makes the claim that “couventional definitions of
reality do not contaln or define what God will yet do in ‘Israel”
(1982b:622), His comments, however, are directed solely at Sarah. He
does unot see that the fertility of the blighted land functions as an
analogy to what Sargh could expect.

15 ' C it
The recognitiéni of this theme throughout the  Abrahanm
\ narrative 18 Gros Louis”s major contribution in two essays that
otherwise suffer from belng overly psychological in their approach
(1982a; 1982b). 1In his receat comments ou Gen 12:1-9 W. Brueggemann
remarks, "The juxtaposition of the barrennesg of Israel and the speech
.of God is definitional for Israel [Brueggemann”s emphasisl"
{1982a:117).
“ 16 -

s The distioctlon between Yahweh and the other men, as the text
calls them, Is complicated by the alternating use of singular and
plural proncuns in the text”s references Tto the wvisitors. Scholars
have long commented on the difficulty facing the reader who tries to
distiaguish between them. They err, 1t seems to me, in their

. assunption that Abraham must share ln- their limitations. "~ In a
footnote Brueggemann provocatively suggests, ., . . it may be that the
change [in person] is a deliberate move 8o that- Yahweh comes more
clearly fnto focus as the drama {ntensifies to 1its main point”
(1982b:616, n. 6).

17
In his short study on the Pentateuch, D. J. A. Clines
{dentifies its theme as, ". . . the partial fulfilment =— which
implies also the .partial non-fulfilment —= of the promise to or
blessing of the patriarch [Clines”s emphasis]” (1978:29). -

[

>



. the narrative is that of G. von Rad:

CHAPTER FOUR

'BEGINNINGS (GEN 11:27-12:4)

’ .

. Now that the atructural contours of the story”s plot have been

outlinedy the remaining chapters of the thesis will take a closer

-

look at the episodes that make up the First ?alf of the story. The
purpose of these chapters is two-fold: (1) to examine thj way in
which the episodes advance their owd plots and (2) to describe the way
in which these episodes advance beyond one another.

A major problem with ;he.study of the Abraham narrative  has
been the identity of its introductiom. While most critics agree that
it 1includes 12:1-3, there is a great deal of unéertainty over itg
precise extent. This tension stems from two related qﬁes;ions. The
first pertaing, to the relaﬁionahip between the bilographical
1Aforma£ion fo 11:27-32 and Yahweh”s command in 12:1-3(4), and the
second pertains to the relaéionship between this command and the
journey on which Abram subsequently embarks. Since an int;dduction
ysually establishes the issues a séory will expiore,lit is important to
examine the arguments advanced by. scholars concerning these two
quegtions.

‘This examination can begin with 12:1-3 because its 1ntroduc£§ry

role has been recognised since the aanclent division of the text. into

parasdt. One well known modern statement on its position and purpose in

* 1]



101

Here 1in the promise that is given concerning Abraham something 1s
agaln sald about God”s saving will and indeed about a salvation
extending far beyond the limits of the covenant people to ~all the
families of the earth” (ch. *12,3). The transition from primeval
history to sacred history occurs abruptly aand surprisingly in - vs.
1-3. Allﬁ_at once and precipitously the universal field of vision
rows; world and humanity, the entire ecumenical fullness, are
'f/i:§h¢rged, and all fnterest is concentrated upon a  single man.
Previously the narrative concerned humanity as a whole, man”s
creation and essential character, woman, sin, suffering, humaaoity,
nations, all of them universal. themes. In v. I, as though after a
break, the particularism of el®tion begins (1972:154),
In an éssay that develops and refines many of von Rad”s points, H, W,
Wolff adds, "All the other Abraham pericoﬁea are probably meant to be
seen {n the brilliant light of this Yahwistic passage. . ." (1975a:56;
ef. ny Muilenburg 1965:390-394; W. Zimmerli 1976:22; G.  W. Coats
1981)- " o
Many scholars, however, have suggested that 11:27-32 also
containq information of an Introductory type. S.. Tengatfdm, for
example, calls ~these verses "elme typlache Erzﬂhlungsernffﬁung"
(1976:27). Comparing them with 1 Sam 1:1-3, Tengstrdm describes
their introductory role as follows: “Vergleicht mao Gen.l1,27-32 mit
diegem Text, 8o erkennt man uynmittelbar, dass beide von genau
' -
demselben Typﬁs sind und dieselbe Funktion haben, onAmlich eine Reihe
von_ Personen vorzustellen, die flir dle folgende Handlung eilne
bestimate Bedeutung haben” (1976:27). Among other things 11:27-32
introduces the reader to Abram, Safai, and Lot, three of the story”s
main characters. It also introduces the reader to the €family of
Nahor, Abram”s brother. While they will appear less frequently in the

story, their role will nonetheless be important.

While the introductory function of both passages Jould suggest

| X}
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that the sEory’a latroduction consists of both 11:27-32 and ‘12:l~4,
scholars have .been reluctant to treat 11:27-12:4 ag a unit, This
reluctance is exemplified most Elearly by Westermann”s assertion that
the story contains two different introductions. According to

Westaermann:

Die Geschichte von Abraham hat zwet Einleitungen. Die eine, 11,27~
32, ist ihrer PFunktifon nach Oberleftung, ihrem Inhalt nach
Genealogie mit einigen Itinerar-Sitzen. Diese Einleitung wird in
Gn 12,4a wveltergeflihrt, also dem Go 12,1-3 abschliessenden Satz.
Ganz Bholich wie in Go 11,27-32 tritt in 12,4b-5 (P) Genealogisches
Winzu, V. 5c (P und J), V. 6-9 (J) berichtet dann von Wanderungen
Abrahams 1in Kanaan, wobei'V, 9 2y Erzdhlung 12,10-20 Uberieitet,
Die andere Einleitung ist Ga 12,1-3 (oder 12,1-4a).” . Sie ist ganz
anderer Art. Auch sfe ist ihrer Funktioe nach Uberleitung, aber
sie dst eine theologisch bestimmte Uberleitung von der Urgeachichte
als ganzer, und darlber hipaus verklammert sie die VAtergeschichte
mit der Volksgeschichte (GvRad).  Ihrem Inhalt nach ist diese
Einleitung efn mit einer Verbelssung verbundenes Gebot des Auszugs,
V. 4a berdchtet die Ausflihrung. Dabet liegt der ganze Ton auf der
Verheissung in V. 2=3, 1in der J, auf Gn 2-11 zurlickblickend, den
Introitus flr die VAtergeschichte formt (1981:166).

&F these remarks indicate, ﬁestermann’s relucéance.to treat
11:27-32 together with 12:1-4 stems from his form~critical categories,
However, the distinction. he makes between “theological® and
"genealogical"- introductions 1is far from clear. The form of a
genealogy is q;;ll known, but that of a "theologisch bestimmte
Uberleitung" i1s not, and Westermann does not clearly_ define {t. In an
earlief book, The Promise to the Fathers, he identifies a group of
episodes he calls "theological na;z:&}ves” (1980:71-73), 1in which he.
includes Gen 12:1-3, But.along with this divine monologue he includes -

such distipnct sorts of narration as the story of the binding of Isaac

(Gen 22:1-19), . and the dialogue between Abraham and Yahweh over the
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fate of Sodom and Gomorrah' (Gen 18:17-33),

E; would appear that the adjéctive, "theological,” refers only
to*theffact that God plays a role ln-these episodes, and has little to

- . /

do with any formal aspect of the passages.l Its use {n distinguishing
genres 18 therefore questionable, since many types of literature can
anod do have theological themes or purpgfea. Complicating the 1issue
further is the fact that the Bible not éuly contains some genealogies
in which God appears (e.g. Gem 5), but even some that trace the
'lineage of his own Son (Matt. 1l:1-17; Luke 3:23-38)l )

Brueggemann“s recent commentary lmpllies a further criticism of

Westermann”s conclusfons. Although he does not address Weatermann”s

-
B

views directly, ‘Brueggemann”s remarks on the relationgpié between
11:30-32 and 12:1-3 seriously question the assumption that the
genealogy in Gen 11:27-32 is not theclogical. Identifying 11:30-12:9
as the introduction to the story of Abraham, Brueggemaunn explains,
The reason for this arrangement is that God does not begin the
history of Israel ex aihilo. The history of "promise does not
emerge 1In a vacuum. Rather, the new history emerging from God”s
call in 12:1-3 is wrought by the power of God from the stuff of
11:30-32. The connection of 11:30-32 and 12:1-9 13 proposed here
for the purpose of understanding the new beginning worked by the
power of God“s word (1982:116).
r
Westermann, iccording to Brueggemann”s standard, is too nmarrow in his
definition of “theological.”™ A passage need not mention God in order
to have a theological dimension since it is possible for it to obtain
that aspect from its wider literary context,

While Brueggemann”s point is well taken, his comments do not go

beyond this localisdd example. A full exploration must take into

-
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account the fact that the genealogical schema spéus the eantire book of
Geneslis. Ag diacussed in chapter two, the purpose of the genealogies
. 18 to keep account of the relationship .betueeu the ever increasing
number of groups that lohabit the world by tracing them all back to

Adam and Eve, that is, to God”s purpose in creation. Thus, not only do

the genealogies have a theologiéal‘dimension, their primary purpose Is
p?ecisely to situate the various episodes that make up the story imn
the  right theological context (M. H. Woudstra 1970; B. S. Childs
1979:145-150). |

Horeover, Westermann himself does not fail to recognise the
links between 11:27-32 and 12:1;4. ‘He states, foF example, that
"Diese belden Einleitungen sind so miteinander verbunden, dass sie
einen zusammenh#ngenden Bericht bilden, -der von Gn 11,37 bis 12,9
}fﬁhrt” (1981:167). He'then supports this alignment with a point of
grammar: "Der Satz: “Jahwe sprach zu Abraham {sic!]” (12,1la) schliesst
unmi;telbar an 11,30 (J). Es ist ein Satz im Fluss der Erzihlung,
kein Beginn. Die Abrahamgeschichte peginnt mit der benealogte (11, 27-
32, J und P); 12,la deutet an, wievaus der Genealogle ein Ereignis
heraustritt” (1981:170). That he assigns more weight to the division
between 11:32 aud 12:1 than to the forces that unify them, hqwever, is
conflirmed by the exegetical segment of the c&mmenta;y in which he
treats 11:27-32 and 12:1-9 as- two separate units.

As indicated by the above citation, the tendency to view 12:1-9

as a discrete unit contributes to the uncertainty surrounding the

relationship between 11:27-32 and 12:1-4. For the most part this view
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’
< rests upon the continuity scholars perceive between Yahweh™s command

that Abram should go from his homeland (%?:1) and Abram”s finitial
journey to and through the land of Canaan ' (12:4-9). While the
continuity between, the divine command and Abram”s response 1is plain
enough, the use of such terminology as  “command” and ”respou§e“
betrays'a division within the verses. ;r

Nor has this distinction gone uﬁié}ected. Westermann, for
example, recognise; that, "Gn 12,1-9, das éﬁg an 11,27-32 anschliesst,
hat dann zwei Teile: 12,1-4a . . . und_Vﬁ 4b-9" (1981:167). In his
"Logotechnische” analysis of 12:1-9, C.-Schedl (1984) also recognises
the break between these two sections, although he 13cates it between
vw. 4 and 5. Sign;ficaugly, the b&sis of Schedl”s alignment is the
difference in geographical location dye to Abram”s migration. He
iabels 12:1-4, “Gottes Wort inm Haran,"” while v. 3 he entitles, “Der
Weg nach Kanaan™ (1984:256). U. Cassuto”s comgents on the literary

,

function of 12:4b support Schedl”s d{vteion over against Westermann”s:
“Here, at the end of the paragraph, 1t is quite id order, after the
".manner,of 80 many Pentateuchal n;rr;tives, to indicafe the age of the.
he;P of the story at the time of the episode described (combare, for
example, Gen. xvi 16; xvil 24f.; xxv 26; x11 46; Exod. vii 7) . . ."
(1964:11:316).

'Ove; against ;hese remarks 1is the recent study of I. Kika!pda,
who claims tﬁat a sgtructural awgalysis of 12:1-9 supports its

integrity. According to him the division between the divine command

‘and Abram”s response corresponds to the division between two parallel
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panels, Each panel contain __three parts, the correspondence betwéen
which 1ané§ the panels the%r parallelism. These panels are enclosed
within an {introduction and conclusion, contributing further to the
argument that they are a single unit. Using the letter X for the

introduction and Y for the conclusion he illustrates the structure as

N

follows:
X 12:1a
A 12:1b
B 12:2
c 12:3
Yoo
A7 12:4-5
B” 12:6-7
c” 12:8
F
Y 12:9

While this diagram appears ueli balanced, there are geveral
problems with the correspondences that Kikawada claims to detect., The
correspondence between A and A", for example, is-based’ou a different
level of abstraction than that between B and B”. The correspondence
between A and A" is based or the contrast between what Yahueh commands
Abram to leave behind, namély his homeiand, his kin, aad his father”s
home, and what he gakea with him, {,e., Saral, Lot, the souls they
acquired {in Haran, and all their possessions. The correépondéhce
between B and B”, on the other hand, rests upon a pr;;ess of
concretisation. That s, the general statement that Yahweh will make
Ab?am a gfeat nation Is given more concrete expression in B”, in which

"
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Yahweh promises to give "this land to your gseed.” More problematic is
the relatiqgghip between C and C”, While suggesting that they also
constitute a parallel pair, Kikawada does not describe what their
relationship 1is. : After examining the text neither can I see any
parallels. '

Oﬁe furfhe; problem worth commenting on is the role of wv. 9.
Kikawada claiqg that this is the unit”s conclusion. Yet conclusions

i

favariably hréaolve or 1in some way conclude problems or tensions

introduced somewhere in-the story-line, usually at the beginning. It

"is ‘oot im any way clear what 1s being resolved or brought éo an end
. .
with the statement that Abramvcontinued on ‘his journey into the Negeb.
Indeed, Kikawada”s own analysis suggests that v. 9 is not so much a
conélusion as 1t 1s a stage within a more exteasive Journey.
", According tg. Kikawada eaéh‘of‘the paragraphs 4u the second section
.bEgips' with a verbd of.motion "that express Abram”s response to YHWH s
command go . . ." (1977:233). Yet this {s preclsely the way in which
v. 9 begins, - e | . '
Without the s;égbét of the parallel scenes, there i3 mething to
support kikawadq;s view that 12:1-9 is a structural unity. In the
final’ aualyai§ .ﬁiéiqgudy-recognises that 12:1-9 i3 composed of two
elemenés,’ a divioe command and a human respongse. Simce both 11:27-32

" .apd.-12:1-4 play -an -introductory role, and since the account of Abram”s

douEney {3 not 1introductory in function, but an event that {Is

‘sﬁ@hequént to the introduction, it makes sense to treat 11:27-12:4 as .

L4

the introductison to the Abraham narrative. These boundaries are not
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unrecogngﬂx; fy scholags, but they do Involve a shifting of the

relative \weights usually assigned to the divisions between 1l1:32 and

12:1 oo the one hand, and 12:4 and 5 on the other hand.' An added

advantage of this arrangement is that {t unites the Introductory

" material to form one two-part introduction, and permits the joining of

the first part of Abram”s journey with fts subsequent stations.

As discussed in the first chap;er, a narrative has three main
sections, a begioning, a middle, and an ending. The importance of the
beginning lies in its role as the initfator of the actiuﬂlor plet. It
1s the {ntroduction of a story that usually establishes’ the inftialk
conflict or temsion out of which and in ;esponse toj which the
remalnde!’éf the story emerges. Thus, If Gen 11:27-12:§ i1s going to
be seen as the introduction to the Abraham story it should display the

narrative tension responsible for the generatlbn of the story. The

existence of this tension was noted in the previous chapter, at least

S

1w

as it pertains to the promise of-bosterity. A closer look at the way

in which the text establishes this temsion is now warrauted.' Since

the break between 11:32 and 12:1 1s uamistakeable, and since the

fuoction of this break is the major issue at stake, the analysis of

11:27-12:4 will begin by treating the two halves separaﬁhly, and then
B --,

discuss the way in which they interact to form the story”s two-part

igtroduction. Only in this way can the break betweea 11:32 and 12:1,

which W. Brueggemann refers to as “perhaps the most important
structurai breék in the O0ld Testament and certainly - in Genesis™

(1982:116), be broperly accountedkfor.

'
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Gen 11:27-32
' As Westermann (1§81:152) obagryes, this section consists of
two parts surrounded by a frame. The fi;stmnnrt (vv, 27b-30), which
he 1labels a “genealogy,” records the births of Terah”s three sons,
Abram, Nahor and Haran, the blrth®of Lot to Haran, Haran”s death, and
the marriage of Abram and Nahor. . It adds that Abram”s wife, Saral,
wag lncapable of bearing children. The. second ?Srt (v. 31) records
-Terah™s plans to.move from Ur to’Cauaan, and the move itaelf,.which,
contrary to these plans, only gets as.far as H;:an. This segment
Westermann  labels an "itinerary.” The frame congists. o§ the
introductory clause, "These are the t81%d5t of Terah" (v. 27a), and
‘the notice of Terah”s deathﬁ;n 11:32.
Unfortunately,' Westerménn’a form——critical method prevénts him
froo explor%ng fully the ?ole of 11:27-32 {n the lntroduction, and in
the story as a whole. For him the appearance of two types of material

== genealogy and itinerary -- i3 evidence that vv. 27a, 31-32 and vv.
./

275-30 were originally independent of one another. And despite his

rd

recognition of the unifking role of the frame (1981:155), ‘and\?f the

fact that v. 31 éssumes the information related in vv. 28-29, (esp. J.
van Seters 1975:225),2 his exegesis‘of the passage i3 based on_ this
presumed independence.

The presdpposltions underlying Westermann~s interpretation
have been criticised In the first chaptar, and need not he ;epeated

here. If approached ﬁolistically from Lts present narrative context,

& 11:27-32 1a concerned with two fssues: the family”s lines of descent,

=
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= ' | ‘ JJ;
and the family’s homeland. By giviag birth to three sons it would
{nitially appear as though Terah”s famlly has the potential to grow
through three branches, despite the premature death of Haran, ‘While »
only one of these has guccessfully entered the next generation, the
mention of Abram”s and Nahor”s marciages is clearly proleptic. It is
{n this coftext, moreover, éhat 11:30 takes oa a sgectfic and polignant
" meaning. ‘Being without children and barren Lt would appear that after
the present generatlon Abram”s line will pass out of existeqce (cf. Q.‘
Brueggemann 1982:116-117), aad that Terah”s family will now be able ta
perpetuate Lthlf through only two pranches, those of Nahor and Lot.

'In addition to these verses, the second half (v. 31) records
Terah’s flight from Ur. 1In this verse Terah takes Abram and Saral and
Lot and sets out for the land of Canaan, although the text glves no
reasons for hls decision to migrate. HisAoriginal plauns, however; go
wafulfilled, Agaln ‘for reasons unstated, he goes only 53 far as
Haran, which, aceording to 11:32, isbuhere he eventually dies.

‘ of l;tg:est is the lé;k of mention of Nahor {n the migration,
especlally; {a the light of Gen 24, which 1nd}cates that.he and his
family also-moved to northern Mesopotamia. Whether tﬁ@r\\uent with

Terah ogfat‘é'dffferent time i3 not stated. Although it {g -posslble

that they are included In the vague, wanyseau Dittdm, this is far -

from clear. As most scholars have stated, there {s a problem with the
3 - . ‘

text at this polint. In any event; by omicting mention of Nahor the
text Ffocuses attention on ‘Abram and Lot, a proleptic comparison

tadeed (W. Vogels 1975:i41). More important for the immediate context

8
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15 that with the omisslion of Nahor and the infertility of Saral, Log
emerges as the most likely descendant to carry on the t31%dat of Terah
(L. Silberman 1983:18-19, L., R, Helyer 1983:81-82).
Thus, throughout this firat half of the ictroduction there is
a gradual narrowing down of the branches through which Terah”s family
can grow. Vv. 27b-30 accomplish this end through the context _of
genealogical-type information, which notes the {nfertility of one of
the 1lines. In v. 31, on the other hand, the narrowing of scope is
achleved by means of a journey which ighores the family of a second
son, Thus rather than being independent from - the genealogy, as
Westermann asserts, the accouant of Terah’s jpurney defines the
relationship between the genealogy”s branches. The temporal
(genealogical) aund spaéial (itinerary) concerns of this passage,
moreover, come together fin {ts concluding verse (v. 32). The notice
that Terah died at the age of 205 continues the gemealogical {interest
characteristic of the t31€d8t form, The addition that he died in
Haran recalls his migration, aﬁd also that he never completed 1it.

,1 Westermann recognises that the structure of 12:1-4a, like that
of the first half of the introduction,- eatails a frame surrounding a
central segment. In the central segment (vv. 2-3) Yahweh informs Abram
of his 1nténtlons to bless hiﬁ: to make him a great aand famous nation,

to, protect him, and to use him as a means of spreading the divine

Biéasing ‘to other peoples, The frame surrounding these verses Is
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formed by Yahweh”s command for Abram to go (*hlk) from his homeland in
12:1, and the notice in 12:4 that he went (fhi&)."as Yahweh had spoken
to him™ {cf. U, Cassuto 1964:I1:315-316; 'P. Auffret 1982:243), In
Heste}mann’s own words, "Den ﬁahmen bilden V. la und V. J4a: . Jahwe
gebietet und Abraham fihrt aus, was Jahwe gebietet:.(1981:168).4
Stressing the close relationship between Yahwéh’s command
(12:1) and Abram”s response (12:4)}, a numb;r of scholars have
suggested that v. & properly follows immediately upon v. 1, and that
vv. 2-3 belong to a separate tradition and were only subsequently
inserted into their preseant position in t@e narrative (R. Kilian
1966:10-12; J. van Seters 1975:223, 271; E. Ruprecht 1979a:176). They -
bolster thelr argument by claiming that the two groups are coancerned
with different things. According to them vv. ;Jand 4a are concerned
with migration while vv. 2-3 are concerned with the themes of blessing

and posterity.

Neither of these reasons, howeyer, is suffliclently strong- from
\ .

a literary perspective to maintain the proposed separation. There is
oo basis in the gssumption that every line in a story, or 'unit of a
story, must be about the same subject.' Méreovet,_ what conétitutes a
subject depends on various levels of asgociation and abst;action.
While land and posterity may appear as two disparate toples, under a
broader category such as "promise” or "intentions for a new beginning”
they may function ;5 two facets of a single theme. Such ;n oéeratiqn,

it seems to me, i3 precisely what is golng on in° the Abraham

narrative, As many scholars have recogulsed, the plan to bless Abram

 ——

Ea
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represents a new beginning in the relationship between men and God.
This break with the past involves the abandonment of the land in which
that past transpired; Abram”s relocatlion I8 a metaphor fror this new
beginning.

The text, moreover, does not gsupport the rigorous separation
of the themes of posterity and’ migration, Yahweh qualifies his
command that Abram go, for example, with four prepositional phrases.

He orders the patriarch to go "from your land (me2ar3®ka), and from

your kin (Omimm8ladt®ka), aod  from your father”s home (Omibbat
4 . —_—

‘I .
Jibtkd), unto the land (Pel-h@Zireg) which I will show you.” While

the the {aclusio formed by the first (mé”ars®ka) and last (2el-
haZareg) of these-phrases emphasiées the quest for a land, the second
and third deflne the migration in terms of the family from whom Abram
must part. V. 4a, with its mention of Lot, similarlylcombiues'the
themes of posterity and travel, a link that is all ﬁhe more meaningful

in the . light  of what was sald of Lot”s role {in 11:27-32. Thus,

although migration from one land to another is a clear concern of

- 12:1, £1lial relations define the land and hence the migration.

The other reason for the removal of vv. 2-3 from their pieseut
literary context 1s equally dublous. There i3 nothing at all to:
justify the assumption that the account of a human response to a

divine command wmust follow immediately after the recording of that
5 -
‘command. Although the precise meaning of these verses may be unclear,

-

it i3 in them that Yahweh states his purpose in ordering Abram to go.

Grammatically ¥v. 2-3 contain a serles of subordinate clause, and from
¢
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a syntactical perspective they occur exactly where a qualification of
a main clause would be expected (F. 1. Andersen 1974:111), Only after
Yahweh finishes his full address to the patriarch does the text record
that Abram "went as Yahweh had spoken to him."

Vv. 2-3, moreover, deffoe the land to which Abram must go in a
way comparable to the second and third min-phrases of v. 1, which
define the 1land from which he must depart, As many s3cholars have
noted, the five~fold use of the root brk emphasises the importance of
the blessing for wv. 2-3.

-

Whatever else *brk may mean, it i{s clear that posterféy is an
important element of the blessing Yahweh waats to bestow upon Abram.
In vv. 2-3 this concern takes on two dimenslons. Yahweh sends Abram
out of his homeland in order to make h;; a great and famous nation,
aad 1in order that his blessing might spread through the patriarch to
the other fa;ilies of the earth. Thus, jﬁst as the second and third

min-phrases of v. 1 describe the land from which Abram must depart ia

filial terms, so do vv. 2-3-use filial terms to deflne the land to

which Abram must go. The differeace 1s that while the land from which

he must part is defined in terms 6f his preseat family, the land to

which he must go i3 defined In terms of a future family as promised
. T —— ’

—_—

by Yahweh. . .

Scholars have long noted that the focus of the prepoasitiocnal

- phrages that qualify Yahweh”s command in0 v. 1 grows In&reasingly

narrow. They begin by demanding that Abram leave his land, then his

kinfolk {(m8ledet), then his fmmediate family (b&8t-J3b), and end by

[V
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directing him to a new but unidentified land. Remarking on this
progression J. Skinner writes: "There is intentional pathos in the
lingering description of the things he is to leave ., , ., ‘and a
corresponding éignificance in the vagueness with which the goal 1is
indfcated” (1930:243),

As  Westermann (1981:172) has noted, there {s also a
progression in the blessing of vv. 2-3. In contrast to the narrowing
{ocus of that {n v. 1, however, la these verses the focus grows wider
a3 Yahweh speaks each element. The scope of the first leg {acludes
only Abram, and the blessing is apparently solely for his benefit: he
will be blessed and become a great nation. The second leg also
appears to be directed at 'Abram, aund at first also seems to be the
result of Yahweh”s blessing (E. Ruprecht 1979a:180). However, the

qualification, “that you may be a blessing (weh®yah b rakah),"

indicates that the fame that Yahweh intends to bestow upon Abram {s
not for himself alone. The third clause indicates that the blessing
othefs will receive {s dependent upon thefr relationship to Abram: The
fourth, ag Wolff has astressed; indicates Yahweh”s ultimate purpose for
gran the patriarch such stature: Abram is to belsome sort of
ediur through whom all families may participate in the divine
bless;.ng.6
When these two progressiocas are compared, an inverted or
hourglass figure emerges. This shape not only lends a certain balance

to Yahweh”s address, but also reveals something of its strategy. As

the command gradually unarrows the focus of the things from which Abranm

L3
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muat depart they become increasingly personal, and presumably,
{ncreasingly difficult to leave. Moving from a land 1is not as
difficult as separating from one”s kinfolk, which fn turn is less
difflcﬁlt than parting from one’s/immedlate family. Canversely, when
stating his intentiaus for the move, Yahueh\gggins by disclosing those
eleméqts of the b¥easing that Hiil affect Abgs; most personally, and
gradudlly widens the scope to'tﬁe point where Abram is no longer the
object of the blessing, but its means.

It may be, as some have suggested, , that thueh structures

the command facrementally for;tgp purpose of easing Abram into thﬁqk\
) . >
8 h

‘most radical implication of his plan, that is, that he must,leave hi

" family. The widening scope of vv. 2-3 can be seé? as the positiye

counterpart to thié strategy. .By beginning his - inteutiggs for
tranbplanting Abram with .those elements. of Ehe”blessing that most
obviougly coustitﬁte a boon for ihe pa;riarch,‘!ahﬁeh may be ﬁrying to
anticipate any objectfons Abram may have about the éommand to leave
his family. VYahweh indicates in very comcrete terms'thap 1t will “be

worth Abram”s while to go as he has commanded. On%y then, and

gradualiy, does Yahweh reveal that Abram is to be-fis much a tool fn

. Yahweh”s plan as a personal beneficiary. Prom such a perspective, the

.

hourglass figure that spans these three verses becomes a strategy to

persuade Abram to comply with Yahweh“s demands. ‘ ‘.

o

: | ) :
The final verse {(v. &) of the introduction contains three.

statements. First, it records that Abram weunt as Yahweh had spoken to

.

hinm. It then adds that Lot weat with. him. Finally, 1t {ioforms the

5
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,

reader that Abram was seventy-five years old when he departed from
Haran. Each of these_statemenﬁs contributes to the sense that v. 4 1s
the end of the lntroduction.

Scholars have focused most of their attention ,on the flrst of
these statements. Usuallf they comment on the correspondence between
it and the divine command in v. 1, which is emphasised by the use of
*hlk 1in both the command and the account of Abram”s compliance. . .By
referring back to v. I, v. 4a rounds off the unlt and creates a sease
of closure, an impression supported by the recent pattern analysis of
P. Auffret (1982).7 :

The second statement (v. 4afl), however, complicates this
correspoudence, aqg" the degree to which Abram can bé sald to have
codplied with .Yahweh’s coqmand} In v. 1 Yahweh orders Abram to
separate froﬁ his kin, amoagst whoﬁ Lot must surely be Included. This
situationvthuq adds to the uncertainties about Yahwehfs plans already' .
ralsed by Sarai’s bérréﬁuess. Sﬁecifically, i{f the success of the
divine plan is contiageat qboa Abram legving his.kin, the presence of
his nephew complicates the issué.

4+

~  This complication is highlighted by the use of the verb *hik
-L h * E

to describe Lot”s actious. 1f" in 12:4a the verb indicates a
correspondence between Yahweh”s command and Abram”s respouse, the use

of this same verb ‘to describe Lot”s actions ralises questions about his

~

relatiouship' to both Abram and the divine plan. One possible

interpretation is that Lot will inherit the blessing from Abram. This'

. o .
reading would Interpret the use of *hlk to describe both Lot"s and
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Abram”s actions as an {ndication that both men regponded Eg’fﬁg,divine
command in equaily appropriate ways. This understanding of the verb
would also support the intergretation that Lot and Abram have equal
opportunities  to acquire the bleasing. Or, 1f lot”s presence
disqualifies Abrém from Yahweh”s plans, then it 1s possible to
interpret the verb .as an indicatlion that Lot {is a satlsfactory
alternagive upon and through whom Yahweh can bestow his blessing. At
this point 1in the narrative these all present themselves as
possibilities, and none is as yet ruled out. - These ceomplexities are
in fact the ralson d”8tre of the story that folloés. Subsequent
eplsodes address.these difficulties. '

There remafns the questfon of 12:4b. Westermann does not
consider this verse i; his discussion of 12:1-4a sincg! as nofed
above, he feels 1t -belongs té a subsequent literary unit and to
another source., Cassuto”s and Schedl’g.remarks, héﬁe;er, favour its
1nélusiou with this section. This concluding formula subordinates the
divine promise to the t81%ddt schema that was iniciated at the time of

-

creation. As part of that schema it represents
8
continuation of Yahweh”s purpose at creation.
i .

<an ‘historical

‘In the t81%d8t that recur throughout the book of Genesis, age
1s a common concern. By noting Abram”s age, 12:4b iinks fahw;hfs plan
to bless Abrém to the t31%ddt of Terah: it is a part of the grbwth of
mankind and-not something other than or separate from {t. Although
the geuealogical lists usually note a characters age only when he

‘fathers children or dles, the noting of a Jjourney f{n this way Iis
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warranted ,hgre because of ftg purpese. In his original blessing of
creation Yahweh commands men to be fruitful and multiply, and fill the
earth, a command whics he repeats after.the asatement of the Flood.
Noti;g the age at which men glve birth and die marks the rhythms of
this prdce§s. The role of the joufney as 2 means of defining the
growth of Terah”s famiiy Has already been discussed. Here, the Journey
also serves to quaiify the growth of the family, although it remains
only in the form of a statement of divine intention.

Bqth halves of the {atroduction, then, conclude by noting the
respective patriarch’s age at the time of his passing from Haran,
although Terah”s paésing (hiz death) {s of a different unature thap
Abram”s (his departure), Thig ﬁarallelism 3uggests not only that
11:27-32 ;nd 12:1~-4 are to be loterpreted in relation to one another,
but also’ Ehat “Abram”s departuge {s some sort of continuation of
Terah”s 1ncompiete jourﬁey.v What Terah could not finish, perhaps‘his

féon can. Here too cheng;he spétial and temporal concefns of the text
come together. The qualfiztive difference between the Journeys of the

two generations is the diviqe commission. It remaina to be seern,

however, what the effeot of this commisasion will be.

Gen 11:27-12:4
It is throuéh the spatial "and temporal dimensions Just
discussed that the Introduction as a whole establishgs the tensions
that gzenérate thé rest of the story. In 11:27=32 the temporal
dimension is expressed b} the abilicy, or .1nability, of Terah”s sons

to father ¢children and carry on the t819dst. In 12:1-4 it is expressed
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through Yahweh”s stated iatention to make Abram a great and famous
nation. Thus, If Yahweh’s‘word can be trusted, the family t81%dot will
reach greatness through at 1east one branch, The frony of the
situation i{s that according to 11:30, Abram”s i3 the one branch that
is fncapable of regenerating itself.  Sarai is infertile, and  her
barrenness stands_ as a threat to Yahweh”s plan to bléss net- only
Abram, but, "all the fam{lies of the earth.™ As ouélined in chapter
three, 1t is to this contradiction of paradox that much of the
following narrative addresses itself.

In both halves of the Introduction the spatial dlmenﬁion is
expressed in terams of a jourﬁey from one land to a new homeland. In
11:27-32 Terah|1eayes Ur_for the land of Canaan, but only gets ag é;r
as Haraa, wﬁere he eventually dies, His original plans thus go
unfulfilled. In 12:1~4 the journey exists In an inchoate form. 1In
v. 1 Yahweh commands Abram to leave his home for the land that he
will® show hinm, and v. 4 records that he did depart from Haran. At
this point fh the uarrative; however, no &estination is indicated.
Both halves of the introduction are thus ;haracterised by journeys
that are incompiete;

The difference between the twd halves (s the initiat}ve of
Yahweh. The first half describes a situation as it would unfold
naturally, according to the pfinciples of the t81%dat. Both the
Jjourney, and the\branch of the faamlly through whom the inheritance

would pass, are defined by the natural course of events. In contrast,

in 12:1-4 both the jourhey and Abram”g posterity are divine
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propositions, though as yet unclarified. Itnés this dlfferehce,
-
moreover, that accounts for the break between 11:32 and 12:1.

.
Yahweh”s interjection constitutes not oanly a break in the natural

course of the taledOt, but a by-passing of the principles by which it"

ugsually functions. Nonetheless, ;éfBrueggemann (1982&:116) hae seen,
this new beginning does aot emerge out Jf a vacuum, but uses the
material of the past. What.Yahweh seeks to do is affect this material
in a way appropriate to his plane. This change includes the intention
to turn a barren family inte not only a fruitful family, but a family
that. will become a great and famous nation, through whom all other
families will share in the divine blessing. Yahweh'wants to take a
family with no future and not only give it a future, but a future with
important implications for the future of all ;thers. The question
;emains, how can Yahweh actually bringlabout this change? The journey

on which Abram is commanded to embark is a metaphor of this change.

Its direction and outcome, therefore, will indicate the success of

—

Yahweh”s plans. These matters are the subject of subsequent chapters,
[

From a literary perspective the most compellidg reagson for
linkiog 11:27-32 with 12:1-4 13 that the larger introduction creates

A

the tensions that set the remainder of the story in motion. And it is
these tensioné, as I have tri;d to show in the previous chapter, that
guide the order in which the episodes unfold. The promise that Abéam
will become a great and famous nation only acquires 'its 5511 " force

from his childlessness and the barrenness of his wife (11:30; cf. S.

TengstrBm 1976:31-32). Similarly, the theme of Abram”s journey to a
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new land {s anticipated by his

attempt to relocate in Canaan.

father s

eaflier

but
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unsuccessful
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Notes to Chapter Four

1 ~ .

In a recent exploration of Westermann’a categories F. W. Golka
denles that 12:1-3 {s an example of a “theologlcal narrative.”
Although, according to Golka, 12:1-3 is clearly theological, it does
not record an event that moves from an initial polnt of teansion to a
‘resolution, Westermann’s own criterion for a unig-of text to be
classified as a nacrrative. According to Golka, 12%4-3 was placed at
the head of the- patriarchal stortes to bring them under the
theologlcal program expressed by the promises contained therein.

2 ‘ .

Critics usually assign vv. 28-30 to J and vv. 27, 31-32 vo P
on the basis that they record two different genealogies of Abranm (e.g.
J.. Skinner 1930:235). However, as van Seters (1975:225) observes v.
28 is not an acceptable beglaning to a genealogy, and besides, 1t
assumes v. 27, Moreovar, the  information {n vv. 29-30 does not
duplicate that ia wvv. 27, 31-32. Vv, 29-30 report the marriages of
Abram and Nahor, while v. 27 records their births. Vv. 31-32 record
the journey and death of Terah. “There is no sound reasen,”™ van
Seters states, "for making aany division in wvv. 26-327 &192}:225).
3
The difficulty surrounds the use of the plursl pronominal
suffix with the verb wayy&s®0. 11:3la states that Terah took his
fanily and left Ur for Cansan. - One would therefore "expect the verb to
have a singular suffix and read something 1like:. wayyese? 2icedm, or
wayyasZ Jotam (see A. Dillmann 1897:1:412, J. Skinner 1930:238).
y ) .

Auffret supports these observations with a pattern analysis of
these two verses, or half verses as the case may be. Comparing the
word order of the command and response, Auffret observes the following
favecslion:

.

1. (wyZar)
. zhﬂb
21
" brm
1k-1lk
4. wylk
; ’bm -
* (x?¥c dbr) lyw , . .
yhwh . : .

G

77\
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5

Premsagar, for example, sees a theological reason for
separating the accounts of Yahweh”s command and Abram”s obedience with
a promise of blessing: “Between command and the obedient response of
the patriarch, the promise-blessing theme is introduced, and this
turns the apparently arblitrary command and demand for obedience into
the gracious work of God.for the salvation of man™ (1974:118).

6 -

There 1is a great debate among scholars whether the niphal form
of the verb, w®nibr®kfl should be translated as a reflexive Ee.g. P.
Delitzsch 1888:1:379-380, J. Skianer 1930:244-245, E. A. Speiser
1964:86), or as a passive (e.g. C. F. Keil 1878:194-195, 0. T. Allls
1927, U. Cassuto 1964:1I:315). Recently E. Ruprecht (1979:182-183)
maintains that since the text could have used a pual (f it
unambiguocusly meant the passive, or the hithpael if it- wanted the
reflexive, by using the niphal the text is Intentionally ambiguous and
means to Include both senses at the same time.

7 -

. This correspondence between Yahweh”s command and “Abram”s
response is often interpreted as an fndication of the faith that Abram
had 1in Yahweh to fulfill his promises, a position elaborated most
recently by W. Brueggemann (1982a:121). However, this is not the only
possible reading. Abram wmay have been mottvated by fear. He
originally came from Ur, and it was at Shinar, in the episode just .
.prlor to Abram”s commission, that Yahweh counfounded man”s attempt to
build 'a tower. Abram may have feared that if he did not do as he was
commanded he might experience the wrath of God as did his countrymen
before ‘him, As Westermann asks, what other response would be expected
from a man after the most powerful force in the universe told him to
move? P. D. Miscall (1983:11-12) also cautfions against
interpretations based on a knowledge of Abram”s psychology when the
. text says nothing about his state of mind. Miscall adds that 12:4a
nay be a "verbal simile” and does not necessarily imply cause. While
Abram”s departure may have corresponded to Yahweh”s command, it is not
necessarily because of Yahweh”™s order that he went. Miscall adds that
the parallels between 11:31 and 12:5 suggest another motivation.
Abram may have gone to Canaan in order to complete - hig father”s
original, unfulfilled goal. __ . ’

8

It is in creation that Yahweh i{nitially blesses his work, and
it {s the blesalag that concerns him with his selecticn of Abram,

i , 1.



CHAPTER PIVFE

THE JOURNEY

Gen 12:5-13:18 record Abram’g Journey to and througﬁ the lands
of Cangan and Egypt. Accordi;g éo'the majority of scholars this unit
‘contains three major episodes (12:5- -9, 12:10-20, and 13:1- 18), each of
which 1s thought to have undergone a certain amount of Bubsequent
redaction, According to this regding, the first episode records
Abram”s entry into and Qigration thfough the land .of Canzan., The
secoad | episode recounts the first occaslon on which -Abram
migrepresents Sarai as his slster and ;ranspires in Eéypt. The third
recounts another migrﬁtiou tﬁrough Canaan, but appears most concerned
with the division of the land betiseen Abram and Lot, |
' This division 1arnot as straightforward as it might seem. ’fﬁe
most obvious difficuley is.that according to most critics 12:5-9 {g
‘not a unit at all, byt part of the longer ;egmént, 12:1-9. However,
according to thg argdment of the pfeceding chapter, 12:1-4 cénstituteé
part of the story“s introductiod, andpmust be geparated from 12:5ff,
The diviaion\qbetueen Yahweh”s command and Abram”s. reaponse is not
unrecognised by those who see all of 12:1- -9 as a single unit, but,
according to the reading presented here, they give it insufficient
‘welight,

Efﬁn amongst  those who givé some 'weigyt to the divis{ion

between Yahweh”s commission and Abram”s journey there {s uncertalinty

-
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over its precise location. Identifying v. 4 as part of thg journey,
'Von Rad places the brﬁ:k between 12:3 and 12:4. C. ﬁestermaun stresses
the inclusio between 12:1 and 12:4a aad, concomitantly, puts it
between vwv. 4a and 4b. U. Cassuto offers a third alternative.
Identifying 12:4b as a typical concluding formula he locates the
divisiocn between vv. 4 and 5.

According to tﬁé argdment of chapter four Cassuto”s view {is
the most acceptable, That 12:5 functions as the beginning of a _Dew
unit is supported by its use of resumptive repetition.1 V. 4 brings
the story’s 1ntroduc§10u to an end by noting that Abram departed from
Haran, and by commenting on some of the circumstances surrounding that
departure. qV. 5 begins the mext unit: It repeats this informatfon,
thereby linking the following journey to the one mentioned in v. 43
then it adds the,descinafiou to whicﬁjlbram sets out and at which he
arrives. It is precisely in its coucern with the destimation that Q.
5 advances beyond v. 4, which is concerned primarily with Abrhm's

coapliance wiﬁg the divioe command of 12:1.

‘Coutroversy also surrounds the delineation of these episodes,
which 1is especially evident in the digcussion of -‘the limits "of the
Egyptian sojourn. While most“agreg that it begins with 12:10, some
argue that 12:9 constitutes its iatroduction {so'H. Gpnkel 1510:168—

169; ‘3. Skioner 1930:247; C. A. Simpson 1952:579). The disagreement

over the episode”s conclusion 13 ‘even more’ contentious. The scholarly -

community 1is about equally split between those who end it with 12320

aad those who see the episode”s conclusion in 13:1. Those of the

. ‘5“_.
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first group appeal to the sense .of ending that occurs with 12:205
wvhile those who support the second group refer fo the inclusio formed
by 12:10: "And Abram weat down (wayyered) into Egypt,” and 13:1: "Aad
Abram went up (wazyacal) from Egypt.” '

A second but related problem is-the ;ela;iouship between these
three episodes. According to the achoiarly consensus, they are not

related to one another in any integral way. As a consequence critics

- ~

treat them as independent tales, refusing to interpret thenm in the
light of one another, except to speculate about the reasons why a

Jredactor or collector may have placed them next to one another, J,

A

- van Seters”s remarks on Gen 12:10~20 are particularly enlightening in

- this regard since’ they fundicate the status of all three eplsodes:

"

'« . the sﬁory is a self-contained unfit. There is nothing in it that

ties it to anything previous and there is nothing that follows as a

sequel. It {s in every way complete” (1975:170).

As the fhridus studies of these chapters indicate, however,

these episodes cannot be sepafated or rearranged without difffculty.
For example, 13:3-4 state that Abram returned to the ﬁlaée where he had °
eariier built,;'éairn'(mizbﬁah); between A{ and Bethel. These.verses
not onlylallude to 125?;8, but igply that Abram had left the regifon and
has now returned. The ‘mention of Abram’s wealth {n 13:2 is important
ip this regard because 1t alludes to the cifcumstances of 1its
acquisition in. 12:16, thereby indicgting that Abram”s stay at thé
mountain betw;en Al and Bethel was interrupted pgecisely by the

excursion down to Egypt. Furthermore, 12:10 and 13:1 describe Abram”s
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journey Into and out of‘kgypt in reference to his migrations through

the land of Canaan. He goes down because of a famine “in the land,”

‘ and returns because Pharaoh expels him from Egypt. M

Realising the implications of these verses, many scholars
agsign all or part of 1258-9, 16} 13;1-& to a later redactor, thereby
eliminating the references betugén these eplsodes (e.g. H. dungel
1910:168, J. Skinner '1930:243, P. Welmar 1980:4-5, 47-49). However, as
C. Westermann (1981:203-204) has remarked, there is nothing internal
to. the narrative 1itself suggesting that these verses should be
omitted. Agreeing nonetheless uiéh the higher-critical conseﬁsuavﬁhat
12:1-9, 10~20, and 13:1-18 are 41scrgte units of eradition, Westermaan
denies that these verﬁes refer to one another, but to other occasions
on which Qbram might have visited these places, and of which the text
says nothiﬁg.

Pucting aside the many problems faced by historical eﬁquiry
into th#e.atory (sde esp. T. L. Thompson 1974 and J. van Seters 1975),
from a literary perspective such a procedure is entirely unacceptable;
The use of verbs of motion in conjunction with tnfinitives, in both the '

absolute and coustruct forms, adverbs of directioh, .the H-directive,

LS

‘and prepositions {ndicating place link all the episodes of 12:5-13:18

as constituents of one contiouous journey This sense of continuity is
reinforced by .certaian stages which indicate not only the new place to.
-

which Abram travels, but also that from which he departs.

The journey opens with the statement that Abram and his family

went forth to-go (wayy@s®la laleket) towards the land (h-directive) of
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Canaan, _ana. that they came (*bw?) into the sland (h-directive) of
Canaan. N;rrowing the focus, v. 6 adds EPat Abram paa;ed.through (*EEE)
the land uato (SEQ) the place of Shechem, unto (Eﬂﬂ) the oak of Moreh.
The next séeb in ﬁﬁe jéurney openurwith the statement that “"he removed
(*EE&) from there (mi¥%¥am) towards the mountain (Efdirectivel between

Ai and Bethel. V. 9 then states that "Abram then Journeyed

(wayyissa®), countinuing (hdldk wendsCa) toward the Negeb (h-

directive). The excurslon into Egypt opens with the explanation that
there was a famine in"the land, in response ﬁo which Abram weant down
(*yrd) towards Egypt (h-directive). Hia'move'out-qg Egypt states:

"Then Abram .weat up (*€1lh) from (mi) Egypt towards the Negeb (h-

bt
3

Airecéive).“ In the next stage he goes on his-—- journey (wazgéle?
lemassadyw) from (Ei) the Negeb unto (Cad) Bethel, uato (€ad) the
place where he had earlier pitched his tent, unto (zgl). the place
where he had built the mizbéah. The final stage of the journey is
described as teutiug (*zhl),. coming (*EEED, and dwelling (*ysw) at
(Ei) the oaks of Mamre, at (Efp Hebron. .
From this perspective 11:5-13}18 does not contain three
separate epis;des, but a journey consisting of seven stages, each
marked by notatlon indicating the new place to which Abram travels.
12:5;9 and 13:1-18 aré not individual-episodes on an even footing with
12:10~-20. 12:10-20 records an event that happens at one stage in the
journey, while '12:5-9 and 13:1-A8 each record three stages.

12:5 constitutes the journey”s introduction, It informs the

reader of Abram“s destipation, what he took with him, and that he

\
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arrived at that destination. As indicated 1n . the following
schematisation, 12:5 funcgiona as a general iﬁtroduction to Fhe
journey that follows. It is separated from 12:6ff. {in that it states
in broad te;ma‘fbram’s destination: he sets out for and arrives at the
land of éanaan.,‘The text 1s silent about what transpires on the trip
Erom‘Haran to Canaan. Gen 12:6—13:18, on the other hand, supplies a
detalled 1itinerary of the places at which Abram lstopa during ' his

wanderings through this land, as well as numerous details of things

that happened at each stage of the jou}ney.

12:6-7 records the first stage in the journmey.. hey include

the record of Abram”s arrival at Shecbemlﬂéreh (12:6), and the account
o ‘

of. what transpired there (12:f). The second stage. in the journey

recounts his move ‘to the mountain between Al and Bethel and is recorded
in 12:8, 12:9 states that he'mOQed touﬁrds the Negeb, and constltﬁtes
the third stage in the journey. 12:10-20 records .the fourth stage. It
opens ;ith the note that Abram went down te Egypt (12:103,.aud‘iuc1udes
those things that occurred while he was in that land (12:11—20). 13:1-2

constitutes the fifth stage. IE includes the notice that Abram moved

. \ : )
patriarih's wealth (13:2). The sixth stage 13 related 1n 13:3-17. Vv.

3-5 récord Abram”s return to the mountain between Al and Bethel, while
vv. 6-17 relate events that transpiré while Abram is there. The final
stage 1a this journey redounts”Abram”s move to Hebron/Mamfé and i;
.recordéd 1im 13:18.

The path Abram follows throughout Canaan-Egypt 1s circular.

towards the Negeb (13:1), and the circumstantial clause elaborating the ’
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At the middle of this seven stage’ journey lies the Egyptian episode.
L 2

The path Abram follows after departing from Egypt retraces that which
tfoitially took him there. As outlined {a chap. 3 (see above p. 67),

this circularity formally defines’ 12:5-13:18 as a chiasmus:
v L.
I. Introduction, 12:5

I1. The Journey, 12:6-13:18
a Oak of Moreh (Shechem),'12:6-7

b a mountain between AL and Bethel, 12:8

r

¢ the Negeb, 12:9
d Egypt, 12:10-20 _
¢ the Negeb, 13:1-2 ° ' -

. VAU
b” the mountafn between Al and Bethei:\13:3-l7
‘ 2 -
a” Oaks of Mgmre {Hebron), 13:18.
' . ’
The parallels indicated in this schema are subported by
.

several other featuxes. In both a and a” Abram "builds a mizbEah unto
Yahweh.” Both also record Abram”s respoase to the divine command to

“go" (12:1; 13:17). In b Abram pitches his tent, builds a mizbeal,

-

and proclaims the name of Yihtéh. In b” he returas to the place where

he had pitched \hls tent and built the mizb8ah, and once agaln

3 .

proclaims ¥ahweh”s name. C and ¢” are united in the fact that they are

et

. P -
tﬁe_}gfiyxptwo_stages at which nothing occurs. Both note only that
Abram set_ out towards the Negeb. As the central ebisode d has ao

parallel. - b '

»

Tﬁe chiasmus not only binds ‘the stages of the journey together

as a unity, but suggesté that—the second palf conatitutes some sort of _
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reversal of the first half. The significance of this 1is 'gained,. in
part, frem 12:5, which names the land of Canaan as Abram”s destination.
By Eleeing‘to Egypt Abram thus abandons his original goal, but returns
t6 - it when Pharaoh expelé bim from Egypt and he returns to Canaan. °
Appropriate to its positioa In the centre of the chiasmus the Egyptian
sojourn Is the journey”s pivotal episode, and effectively divides 1t
into two parts. \

This 'reading I's supported.by several other features in the
text. Ffrst, although the chiasmus is based on the places to which
Abram travels, another set of parallels based on the places from which
he travelg crosses over these divisiﬁns{ The language used to describe
Abram”s return to the Negeb (c”) apa to the mountain between Al and
Bethel ﬂb’) reflects that u;ed to describe Abraﬁ’s original move to
these places (; and ¢ respectively). 13:1 states: “"And Abram went up
(*E;g) from Egypt . . . towards the Negeb," which, as nany ;cholars
have ‘noted, recalls the statement in 12:10: "And Abram weat down (*yrd)

towards Egypt.” Similarly, the statement in 13:3, "de went oun his

Journeys (wayy@lek 1°massaayw) from the Negeb unto Bethel,” reflects .

the language of 12:9: "And Abram journeyed (wazyissac s continually

Journeying (h3ldk wenisbda) towards the Negeb.” By beginning each
stage of Ehe teturn from Egyﬁt with a notiée indicating the place from
which Abram céme, ‘and by wording that notice in terms similar to the
describtiou vof Abram’s original ﬁove to those plices, the text

. .
indicates that the return from Egypt fs a reversal of the excursien

that took him there in the first place. -
. ]
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A further indication that ,the second part of the journey i{s a
reversal of the firast is the parallel language used to describe Abram”s
removal from Haran and his departure from Egypt. Most promineat is the
way the text employs the verB__*ElE. In 12:1 Yahweh uses the
imperative, lek-1%kad, to order Abram from his home. Corresponding to
this éﬁmmand, 12:4 uses the imperfect, wayyélek, to describe Abram”s
respoﬁse to the divine command. émploying the same form of the verb
the text then adds that "Lot went (wazzélék) withk him.” Echoing
Y;hweh’s command, Pharaoh also employs the imperfect, walek, to.order
Abran to "go” from his land. Paralleling _Abram”s earlier response 13:3
agaln uses the for&, wayyélek, to describe his respoase to Pharaoh”s
command. - Completing 'the parallel 13:5.adds that as before Lot w;s
going (haholak) wigh Abram.‘-.‘

Most of the above evidence is concentrated in two eplisodes
(12:10~20 and 13:3-17).%®As remarked above, the first {s the pivotal
episode in the journmey.. 1t is the one in which Pharaoh commands Abram
in language that récalls Yahweh”s original commission, The second is
-the first stop on the return Journey. Sigaificantly it is at these two
stages 1o the journey that the text relates extended episodes, each
with 1its own plot. To' understand the meaning of Abram”s journey,
consequently, a closer look at these tdo_episodes i3 warranted,

Gen 12:10-20
Pew eplsodes 1in the Abraham narrative have spawned more

discussion than Gen 12:10-20. Although there are many outstanding
] .
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3 .
issues, there-has long been a consensus that this eplsode {8 primarily

about Saral, and that the plot advances according to her relationship
to  Abram and Pharaoh.4 The events that lead up to the actual loss of
Saral (variously located in vv. 10-16a or vv. 10-16b) constitute the
plot”s complication or what Pratt calls the "rising action" (1983:153).
Correspondingly, those events that lead to Sarai”s recovery (usually
»~

located in vv. 17-20) constitute thé story”s resolutjon, or what Pratt
calls the "falling actlon” (1983:163). V. 17, all pgree, contalns the
event that effects the change from complication t resolution. The
combination of these actions coastitutes what Westarmann refers to as
the episode”s "arch of tension.” It is the spanning of this apch
err the entire eplsode that suggests to most scholars that 12:10-20
haq its own structural integrity and is therefore independeug of 1ts-
present literary context. ‘

However, w£11e there is agreemeat about the general story-line,
-recent attempts to divide the_episode ioto its coﬁponent parts, and to
trace more closely the advance of the plot from scene to scene, have
noE{ produced the éame unanimity. All agree that the episode contains
an introduction (v.. 10), a main body (vv. 11-19), and a conclusion (v.

6 .
20). V. 10 is recognisable as the introduction because it begins with

an .inftial disjunctive clause, way®ht raCab bd%3res, and supplies

informatifon of an expository néturq (6. W. Coats 1983:110).- V. 10a

-
~

iatroduces’ the new theme of the famine, and v. 10b a new stage Ig
Abram”s jourmey. V. 10c is a subordinate clause that links these two

items together.. Abram ‘trévels to Egypt because of the famige’s
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severity.

The coaclusion 1s also easily identifiable. As Pratt
(1983:162) observes, the resumption of consecution (wayfgaw} after
lengthy simultaneity indicates that v. 20 constitutes a new segment in
the episode. It 1s the ﬂarratorial description contained thérein,
however, that creates the sense of ending in this verse. The verses
immediately prior to v. 20 record a conversation between Pharaoh and
Abram in which Pharaog eventually orders Abram out of Egypt, In v. 20
the .uarrator‘repoqtg that under the eye of Pharaoh”s men this command
was succeassfully carried out.

The' disagreement occurs over the main body of the episode.
While Berg (1983:8~10) and Weimar (1977:14-16) agree that the middle
section contains three sceaes, they assign the scenes different
contents, W;imar identifies them as wv, 11-13; wvv. l4-16a; and vv.
17a, 18-19. Berg, on the other haund, defines them as vv. 11-13; vv.
14-16; and vv. 17-19., Offering yvet another reading, Pratt argues that

the middle section contains the following four scenes: vv. 11-13; wv.

3

l4-16a; vv. 16b-17; and vv. 18-19.
As the various divisions indicate, the discussion revolves
around the atatuslnf v. 16b. While the status of a half-verse may
appear Fo‘be a minor thing, Lhe controversy surrounding it reflects a
more fundamental problem. %he different.solutlons regarding v, 16b
show how difficult it is to account for all the mater;&i in 12:10-20

when one reads the episoderas a story about Saral.

In past.years those who accepted v. 16b usually Laterpreted it

!
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L}

as  an elaboration of the stétement in v. 16a that "It went well wlith
Abram because of her" (e.g. A. Dillmann 1897:1I:19-20; S. R. Driver
1909:150; u. Cassuto 1964:I1:354) However, -as ﬁéimar (1977:9)
indicates, thls expression refers to Abram”s original plan in v. 13,
where out of fear for his life he plots to misrepresePf Saral as his
slster. Employing the same language that appears in v. 16a Abram
pleads with Saral: "Say, I pray of you, you are my sister, that it may
go well with me ébr your sake, and that I.may live on your account.,”
V. 1léa, then, does n6£ refer to the wealth that Abram'acquires in v.
16b, bug to the success of his plan to save his life by passing off
Saral as his sister. According to Weimar, then, v. L6b laterrupts the‘
natural flow between the loss of Sarai - In w¥. 16a and Yahwhh's
interyention on Hﬁ? behalf in v, 17. |
In a);ore recent attempt te retaln v. ..16b, Pratt argues

that 1t belongs with v. 17; and that together they constitute the
épisode’s "turning polnt™ (1983:163). This reading leads to a
comparison of Abram”s yealth with the plague that comes.upon Pharaoch.
According to Pratt it is this comparison that enables the text to
proceed to a resolution of the tension created by the abduction of
Sgrai. According go Pratt, “In ordg:’to move toward resolving this
difficulty, Yahweh. distinguishes betweén_ Abram and  Pharaoh”
(1983:164) )

It s not clear,> however, why the resolﬁtlon of the problem
of éarai’s removal requires such a digtlnction, or how such a

-

distinctfon contributes to Sarai”s restoration. The role of v. 17 in
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reuniting Saral ando Abram s clear enough. It {s Yahweh's
interveantion "because of Saral, Abram”s wife" that iInitiates the
events that lead to the return of Saral and the expulsion of Abram
from Egypt. It is not clear, however, how Abram”s acquisition of
wealth contributes to thig turn of events.7

Pratt supports hig poaition with reference to certaln formal
features of the text. He observes that the introduction and the first
two scenes begin with the verb w wyhy (vv. 10, 11, 14), Observing that
the next occurrence of_gzgz.ia in v. 16b, Pratt reasoms that, like the
previous three occurrences, this one {ndicates that v. 16b begins the
next acene.“

This reasoﬁing, however, 1is uot without its difficulties. asg
Pratt himself real;sea; the verb does not occur In the secoud half of
the episode, Neither his fourth scene (vv. 18-19) nor the‘couclusion
(v. 20) begins with ¥yhy.  Furthermore, although the introduction and
the first two scenes do begin with wyhy, 1its grammatical function' is
different than 1in the-introduction. In the introduction it stands
alone in announcing the arrival of the famine. JIn the two scenes that

follow it appears in confunction with the verb *bw?, and marks Abram”g

advaace into Egypt. - V. 11 opens with the expression, way€ht ka2Xder

higrib 1ab32 misrdyma, while v. 14 begins with, way2ht kebs> dabrim

misray?md. The obvious sequentiality of £hese two clauses indicates

that the two scenes are part of a slngle, contiauous Journey; they are

thus bound together ar a different level than v. 10 1s bound to them,
Cy

In v. 10 wyhy describes a condition while tn Vv, 11 and 14 it describes
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motion.

A closer laok at the structure of the eplsode will reveal that )
v. 17 does indeed divide the aplsode into two parts. V. 16b is not
the begiloning of a scene, but the end of the first half. The
difficulties posed by this half-verse, moreover, disappear once it Is
realised that v. 17 not only marks the beginning of the second half oﬁ
the episode, but aiso effects a shift in the basis upon which the plot
advances.

As intimated above, the first half of the story.ls locat%d in
vv. 10f16. These verses contain the introduction (v. 10) and the ;1rat
two séenea (vv. 11-13; wvv. 14-16). | The introducticn is 1itself
composed of three clauses. Tﬁe éirst {s  an {independent clause
announcing the aprival of a famine in "the Iadd}". This 1is followed by
a secoad independent clause that states that Abram went down to Egypt
to sojourn. The third 1is a dependent c}auae which 1links Abram”s

journey causally to the famine. Abram'decldcé to go to Egypt,

“because the famine was severe in the land.™
. .

Presenting the problem in this way places the emphasis on the

famine. Westermann wants to remove v. l0a because he thinks that it is
‘-an unoecesgsary repétition of v. 10c. Such a procedure, however, failé
to appreciate the development that occurs in this verse. The flirst
clause annoudces the famine._ By using an independent clause the text
focusses the reader”s attentiva on the famine. 1In the seéond clause
the text states that Abram decided to go to Egypt to sojourn. By using

a second 1odependent clause to announce Abram”s decislon to go to

[l
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Egypt, the reader has knowledge of two seemingly independent events,

It i8 only in the third clause that the relationship between the two 1;

‘clarified. Abram goes to Egypt because of the famine”s severity. The

Lntréduption moves from announcement of the famine, to the announcement

of Abram”s journey, to the linking of the second event causally to the
first. The third clause also adds iPTormation to what the first clause

says about the famine: it was severe.

Tﬁe‘ second part of this sectioﬁ (vv. 11-16), records Abram”s
actual descent Iinto Egypt. This jog;ney transpires over two scemes
{vv. 11-13; . 14-16). The first Laotroduces a complicatfon. Abram
bellieves that the Egyptians will kiii‘him because Saral s 5eautifh1.
This poteatial ‘threati forces tﬁe story to stop narrating Abram”s
advance into Egypé iz order to couf;onc.this profiem. Abram, however,
would appear to have few options. He cannot'return.to Canaan because
that 13 where the-severe famine ig. He cannot continue his - trek
because the Egyptians are waiting to kill him for his uife,-'or so he
believes. Atlthis point the machinatfons of the story risk strangling
both the story- and Abram. .Abram’s solugtion fo this problem {s to '
misrepresent Sarai :as his sister. Although the outcome " of this

M

‘solution  1s oot guaranteed at this point Ln the story, it allows both\-
Abram and the story to move- on. The tension created by ) the
uncertalnties surrounding the question of the plén’s success compei the
reader ‘to continuve reading. Thus, at this point ia the eplsode Abram

has two  problems: an actual one In the gulse of a famine, and a

potential one in the form of death at the haands of the Egyptfans (so

1
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Berg 1983:9).
T The second scene ﬂvv. 14-16) records Abram’s successful.
arrival 1in Egypt. Although the Egyptlans are impressed with Saral”s

beauty, as Abram haé predicted, they do aot kill him. Abram”s plan
appears to have worked. With that problem out of the. way v. 16b adds
that "he acquired (way®hi 18) sheep, and oxen, and\he—f&ses, ;nd man-
servants, aﬁd maid-servants, aﬁd she-asses} and cameis." Having first

évoided the difficulty facing his move to Egypt, Abram 1s able to take

advantage of the wealth Egypt has to offer. Thus not only does his

plan to misrepresent Saral as his wife-appeﬁr to have worked, but so

has his plaa to use Egypt as a place to escape the famine of “"the land”

(v. 10). The price of Abram”s succgés, however, 1s that Pharaoch,

appareantly impressed by reports of Sargu’s beauty, has her removed to
. -

his harem. 'As Petersen {1973:37) femarks, Abram”s plan appears to have

. t
worked oaly too well. :

The second half of the epiaqde contains one scene (vv., 17-19)
and the conclusion’ (v.‘ 20). This ;cené contalins Yahweh’s
interQention, and the eventg that result from it. The scene opéns
with Yahweh plaguing Pharaoh "because of Sarail, Abram”s wife” (v. 17) .-
The uase of the qualif{cgtion, "Abram’g wife,” squests that ﬁhe price
of Abram”s success in Egypt was unacceptableito Yahweh. The plague
appears to have had Lts desired affect: Pharaoh;freturns Saral ﬁb
Abram. As with Abram”s blﬁan to'misrepresent‘::;ara , the pl;ngue leads

to.. more than the antiélpated respoase. In addition to effecting the
- L A Y ‘

reﬁnion of Saral and Abram, the plague @oavinces Pharach to expel

4
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Abram and his family from Egypt.

The conclusion brings the episode to an end by recording the

fulfilment of Pharach”s command. Hilh an Egy;tian guard Abram, his
wife, and all that is his are escorted out of Egybt. )
Thus, v. 17 effects a shift in the basis upon which the plot
advances. Lo the first half {vv. 10-16) the story s concerned wifh‘
Abram”s journey to Egypt. While the issue of Saral’s beauty may occuby
 much of the first two scenes, as a theme it i3 secondary to that of
Abram”s journey. Aécofding to v. 10, the episode”s initial coacern is
‘with Abram”s efforts to escape a ae;;re fam}ne that had come upon “the
land.” Saral 1is not even mentioned in this verse. Her beauty comes
into‘play only at the.Egyptian border, where it seemingly jeopardises
the patriarch”s efforts to use Egypt as an escape from the famine. The

{ssue of Sarai”s beauty is thus subordinate to Abram”s quest for a land

free from famioe.

-

o
This reading Ls supported further by the begianing of the

first two scenes. Iao both the events are desceribed in terms of the

stage of the journey at which they occur. The first sceae begins with

the clause wayeht kad¥¥er hiqrid 13567 misray2mi, while the second

opens with wayéht k€8> dabram misray@md. More than just formal

Ll

devices that mark the beginning of scénea, these clauses indicate that

the events that occur in each sceane are 3 part of and thus gubordinate
to Abram”s journey to Egypt.

From this perspective the role of v. 16b 1s underSCandhblé;

According to Weimar aod many others, V. 16b makes no sense in a story

. -
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concerned with Sarai”s loss and recovery. However, in an eplsode about
Abram”s attempts to mo#e to Egypt to escape a famine, not only does {t
make sense, buﬁ it is necessary to Indicate whether Abram was
successful 1in his efforts. V. 16b indicates that he was. One might
argue that v. l6a indicates his success, readering v. 16b redundant.
However, as noted above, v. 16a ref?ra to v. 13, and igdi{cates the
success of his“plan to save himself by misrepresenting Saral as his
sister. Only v, 16b, which 1lists the poqsessiona Abram acquires while
in Egypt, lodicates that he was successful {n his original goal. Thus,
contrary to those who remove it v. 16b plays an important role in the
eplgode, ’

It 18 only at v. 17 that Sarai becomes the prime motivation
ﬁpon which. the plot advances. Yahweh seads a plague upon Pharaoh and
his household (kingdom’) "because of Saral, Abram”s wife." Then, tpon
realising that Sarai is actualﬂy Abram”s wife, Pharaoh scolds Abram
for lying about her identity, returns her to him, and finally expels

him, his family, and all that is his from Egypt. The Pharaoh,

apparently, does not want to harbo someone who can bring a plague upon

him. -

Thus, the episode doeq'poq have an arch of temsion spanning
its encirety.' There 1s an arch;" but it spans ouly the first half
4ﬁ£ :10-16). The initial point of tension i3 the famine Abram sets out

to escape. The threat represented by Sarai”s beauty" constitutes 3

-complication to this goal. After warding off the danger Sarai

represents, his arrival in Egypt Ls successful. As Berg (1983:9) has

-

AN
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stated,

Mit V.16 kBante dle Erzf#hlung zu Ende sein. Denn die belden

Notsituationen, die aktuelle, von der in V.10 die Rede 1st,

und die potentielle, von der Abraham in V.12 spricht und die

durch die Auswanderung Abrahams und Saras nach Kgypten fir

Abraham hiitte entstehen k8ngen, sind behoben bzw. Uberhaupt

nicht eingetreten: Sara geht es gut am Knigshof dea Pharao

aufgrund fhrer SchBnheit; Abraham geht es gut "um Saras
willen”. Der Plan ist gelungen.

The second half of the episode (vv. 17-20) reverses this
resolution, After Yahweh plagues Egypt Pharaoh returns Saral to Abinm
and expels them from his realm, Thus, by rhe end of the eplsode Abram
has returned to the state he was in prior to his arrival in Egypt. His

: - -
wife is returned, and he i{s also returned to Canaan, the place of the
8 .
famine. Thus the end of the episode does not regsolve the 1initial
tension, but reaffirms it. In so doing the episode does not come to an
end, but points forward in anticipation of an angwer to this problem:
how will Abram deal with Canaan, a land ridden-with-fahine?

The significance of this question. lies with Yahweh”s promide to

//Bless Abram with posterity if he would go to "the land which 1 will
show you" (12:1). Abram soon discovers that Canaan is a land of famine
£12:10), hardly a condition associated with a blessing. By forcing

\‘ .
Abram to return to Canaan, Pharaoh sends Abram back to a’ land that
appears incapable of supporting the blessing.

Saral i3 not merely the means by which the eplsode raises this
question. As von Rad (1972:169) has stated, her status ralses the
question of Abram”s descendants. It is not clear, however, that in

passing her off Abram jeopardisgs the promise, as von Rad and others

have argued. Indeed, since she was barren she posed a barrier to the
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fulfilment of the promise. It s possible to view hgr removal as a
removal of barrenness,. and thus as part of the process of realising
the blessing. By returning her to Abram, Pharaoh ‘sharpena the
question of the means by which Abram will acquire offapring and become
a great and famous uagiou.' Since it was Yahweh”s actions that led to °
her return, here too he appears to be working against his own promise.
Von Rad also claims that by fleeing Canaan the patrlarcﬁ showed
a distinet lack o%- faith in Yahweh”s promise of land. . This
interpretation, however, assumes that Abram koew the land”s identity,
which 1; not' the case. In 12:1 Yahweh only identifies t‘e land as the
"land which I will show you.” - At the oak of Moreh Xahweh reappears and
promises to give his descendants "this land,” but this expression is
Lmprecise. If it refers only to the oak of Moreh them Abram abandoned
it upon moving to the mountain between Ai and Bethel. It 18 ’possible
that Abram may have thought Yahweh was referring to all of Canaan
ai&éé, as 12:5 indicates, Canaan was his obiginal destination. The
language of v. 5 portrays Abram”s journey from Haran to Canaan as the
completion of his father”s unfulfilled plans to travel to Canaan from
Ur: .JTerah’é journey, however, was not commissioned by Yahweh, ‘and
there 13 nothing iin 1%:1-3 to suggest that Yahweh understood. the
journey that he commanded of Abram as a completicn of his father”s
" aborted ﬁisuipu. :
It is equally possiﬁlé that in flgging to Egypt Abranm .saw

himself as seeking out the land that Yahweh promised him. Cagaan was

suffering a famine, not an element usually associated with a blessing.

\
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Egypt was dot only\fr&?ﬁiul (12:16), but compar;ble with the "garden of
Yahweh” (13:1%).. AB?QP may have underétood his move as a part of his
search for _the land of blessing, and the fiight from Canaan as a
flight from a cursed laqg,) Iﬁ any event, when Abram leaves Egypt he
teturns to a land of famine.

.In this dilemma lies the significance of the structure of gen
12:10-20. The or{g&gpl resolution of Abram”s goal occurs ig the second
or central scene of the ?plaode (vv. 14-16), | As outlined earlier 1in
this chapt;r, Egypt 18 Qhe central étop in Abram”s seven stage journey
:throggh the anclent near east, Thus, 1ia the qentral scene of the
ceqﬁral eplsode of the’ journey Abram appears to be well on his way to
realigineg the blessing. He has successfully fled a faminé for a
fruitful land, andglost his barren wife.> By plaguing Pharaoh, Yahweh
iuitiétes bofh the return of Sarai to Abram and the return of Abram to
Canaan. Thus, by the ena LE the episode Abram has been removed from a
.fruitful land, ‘only to be reunited with a barren woman and returned to

a barren land. — . ~

-

Gen 13:3-17 - .

-

Thid episode records the separatlion gf Lot from Abram, and can
-~ - - q -

be divided fnfo two fain parts (wv. 3-5; wvv. 6-17). The first part
is expositional aad reports the return of Lot and Abram to the mountain
between Al and Bethel. __As aoted above, most of the language used to

descriﬁéﬁ Abram”s .arrlvgﬁz:t the mountain recalls his first wvisit to

" this P (12:8), therebytbinding this episode to the wider journey.
- ' Lo B
-
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Only v. 5 adds informatfon that goes beyond what is stated in 12:8, It
states that Lot, who was zoing with Abram, was alao wealthy in flocks,
he;ds, aid tents,

As the use of "also” (gam) Ind{cates, v. 5 refers to the
description of Abram”s ugnlch in 13:2, thus conﬂecting this opening
gcene (13:3-5) to the previous stage in Abram”s jouraey (13:1-2). In
addition to the analyptic role of v. 5, it also serves as ;-prolepsis
in éonjunction with v. 2, The ﬁention that both Lot and Abram are
wealthy anticipates the quarrel that arises. 1?fthe Bceﬁes that follow.
This. Information {is one of the features that holds all of Gen 13
together.lo

The actual separation of Lot from Abram is recoanted in the
secoad part (vv. 6-17) of the ep;sode. This ev;nt can be divided iato

three scanes, each of which begins with the verb *ns?, The\first begins

with a clause in which the verd is negated: w€132-nasa” 2Gtdm ha’ares

(v. 6). The next two scenes, on the other hand, begin with clauses
that uses the verb positively. The second opens with the expression:

wayy18337~18t Jet-8nayw wayyar? Jet-kol-kikkar 'hayyardéa (v. 10), The

third scene opens with a similar clause: wayhwh Jamar Jel-Jabram “ahiré

hippared-13t maCimmd 5§32 na” Seneyka 0r€ah (v. 14).

Although the first .occurrence of *Eéa has a different meaning
than the second and third, they all cefer to the land. In the first .
scene”’ it describes the state of the land: it {s unable to support
(w®132-nasa2) the combined flocks of Abram and Lot. In the secoad and

third scenes, -on the other hand, it refers to the examination of the
i
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land. In -the gecond Lot lifts (wazziégap) his eyes to see all the
plalina of the Jordan, while In the third Yahweh commands Abram to lift
(égi) his eyes to see all the land that he will recelve.

The use of *253 is augmented by the text”s use of #*kol. This
gord oc;ura four times, all with reference to the land. The word first
ébpears in Abram’s proposal'to Lot, Just prior to sugéesting that he
and Lot sepérate, he asks his nephew the following quedtion: ™"Is not
all (kol) the land before you?" (v. 9).

The key-word *Eél occurs twice In the second scene. The first
(v. 10). occurrence describes Lot"s examinatfon of the Jordan valley.
"He looks at all (Egl)'the kikkar of the Jordan. The second (v. 11)
describes his cholce of lands: Lot chose for himself all (kol) the
kikkar of the Jordaun.

In the final scene Yahweh uses *kol to descrlbe the land he
promises Abram. After commanding him to look in all four difections,
Yahweh promises to give him and his descendants "all (kel) the land
that you see.”

The use of *n32 and *kol marks the advance each scene makes {n
the story-line, The Eirst scene (vv. 6-9) contains the episode”s
foitial paint of tension and a proposal to resolve it. The' land”s

fnability to support the combined flocks of Abram and Lot leads to

quarrelling between their respective herdsmen, In an effort to avold
further squabbles, Abram suggests to Lot that they divide the land
between them and go their separate ways. Perhaps to. encourage his

nephew”s acceptance of the plan, Abram offers Lot first choice of
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territory.

The second scene (vv. 10-13) records the execution of Abram’s
plan. After perusing the land Lot chooses the fertile plain of the
Jordan, leaving Abram with the land of Canaan, The text adds that the
separation accurred ‘before Yahwehvdestroyed Sodom and Gomorrah, and
that the men of Sodem were evil.

In the final scene (vv. 14-17) Yahweh appears to Abram with a
sfatement of intent concerning the issues of land and posterity. This
statement can be divided into three parté. Pirat, Yahweh commands
Abram to look in the four directions of the compass and states that he
will give him and his descendants all fhe land that he sees (vv. l4-
15). He then adds that Abram”s descendants will be as numercus as' the
“dust of the earth (v. 16). I&zthe third part of the address (v. 17) he
returns to the issue of the land, this time commanding Abram to walk
its the length and breadth, “for unto you I will give it.” ' K

In contrast ‘to Abram”“s Egyptian sojourn, the account of the
separation of Lot and Abram has not engendered much.: scholarly
discussion. ;u the few studies that exist there is a disagreement over
the-isgue that is at stake in this episode.. Whether the interpretation
treats the episode 1o its context, or as an independent anecdote, two
ﬁain positions have'eﬁerged. According to the first view the main
1ssue Iis land. This pesition” has been éhampionedl by W, Vogels
(i974/75; 1975:142-145; 1979). According to the second view, reflected
in the recent work of G. W. Coats (i983:116-118) and L. R. Helyer

(1983), the episode focuses on the relationship between Abram aad Lot.

T
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The above analysis suggests that'while there are *mplications
éor both, the question of land is the more fundamental. It 18 the
inability of the land to support the combined herds of Abram and Lot
that leads to the quarrelling aod eventual aeparatioﬁ. The
fundamental aspect of the land is reflected in Abram”s proposal to
deal with the squabbling. While he decides that he and Lot should

’separaté; he describes that separation in terms of a divislon of land.
He puts hié plan to Lot: "Is not all the lapd before you? . . . If you
will take the left hand .I will take the right; or if you take the
right hand I will take the left™ (v. 9). By wording his proposal in
these terms Abram shows -that be understands that the priuciﬁal problem
is the lénd or, more ﬁrecisely, its poverty. Simila'rly,l in the final
scene, Yahweh focuses on the izsue of land. Instead of a divided lénd

-«

he promisem Abram a whole land. Yahweh does not mention the squabble

-

that compelled Abram to separate from Lot. ‘ T

According to mos; critics, {n its present form the episode has
undergone significant expansion. They oftean claim, for example, that:,
vv. 6, 1llb-12a stem from a different source (P), and therefore remove
them from their present context {(e.g. J. Skinner 1930:242, A. Dlllmann'
1897:11:22, 0©O. Procksch 19135470-471, H. Guﬁkel 1910:263). Most also
agree that vv, 3-4 vere added by a later redactor who used the form of
the {itinerary to ;izg this episod; to tﬁe traditions in 12:6-9 (e.g.
J. Sktaner 1930:243, 251, H. Gunkel w1910:168, 172). R. Kilian
{1966:20-23) also removes vv. v10b, 12b, and 13 because they anticipate

the events of Gen 19. It is also common to remove the entire final
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SCene as the work of a later redactorewho wanted to 1link the once
{ndependent story to the theme of the promise (e,g. I, Hoftijzer
1956:15 C. Westermann 1980:25 J. A, Emerton 1982:18- -20, cf. Gunkel
'1910 175-176, Skinner 1930:253- ~254).

. The reasons for removing thesge verse;, however, are
inconclusive. It is circular reasoning to remove vv, 3-4, 10b, 12b, and
13 because . they. refer to other sections of the narrative. On the
contrary, these coanections might {ondicate that the account of Lot”s
8eparation {a aot independent, but part of a larger narratlve complex.

The {tinerary in 13:3-4, for example, :plays a more epecific
role than to coanect this episode to the traditions of Abram”s
' waﬁderings in 12:6-9,. The lang;age of 13:3-4 refers speclifically to
12:8, Abram”s first Stop at the mountain betwéen Af and Bethel. 12:8
states that . upon his arrival at the mountain he “pitched . his tent
«+ + . built a caim (mizb&ah), uﬁco Yahweh, and proclaimed the name of
Yahweh." 13:3~4 states that he went ”unto.the place where his tent had
been at the beginning, between Bethel and Al; unto the place of the
calen  (mizb8ah),  which he had made there at the firse; and Agram '
proclaimed there the name of Yahweh." These‘parallels contribute to the
chiasmusg that spans and unites all of 12 5 13 18, Only '13: 5 goes beyond
the information in 12:8. Yet, as described above, this verse also
binds 13:3-17 to other stages of the journey. By removing vv. 3-4 tpe
cole of this episode in tﬁe Journey s lost,

»

In addition to binding thig episode to {tg- wider context,

13:4-5 have a role in their bresent coetext. As van Seters polnts

\
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out, wvv. 3-4 "are quite necessary, as they indicate from what place
the Jordan valley was® viewed” (1975:223).

The references to'Sodom also play an important role in the
eplgode. As vadrSeters (1975:222) remarks, v, 10a implies that the
Jordan valley is ferti?e, which is not the case. V. 10b ig necessary
to explain that the separation of Lot ﬁnd‘Abram occurred at a timg
before it was barren, that is, pfioé to the time that Yahweh destroyed
ic.

Once the ,first réference to Sodom 15, accepted, van Seters
reasons, there 18 no longer any reason to remove the others, The
meation of the Sodomites” "evil nature, however, also plays ‘an
important role in the sﬁory. Lot chose the Jordan valley because {t
was well watered everywhere, Apparently he wan;ed & place that yas
aot infertile iike Canaan., V, 10, however, indicates that he got more
than what he wag hoping for. While the kikkar may look fertile, it
has no future becausé Yahﬁeh will deatroy e, By.ﬁotiug- that the
valley was populated by evil men, v, 13 takes the irony one step
further: 1{f the valley has no future, neithe; does 1t offer much of §
present. If Lot sought to escape confrq&éagion by fleeing to the
valley he failed, as Gen 14 and 19:4-11 demonsérate.

Source critics agsign wvv. 6, 1]1b-12a to a separate source
because they claim these verses contain unnecessary repetition.
Aécording to them, v. 6 records one account of the reason Abram and Lot
separated, while v. 7 records a second version, Similarly, the account

of the separation of Abram and Lot in vv. 1llb-12a {a thought o
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duplicate the account given in v. 1la and disturb the natural
continuation of 1lla iﬁ l?b {e.g. Skinner 1930:253).

Nelther of thesevjudgments, however, i3 coaclusive. Vv. 6 and
7 are not true duplicates. While both verses glve reasons that lead to

“w

the separation, those in v, ? are the concrete result of the situation

described iﬁ v. 6. V. 7 states that the.herdsmen of Abram and Lot

quarrelled; v. 6 glves a twoefold reason for the contention; First, the
land is un;Sle to Eupport them, and second, they have too much wealth.
Both of these claims are qualified by the statement that they could not
dwell together, suggesting that the two elements contributed equally to
the situation that resulted {in the qﬁarrelling reported 1n v. 7.
Sﬁill, the first of these is the more fundamental. Wealth by itself
might oot lead to quarrelling, but wealth in a land that is unable to

support it will,

Nor are vv. 1llb-12a a repetition of v. 1lla. V. 1lla states
that Lot chose and then jourﬁeyed to.the Jordan }alley. V. 11b, on the
other hand, states that Abram and Lot séparﬁted from one another, V.
12a then adds that Abram dwelt in the land of Canaan while Lot dwelt in
tse cities of the kikkar.

There 13 thus a progressfion through thgse halE-verses.‘ V. lla
refers to v. 9b where Abram offers Lot first choice of territory. By
stating that Lot has now made hia-cboice. v. 1lla tpdicates that Lot
had finished the process of examinatiou recorded in v. 10, and had

decided to accept Abram”s offer. V. 1lb, on the other hand, refers to

v. 9a, and confirms that Abram”s plan to deal with the quarrelling by
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separating from Lo£ was realised. Unlike vv. 1lla and 1llb, v. 12a does
not refer to the formulation of Abram”s plan. égving noted the
successful execution of Abram”s plan in v. 1llb, v, .125 reports the
gituation as it existed aftéf;the separation: Abram lived in the land
of Cauaan-éhile Lot lived in the cities of the Jordan wvalley. Each
part of these verses focuses on a different element ;f the separation.
There remains-the problem of the last scene. Recent critics
cite two reasons for removing vv. 14-17. The first is generic: vV,
14-17 are .thought to contain a different geuré éhan the main part of
the episode. According to Westermaun vv. “5-13 are ‘an example of
“territorial conflict” \(1980:65-66), a special category of a wlider
genre he calls "family narrative.“ll Yv. 14;17, on the other hand,
are “not a narrative, but an address by God toffbraham" (Westermann
1980:25).
) ~
:'The second reason critics remove vv. l4-17 from the text is the
sense of discontinuity .they detect between them and the preceding
material. Westermann describes the break in ~terms of narrative
tension. ' According to him, vv. 14~17 do uoﬁ emerge out of the tensiqn
developed in vv. 5-13. Coats makes a similgr evaluation: "Rather tha;
developing the renewed tension, vv. 14-17 shift the pace of the unit to
a traditional plece, a promiée'tﬁ Abram fof possession of the land and
for multiplication of descendants. . . . -Its narrative line {is
incomplete” (1983:117; so Hoftijzer 1956:15). J. A. Emerton describes

the caesura in terms of a discrepancy: "In v. 9 Lot is ‘alloued to

choose any part of the land, and in vv. 10-}1 hessees and chooses the
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Plain of the Jordan; that comes awkwardly before vv. lb—lqﬁ which say
that all that Abraham caa see will Pe given to;ﬂqm" (1982:19).

Neither reason is fincontrovertible. The first assdmds that a
unified story cannot contaln more than cne genre, The second assumes
that™ a harrative cannot contaln ascenes that are discontlauous. This
thgsis does not.share thege presuppositiona (see above respectively,
pP. 33-37, pp. 19-22). While An address may not be a narrative, {t ig
not unceommon for narrativeﬁyfo contain addresses (e.g. .2 Kgs 18:19-25,
28-35; 22:15-20 Neh 9:6~38), Similarly, textg‘can_uae discontinuity to
contrgét the oppdsi;é views of chaéés:ers, . to nullify or discredi{t the
actions of a particﬁlar character, 6r to chanée the direction of the
piot, to list only a feﬁ possibdilities,

There are a n;mber of élements that link wvv. 14-17 to the

preceding .scenes. In the opening clause of v. 14, the narrator

introduces Yahweh”s speech-to.Abfam with the clause: wayhwh Jdmar Jel-

Zabram 2ahir8 hippired-13t meSimms. This clause biads wv. 14ff. to the

preceding material by both grammar and temporhl coordination. As B,

Jacdb (1974:364) points out, the 1ioverted syntax, wayhwh Jamar,

{ndlcates that v. 14ff. are a continuation of the preceding material

. ' .
(so A. Dillmamn 1897:11:27). $pe use of Zahiir® defines the gequence as

. 12
-temporal: Yahweh speaks to Abran after the separation of Lot.

As a noumber of gcholars (R. Kil{an 1966:24, W. Vogels
1974/75:52-54, B. Jacob 1974:364) have observed, there are also formal

parallels 'betweg% these two scenes. Ia the opao\{ng line of his

address Yahweh uses the same language to command Abram\to examine the -

b
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land that thé narrator used to describe Lot”s cholce of territory. V

10a describes Lot”s examination of the territory: uayyi§§§3-10t Qet-

|28ndyw wayyar? det-kol-kikkar hayyard@n. V. 1la then describes  his

selection of that territory: _wayyibhar-18 18t Jet kol-kikkar

hayyarden. Using the same language; Yahweh commands Abram: §§P na”

Jtneyka 0r€2h . . . kt DJet-kol-hidireg O%¥er-Dattd rodeh 1°k3
: 13
Jet®nennd 01%arcika Cad-C8lim (vv. 14, 15),

These parallels contrast Lot”s selection of'territq;y with the
-promise of land Yahweh makes Abram. Lot, however;-does fiot act on his
own volition but on the suggeétiou of Abraﬁ. According to W. Vogels,
Yahweh™s address can thus be read as a responge to the outcome of

Abram”s plan. Using the language of atructural%ym Vogels describes the

shift that occurs at v, 14 as follows: 4/

+

-~ .

+ « it [vv. 14-18) 1is a promise and presents Yahweh as the
sender, who promises to give the whole land to Abraham, The
Eirst narrative program (vv. 8-12) is at the pragmatic-somatic
level, and presents Abraham as the sender for the ‘purpose of .
dividing the land between himself and Lot, The second program
seems to destroy the solutfon of the first program, The second
is therefore the real narrative program, while the first becomes
the anti-program (1979:9). '

' This reading 1is supported by the way. the episode uses the
express&Pn kol hEDEres. It occurs once in the first scene where Abram
says to Lot: "Is not thé whole land (kol-hﬁ’ireg) you? Separate, then,
from me. .If you wiil take the left hand, then I will go to the right;
or if you take the right hand, then I‘will go to the left” (v. 9). Ia
the second‘scene the expression occurq,twite, but with reference to a
specific land. Here, however, the expression i{s altered to refer to the

&

specific  land Lot selects. Lot looks at and then chooses the "eatire

-

o,
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Jordan valley” (kol kikkar hayyarden; Vv. 10, 117. In the final scene

Yahweh uses the general form to promise Abram all the 1land” (kol-
ha%dreg) that he sees (v. 15).

The shifr from ‘the general expression to the épecific
expression and back to the gengral expression corresponds to the advance
each scene makes in the plot. Ig the flrsthbram makes the proposal to

divide the land;between himself and Lot. As v. 8 {ndicates, Abram is

primérily‘coucerned with the effects of quarrelling on kin (kt-2Xnaltm

Dahtm 2anahnd). His use of the general expreaslion, kol ha’ares,
reflects this conceran. He 1s not interested in the issue of who gets
what territory, as long as the division prevents the quarrelling.

The second scene records ;hé geparation of the two men. Having
accepted Abram’s proposal, Lot 1s not concerned with the division of
land as a solution to quarrelling, but with the specific territory he

‘will now inhabit. The use of the specific formulagfg:; kol kikkar
hazzarden, reflects this shift in purpose. . Kﬁ

The third scene records Yahweh”s promise to give Abram all the
land that he sees. By moving back to the general formula the third
scene recalls-f{;e first and Abram”s original use of that formuia.
Abram”s plan calls for the division of “all the land,” while Yahweh's
{ntention J1s to give Abram the_"entire 1and.” The results of Abram”s
plam appear unacceptable to Yahweh.

The rejection of Abram”s plan corresponds to another shift in
concerns. Abram .divided the land because he wanted to avoid

14 .
quarrelling. Yahweh, however, wants Abram to have numerous

\ P
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descendants (v. 16). The need for the entire land ig expressed {n the
metaphor Yahweh uses to describe the size of Abraﬁfs postarity: it will

be_as abundant as the dust of the land.

Vogels (1979:10-11) adds that the topographical language used -

by and of the different characters reflects.the differences between
Abram”s and Yahweh”s plangiv The first use of geographical }anguage
appears i the proposal of separatién Abram makes-to Lot:‘ "1f you mmke
the left hand thea I will go to the right; or if you take the right
hand I will go to the left.™ It occurs next in the description qﬁlLot’&

v’ . . W - .
move to his chosen land: "And Lot journeyed east.” 1In the final scene

. . \\ -
Yahweh uses topographical language to command Abram: “look northward,

¢

and southward, and eastward, and westward, for the uhgle land which you
L . n

see I will give you.” . ) ’ ;
‘ e

The topographlcal language used to describe Abram”s plan and

Lot“s implementation of it reflects a division between the land on the
L - ’

right and -the land on the left. \ Yahweh”s lﬁsg of topographiéal

iy AT
language, on the other hand, 1s iuclusiye or ”EY;:ular, While Lot

Journeys to the east, leaviuog the west béhind, Yahweh commands Abram
to examine all four points of the compass., Rather.than a division
\
!
between east and west, Yahweh”s promise includes a unity of all

directiouns, Enhancing the sense of wholeness Yahweh commands Abram to

"walk through the land in its length and breadth.” Rather than moving

from one point to another, as Lot did, Abram is to move throughout all

poiuts:

-

As Vogels (1974/75:52-54) hag recognised, the parallels

s
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- promising, it has oo future;  Yahwe
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between vv. 10-13 and vv. 14-17 also contrast the Basis*upon which each

patriarch Lnhabits his respective land. Lot makes his cholce according
8

to his own volition and capacities. He examines the Jordan valley,

is cholce. In

cﬁoqges it “"for himself,” and moves t; the land of
éontfést Abram recéives his lunq frgh Yahweh. Yahwah commands Abram to
examine the land, promises to give it to him and his descendants, aod
then commands him te travel through 1t.

The slgnificancg-of this contrast lles fn the quality of the
lands each patriarch lahabits, Lot chooses the Jordan valley because

it i35 fertile: it is well watered, and looks like poth Egypt and the .

‘.gatden of Yahweh (13:10). However, while the kikkar may appear

=S I

o destroy 1t. it is M

this context that the promise takes on its meaning. Although the land t

that Lot leaves for Abram is unable to support much, ' Lt has a future. //

After commanding Abram to look about, Yahweh 6?omlses to give the land

that he sees to Abram and his descendants forever. Thu%’iwﬁile Lot may

o,

appear to make the best cholce, he actually makes the worst chofce. !

Divine promises offer more than human perceptions. V/ VK/

«

Thus, while vv. 14-17 may oot emerge out of the tenslons upon

which tﬁ:F\E?EEEETﬁg\ngnes advance; they nonetheless address them,

The dfﬁcrepancy Emerton detects, moreover, defines the relationship of
. ‘>

Yahweh”s speech to the preceding events. Yahweh dogd not accept the

division of the land that results Erom Abram”s prdposal. His plan, od

the -éontrary, includes a gifw the entire land. Whether¥kol-nd’ires 3

1ncluaes kol kikkar hayyarde 8 ao but there {8 nothing to
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15
imply that 1t does not.

Unlike Abram”s proposal, however, Yahweh”s plan 18 ot put Inte
immediate effect., Abram does not yet possdss any land, and he dqsﬁznot
have any children. In 13:14-17 Yahewh”s project ex&at? only as an
anticipation of the future. As such:.despite its discerniblé plot, th;
accéhnt of the sepa;ation of.Lot and Abram is incomplete. The episode
is cot self-cogtained anﬁ‘ therefore, should not be 1solated from its
context. .

This final-.tcene, ,horeover, brings the episode under the

umbrella of the divine promise,  Abram was originally promised that he

*would be.’blessed if he would go to the land Yahweh would show him,

' However, despite continuing revelations from the deity, he finds

h;mself in a lané which hardly appears blessed.? The 513555, on the
other *hand, does appear bleaéed; it even looKs like the garden of
Yahweh. Abram ‘cannot occupy that land because of his agreement with
Lot. Although Yahweh Aagain appears to.AbraA\aqp promises land and
posterity, iﬁ is atill ot clear how he will galn either.
. - e

The role of Lot,” however, 1{is not just to supply the occasion
for this promise. . As both‘}“,ﬂ. * Silberman (1983:18~19) and Helye;
(1983:82-83) note, the text presed?s Lot as Abram”s most likely heir.

By initiating the separation of Lot and himself, Abram appears to have

removed his only heir. The full force of this development emerges from

' YTahweh”s promise that Abram will have a great posterity. With his only

E?Eiﬁéctive<heir gone, the fulfilment of that promise is jedpardised.

There {3 another level at which 12:1-3 bears on this episode.

A T
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In order to receive the blessing Yahweh commanded more than just
Abram”s departure. He alao commanded him to leave his kin behind.
Ab;am may have taken Lot in order to secure an h31§5 but in doing Qo he
contravened oune of the-éonditions of the blessing. Thus, Lot"s
presence may have impeded Abram”s acquisition of the blgssing. By the
end of Gen 13, however, Lot is finally removed from Abram, ‘and Abram’
has finally separnted‘from his kin, as Yahweh had commﬁnded. It is only
then, and 1in response to this geparation,» that Yahweh reappears to
Abram to réaffifh ﬁls promiaé of land and posterity.

Taken together, thea, the accounts of the Egyptian scjourn and
the separation of Abram and Lot make the fulfilment of Yahweh™s
promise appear.even more unlikely than when Yahweh first commissioned
Abranm in 12:1-3. Thege two episodgs restrict Abram to a barren land
with only a barren wife. Together they confine AQram to the land of
Canaan, a land of famine which cannot support many flocks or herds.
Egypt and the kikkar, on the other hand, are fertile. It is iq Egypt
th;t Abram gains so much wealth, and Lot chooses the kikkar because ;t
is uell-#acared everywhere, and looks like both Egypt and the garden
of Yahweh. Theﬁe places would certainly appeﬁr Slessed, while lﬁ
contrast Canaan must seem cursed.16 | B

Similarly, both episodes ralse doubts about the ;ealisafiou of
the promise of posterity. fhe Egyptian episode gives divine saaction to
the union of Abram and Sarai, although Sarai remains-barren. In this

context Lot, whom the text already presented as a possible' heir for

Abram, takes oa an even greater lmportance. The account of the
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separation of Abram and Lot, however, removes Lot as Abram”s likely
helr. At the end of the jsurney, congequently, Abram {a restricted to
a barren land and a barren wife, with no épparené possibility of
escaping elther. -

It 1s in this context that Yahweh”s promise in 13:14-17 takes
on its imgortance. Westermann removes it because he does uot‘perceive
fts narrative function. In fact, however, it is a divine reassertion
of the promise at the point where Its realisatfion appears enti}ely
impossible. Whether Abram.actually believes Yahweh of concludes that
he 1s the victim of a pouerful yet whimsical being the text does not
say. The fact that he travels only to Hebron might indicate that Abram
has reservations about Yahweh’s ﬁurpose.

The jourmey thus fungtlons to define the poaterity and 1land

‘uhich Yahweh had promis;d Abram in 12:1-3, 7. 1t achievea this end in

a negative rather than a positive way. That is to say, rather than
- ot

having Yahweh Identify these eiements, the journey defines the;\by

a process of elimination. Abram is removed from Eéypt‘and prevented

1

Erom inhabiting the kikkar of the Jordan, He has nowhere to go but

Ay

Canaan, - Similarly, his marriage with Saral s confirmed, while Lot s __

-

status 1is clarifigd by his removal. Lot 1s oot to be Abram”s helir,
nor, evideatly, the one through whom Abram will become a'great and famous

natfon. The barrenness of Canaan and Saral seem, fé} the moment, to put

the divine promise in grave jeopardy.
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Notes to Chapter Five
1 -

Resumptive repetition i3 a literary technique used to resume
a particular story-line after a break. The resumption I3 marked by a
repetition of the material at which the story originally broke off.
S. Talmon has examined the device as a means of 5plicing together
synchronous events., ° "By_ cutting the thread of a +tory at a
convenient, - or even not quite 80 <convenlent, juncture, then
interweaving othér matter of a different narrative character, and
agalo resuming the first account by means of repeating the verse,
phrasé, or even the word, at which the cut—-off had occurred, the
author safeguards the linear continuity of the narration, and at the
same time permits the listener or the reader to become aware of the
gynchroneity of the events related™ (1973:17).

2 - .

As noted in chapter three (see above, pp. 67), while Shechen
and Hebron are aot the same place, the chiasmus {3 maintained by the
word play between the expressions 2el8n méreh and 2€loné mamré>,
Changing the basis of the chiasmus from geographical notatlon to’
assonance, moreover, shifts its focus from the actual places to the
literary dimensions of the jouruey.

3

Differences of oplinion exist over the main thrust of the
story. ‘According to Gunkel (1910:173), the episode pralses the
patriarch”s cuoning in his ability to acquire much wealth from
Pharaoh. Coats (1983:112) feels the eplsode i3 an aetiology which
explains Israel”s relatioanship to Egypt. Most agree that the eplsode
majes an ethical statement, although there i3 no agreement on the
ptecise point. Those who feel Abram 1s culpable focus either on his
lie {e.g. H. Holzinger 1898:139, J. Skinner 1930:248-249) or his
apparent lack of faith {n Yahweh to protect him (U. Cassuto
1964:1:351, W. Brueggemann 1982a:125-126). For E. A. Spelser (1961:91-
94) the principal fault lies with Pharaoh for taking another man”s
wife. Referring to the Hurrlan custom of granting a woman the dual
status of wife and sister, Speiser absolyes Abram of the charge of
lying. .

4 )

This teading fs reflected in the title most critics assign
the episode. R. Pol%in (1975), for example, calls it "The Ancestress
of Israel 1in Danger.”™ C. A. Keller (1954) refers to it as "Die
Gefihrdung der Ahanfrau,” while Coats (1983:109) calls it a "Tale of a
Threat to the Ancestress.” ’

5

Westermann defines the arch of teansion as follows: "A

.narrative gives literary form to a series of events in which tension

is resolved._ « + ,» to find the totality of a narrative, one must look
first for this arch that binds a sequence of events together,
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resolving some teasion™ (1980:29).

6
Some (e.g. Gunkel 1910:168, Petersen 1973:34) Lanclude 13:1 in
the conclusion to the Egyptian sojourn, However, as discussed abgve,
this marks the beginning of a subsequent stage in Abram”s journey.
7

As the above citation indicates, the distinction Pratt posits
implies that Abram recelved his wealth from the active Lntervention of
Yahweh just as it was the deity that seat the plague against Pharaoh.
The text, however, makes no such claim. It states only that "he
[Abram] got (way€h1-18) sheep, and oxen, and he~asses, and men-
servants, and mald-servants, and she-asses, and camels.” The verse
remains frustratingly qulet about the wealth”s source, 1if that source
is to be interpreted as someone who actively gave it to Abram. (Most
{nterpret the giver as Pharaoh.) In an att ctive interpretation,
Petersen suggests that the verse fs silent o this matter because t
means to make a statement about the nature of t: TAcquiring wealth
1s part and parcel of being in Egypt™ (1973:36). Mentioning the oune
. who gave Abram the wealth, {f Indeed Abram did not Just acquire 1t
because of the land”s fertility, would ouly detract from this purpose.

8

It 1is Gunkel (1910:173) who stresses the fact that the
eplsode never notes that the famine had come to an ead.

9 .
One of the first difffculties the recent studies of Vogels and
Coats comment upon i{s the limits of this episode. Both agree that the
eplsode encompasses all.of Gen 13, although they locate the maln body
o in 13:2-17. 13:1 and 18 are itineraries which frame the eplsode.

Nonetheless they see them as extrinsic to the eplsode. Of v. 18 Coats
states, "the relationship is superficial and does aot coatribute
substantially to the unity ofthe taxt. This {itinerary notes simply
departure and arrival without fundamental connectioa with the substance
of the unit, The disunity is apparent even though the arrival site {s
marked as the oaks of Mamre and opens the unit to 18:1. Even the
reference to an altar built at Mamre does not contribute to narrative
tradition and thus remains somewhat on the periphery of the unit, The
ftinerary framework thus coatlues in form and tradition the patteen
established by 12:6-9" (1983:1186).

Coats”s understanding of the position of 13:1 and 13:18 stems
from his prior conviction that the episodes in Gen 12-13 are
Independent of one another. However, as described above, once it is
realised that the {tineraries that span all of Gen 12:5-13:18 form 1
record of a single coantinuous account of a Jjourney that contains seven
stages, it becomes clear ®hat they -are not extrinsic notations
artificially added to the text, Furthermore, once the text {s
delineated according to the stages of the Journey, the account of the
separatlon of Lot and Abram does not contain vv., 1-2 and 18, but 1is
resticted fo vv. 3-17. Vv. 1-2 describe his passage from Egypt to the
Negeb, while v. 18 describes his move to Mamra. Vv. 3-17 describe
those events that tradspire during his second stay at the mountain

-t
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between ALl and Bethel.
10
As many have noted, the mention of Abram”s and Lot”s wealth
fn vwv. 2 aund 5 also binds the flrst two stages of Abram”s return Lo
Canaan to the Egyptian sojourn.
: 11
Similarly Coats, who gtates that the episode "deplcts family
gtrife leading to separation of family members” (1983:117).
12 .
According to B.  Jacod (1974:364), °>a iré should be
{nterpreted causally. -
13
. Those who argue that vv. 14-17 are an addition ‘have not
failed to notlce these links. However, convinced that these verses are
got an integral part of the eplsocde, they assign them to a redactor.
J: A. Emerton, for example, writes, “This argument overlooks the
possiblility that v. 14 was written by a redactor who had v. 10 in
front of him and was {nfluenced by 1ts wordlag - . " (1982:20, so
Westermann 1980:123). This degision, however, gtems from the form=
critical categories describeﬁ? above, and falls -to examine the
posaibility that the discontinuity {s part of the narrative strategy.
l4

Ironically, Abram”s plan does not achieve 1ts desired
effect. On the contraly, {t leads Abram into a war (Gen 14).
15
As it turns out it will include the Jordan. But Abram will
1ook to the Jordan only after Lot has left it and only after Yahweh
destroys it and thereby robs it of {ts fertility. When Abram looks at
the Jopdan valley {t is even more barren than the rest of Canaan.
16
Looming in the packground is Noah’s_cursing of his grandson,
Canaan (9:25). Even though Noah curses a man and not a land, Abram
chooses a land already assoclated with a curse. '
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CHAPTER SIX

COVENANT I: DEFINING THE LAND

This segment of the story is composed of two -main episodes
(Gen 14 and 15), eachk of which is itself composed of more than one
scene. Gen 14 recounts an ihvasiou of the Trans-Jordan by a coalition
n ) .

’of four eastern kiugs,‘\fnd the subsequent encounter between Abram and

the kings of Salem and Sodom. Gen 15, on the other hand, recounts a

series of eveats that 1g;d up to a covenaant ceremony in which. Yahweh
o takes an oath to give Abram and his descendants the land of Canaan:

—

v | Most scholars see little connection between these two
\\\__‘_’/chapters, and even less between them and thelr wider literary coutext,
of chap.\ 14, for example, G. von Rad states: "1t i{s substantially,
generically, and literarily completely isolated and was appareatly

first {ocorporated into its present coatext by a redactor” (1972:175).

In his recent form-critical analysis of ;he book of Genesis, G. M.

Coats makes similar vemarks about c?ap. 15: “Genesis 15 18 distinct

.

from the narrative context that surrounds it. The chapter . . . does

- .

not represent the continuation of the narrative in Genesis 14, not

even the narratives in Genesis 12-13. The goveraing structure ian this

14 and 15, however, are not as sparse as
these remarks suggest.; Gen 15:1 opeas with the teaporal connector,

"After these things . 1\;/7“‘indicating that the text understands the
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events of Geun 15 to be subsequent to and not independent from; some
prior event{s). According to the story-line of the received text the
most lmmediate and ndtural antecedent 1s the events in chap. 14 (so A.
Dillmann 1897:11:56, cf. A. Caquot 1962:64). While/the majority of
critics recognise the linking function of this phrase, they argue

either that it is a later addition to the textv(westermann 1981:257},

ot that it does not refer to Gen 14 (0. Prockach 19[}:102, J. Skinner

1930:278). Nelfther suggestion is conclusive. There 1s nothing io the
episode 1tself that demands that 15:la be excised, as {indicated by
nhosé who malnt;iu it but claim that it refers to so her event.
The argument that it does not refer to Genm 14 1s base:§§:&§:;:h§;?rbr
conclusion that one or both of these chapters does not belong in 1its
present context, which is ptecisely the issue fao question.
Surprisingly, 1t is Coats who, imnediatgly after stating that
Gen 15 i3 not connected to chap. 14, 1lists several "key terms” which
connect the two chapters. These lanclude EEE (Gen 14:11, 12; 16, 21;
15:14), the verb *132 (14:17, 18; 15:4, 5, 7, 14), and the rare root
mgn  (14:20; 15;10); According to M. Kessler (1964) and N. Sarna
(1966:121-122), the use of this last term is especfally important not
only because it is rare, but because both lastaoces refer to Yaﬁueh in
his capacity go proteét Abram. Lending exegetical force
to his formal observations, Coats even suggests that “the vague
“reward” of v. 1 refers to the spoll of 14:20-24" (19833123; 30 Caquot
1962:64, N. Sarna 1966:121-122). It is peculiar that Coats can

maintain that the chapters are unlioked and at the same time describe

Ay
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8 aumber of connections, gome of Hhich; have important exegetical
{mplications. In additigu_co those listed by Coats, N, Sarna notes
that both chapt;rs mention Damascus, the Amorites, and g coven;nt.‘
While these lioks are of a formal Rature, and prove litﬁle of
themaeives, they ﬁoint to'a more fundamenta] link between these two
chapters,
- There are also a number of connections between chap., 14 ang
t%k‘ events preceding {t, The most obvious of thege ig the fact that
this episode assumes that Abram and Lot have already beep introduced.
The  mention of "Abram.the Hebrew" in 14:£5 18 not ap {ndependent
intééduction, 843 some have thought (H, Gunkel 1910:283, Skinner
1930:265, W. Zimmerliy 1976:39-40, Westermannp 1981:235%) but, as ¢. .,
‘Kgil (1878:205) long ago suggested, ga waylofrdistinguishing hin fronm
his covenant partner, “Mamre the Amoritg" (s0 B. Jacop 1974:374), The
{act that 14:12 mentions Abram without apy further’ identification
favours the argument that v, 13 is not meant ty be agp iatroduction to
the character,
foats alq_o aotes a nuymber of coanectiona between chaps. 13 ang
14, Not:qnly does chap, 14 presupposeJthe Separation of Abram and Lot,
it also locates them in the places to which they moved upon their
Separation, At the time of the invasion Lot {3 li{ving in Sodom, oge
of the cities {n the kikkar, and Abram {s 8till at the oaks of Maamre
(13:18; 13:13).  That 14:13 identifies Mamre as a person does got

1uvﬁ11date this link. It oeed only suggest thae the oaks vere known

by the name of the owner. Noting the froay of Lot"s fate when viewed

[y
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{n the context of his d;ciaion to move to the ELEEEE' Coats sees chap.
14 as the "counterpatt” of chap; 13. "In ch. 13, Lot separated from
Abraa 1o order to lay claim to the good land In the Jordan Valley.
Lot {s now separated from his land as a prisoner of war and must
ﬁipend on Abram”s herolc interveation to restore hiam to his ;ightful
place” (1983:119). These remarks suggeat‘that these two chapters are
not as isolatéd‘from their contexts as 1is sometimes claimed. What is
needed to complement these details 1s an understanding of the role of

the two chapters in their present context. Since they do record two

different episodes, this chapter will first analyse the structure of

each separately, and then commeant on the links between them aund on the

way 1o which they advance the story together,

Gen 14

This episode advances through three main scenes. The flrst
(ve. 1-12) records the invasion of five cities in the iordan river
basin- or kikkat by a coalition of four eastern monarchs. The sec;nd

scene (vv. 13-16) describes Abranm’s successful campaign against the

iovaders, and the third (vv. . 17-24) reports #, encounter in which
kY

\

Abra; and the kings of Sodoa and Salem celebrate the victory and
discuss the division of the spoils.

There 1is some question concerning the unity of this epilsode.
While the encounter between Abram and the king of Sodon logi;ally
« follows his victory over l‘.hetimmdelra,~| -maﬁy_scholars argue that the
encounter betueen. Abram and Melchizedek interrupts that meeting and

that vv. 21-24 should follow immediately upon 7. 17. Ve. 18-20,

- ~

-

o ,

»

..:J'
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according yo the present conaenéus, are a later addition to the text
and should therefore be removed (in addition to the commentaries see
J. R. Rirkland 1977, J. G. Gammie 1971, W. Zimmerli 1967, R. H. Smith
1965, J. A, Emerton 1.971b:407-1|26).l
Weatermann“(l981:227) sees a similar problem in the opening
gcene. According to l4:1-5a the reason the eastern kings set out on
- their invasion is to quell a revolt by the five cigles of the Jordan
river basin., Yet it is only im vv. Bff.’ that t d ttle between these
two groups 1is described. Vv. 5b-7, on the other hand, describe the
destruction- of a number of peoples to the east and sout:hr of the
Jordan. Since they are oot the targets listed in v. 3, and since the
route s -straugely circulitous in view of - the {invaders” gaal,

Jestermann concludes that wv. 5b-7 are an {ntrusion and removes them

from thelr present coutext.

Westermann (1981:223) also questions thé relationship between

»

the account of the iovaaloan of the eastern coalition and the ‘

subsequent material, According to him wv. 1-11 belong to a geare he.

calls "Peldzugsbericht,” while wvv. 12ff. is an example of a
“spAtilidische Leg;nde."2 Again applying his form-critical cri;érion
that a‘ unified narrative would ;ot coantaln a mixture of genres, he
maintains ghat vv. 1-11 must be separatéd from what follows.

The argﬁﬁehts for the division‘of the episode into discrete
uaits, however, are unot conclusive. An argument agaiost thé removal bf
vv. 5b=7 is the fact that they uame-no attacker., These ver;;§4ref

-

to the ac&acking force exclusively with verbs that have th person

-

)

'

~—
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plural pronominal suffixeé, the antecedent of which can only be the
four kings naméd ia v. 5a. The fact that the coalition follows a
circuitous route in {tself proves 1little, It 1is perfeétly
understandable that the invading kIngs would use their attack on the
Trana-Jordan as an opportunity to subjugate others in the region. As
will be elaborated below, moreover, their route of éttac& functions
proleptically with respect to the land Yahweh promises Abram 1n Gen
15:18-21. 1Its {importance thus lfes with fts literary role rather than
{ts soundoess as military strategy.

Neither are the reasons for the separation of vv. 1-11 from
that which follows acceptable. As stated above (pp. 33-37), stngl;
nafratives often do’contain more than one genre. Here there {3 a
specific fuaction in the use of the annalistic style in vv. 1-12. By
empldying a style usually reserved for the self-aggrquisemeut of
ancient modhrcha,' the text creates the image that these are great and
powerful Qinga. The\purpoae of this bortrayal is to‘emphasise -their
defeat at the haads of Abram and his small force of 318 men. The
meaning of tﬁat defeat is e;presaed in the blessing Melchizedek
bestows wupon Abram and El Elyon, in which he recognises that the
defeat of the kings is actually the result of &ivine, not human
powers.
| There are also conciFte links between the first two scenes.
In vv. 11-12 the kings loot éodoh and take Lot captive. According to

v. - 14 1t is precisely on Lot”s behalf that Abram gets involved in the

'“%attle, V. 12 thus supplies the reason that Abram becomes involved in
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1

the battley Realising its role, Westermann (1981:234) claims that v,
W‘

12 and all other references to Lot were added to the text at qk,ii:ﬁf

time (so J. A, Emerton 1971b:406-407). However, as van Seters

(1975:298) has rightly seen, if the mention of Lot 1s re oved from the

story, there 18 no longer a motivation for Abram to g involved 1{n
-1

the war. It cannot be the desire for personal profit, since, as vad‘/r )

. , o’ 4
Seters observes, Abram explicitly rejects any booty in vv. 22ff.

The two scenes, moreover, end in formally identical ways.
After the account of Sodom”s defeat at the hands ;ESEBe eastern kings
vv. 11-12 read: “And tﬁey tookJ(*lgg)'all the possessions (rtku¥) of
Sodom and Gomorfah, -and all all their food, and departed (*hlk). d
they took (*lqh) Lot, son of Abram”s brother, who d&ii;‘iu Sodom, and
his possessions (r€kuds), and went (*ElE).”a Some critics Q;move v. 12
because it repeats v. 11, or.beéauae v, 11 already records the
dephrture of the kings, rendering the ;eport of their departure 1ﬁ v.
12 superfluous. However, ;eithér crlticism’carriea.;ng welght. Vv, 12
doea.not simply repeat v. 11, but narrows the focus to the oue person,
Lot. 'By using the same language the .text indicates ‘that—the capture
of Lot was part of the more general looting of Sodom. The move to:the
narrower focus, as van Seters (1975:298) has recognised, {3 to
facilitate the transition to the next scene. it is, thea, not an
indication of a redactional joint, but of the demands of the story
line.

Balancing these verses is the end of the second scene. After

Y -~
the rout of the invading kirgs v. 16 reads: "Amd he brought back

t

v
BN

/
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C (ﬁ&bb) all the posgesslons (hifgkuﬁ); and alse brgaght back (*swb) Lot
s . -
_ his brother™and his pausessloag-(ﬂrekhﬁof,~ and also the women dad the

\
L]

people.” The parallelism between tgih report and that in vv. 11-12 {3

clear. The double use df *¥ub in v. 16 clearly refers to the dual use

of *lqh in vv. 11-12. Thus the first two scenes balance each other
perfectly. What the invaders did, Abram successfully undoes.
There remainé-thé question of the relatioﬁship of vv, 18-20 to

the remainder of the episode. Despite the connection that thé mention

of "El Elyon, C(Creator of Heaven and Earth” in v. 19 and v. 22

establishes betweea vv, 18-20 and tQpir present literary context, most

-

AS
modern critics, as noted above, malntain that they are secondary.

ity

More ' than any other reason this conclusion is based on the fact that
" these verses interupt the eacounter between Ahram‘aqd the king of

; © Sodom (vv. 17, 21-24). . ‘
. The interruption,- however, 1s not an ipdication of a spliced
narrative, but i3 part of the literary structure; Based-on the order
- .iu which 'the three men in this scene speak, and certain verbal tags,
this sceme forms a chiasmus which implies a conparison between the way

oL oL . i
0 ‘- o,
PR the two indigencus monarchs resp&hQ‘to Abram and his victory over the

il

easterp coalitiod. The chiasmus can be illustrated as follows:

B
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a The king of Sodom goes out (*yg>) to meet Abram

b Melchizedek, king of Salem, brings out {(*ys?J) bread and
wine '

b” (1) And he [Helﬁhizedek] blessed him and said (*Jmr) . .
(1) And he (Abram] gave him a teath (maSXfer) of all
a” (1) And the king of Sodom said (*3mr) .

(11) Abram refuses to allow the king of Sodom to make him
rich (heC¥¥arct). - L

Sections (a) and (b) record the meeting of tae two kings with
Abram. In both cases it is the kings who take the initlative to meet

the patriarch, anod in both cases this initiative is described by the

‘verb fzzz.' In both, moreover, the monarchs are referred to by ézfir

title, "king of . . . .”

Sections (a”) and (b7) also have a parallel structure,
although it 1s somewhat more éomplicated. Each begins with a speech
by the kings (1), and each concludes with Abram”s responge to that
speech (11).l Both speeches not only refer to Abram”s role in the
ﬁdttlet but pertain to his well-being. In the first Melchizedek
blesses Abram ;nd'then El Elyon for delivéling the enemy iato Abram”s
hand. In the second the king of Sodom offers Abram a deal by which he
and Abram would divide the booty between them. By offering

- .

Helchizedek a tenth of all, Abram signals his acceptaﬁngzf the king”s

bleésinﬁ. In contrast, Abram swears by Yahweh, 1 Elyon, Zreator of

Heaven and Earth, that he will not take a thing fgom king of
Sodom. The two responses are formally brought fnto coiitrast by the

word play between maC¥&r’and heC¥¥artt. Both terms re

O

r to the way
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., the booty is allocated, and each encapsulates Abram”s respoﬁse to the
respective king. n \

TPia parallelism serves to coatrast the attit&des of the two
kings to Abram and Lis success over the lavading kingsl The contrast
lies 1{n thélr respeétive responses to the source of wealth and well-
being. Melchizedek recognlsea‘the~bower of E1 Elyon 1in the battle:
as the Creatorﬁ the deity i3 the source of blessing. 1In contrast, the

-king of Sodom makes no mention of the divine. (He apparently seéa this
event only as an opportunity to become wealthy, and he appareatly
believes that éhe acquisition of that wealth depends on his own
capacity to bargaia. In accepting Melchizedgk’s .blessing Abram
acknowledges the role of Yahweh. He.makes this plain when he scolds
the kiné of Sodom and swears by Yahweh that he.will not allow the.king
to make him rich.

: This encounter forms th; climax of the episode. The invasion
i3 recounted ia order ;o'demonstrate somethiné of “the Tnature _of

.

possessions and their acquisition. %Lis 13 suggested not only by the
discussion between Abram and the kiggs of Sa}emtand Sodom, but also by
the {importance the téit agsigns to the taking® and rtecovery of
"possessions” (EEE) in the construction of the parallels between vv.
11-}2 and 16. The_pqint of the episode is that the goodneﬁs of the
earth cannot be obtained by man“s owa powers. The attempt by the four
eastern kings :a gain -Sodom”3® possessions 1s futile, as is the king of

Sodom”s attempt to cajole them frouw Abram. Rather, as Melchizedek and

Abram agree, possessions are received from Yahweh, the Creator, and ft
< ‘

._&’

it
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is only he who can bestow a blessing upon man Wnd the worild.

The full significance of the links with Gen 13 nbw emerge,
Lot ;ad chosen the kikkar because it was well watered everywhere,“and
looked 1ike both Egypt and the garden of Yahweh. Like the four
invading kings, and like the king of Sodom, Lot was apparently under
the deluaion that wealth and well-being were finherent in the ear;E—;RR\
that*”men  could galn these boons by their own resources. However,
rather than offeriang the fruilts of the earth, the 555555 ultimately
affered only destruction and slavery. All three parties who attempted
to exploit the land -~ Lot, the four eastern kings, and the king of

Sodom -- were denfed the wealth they sought.

Gen 15

This episode records an extecded dialogue between Abram ° and
Yahweh. As most critics recognise, the dialogue falls naturally into
two parts, according to Yahweh”s two promises to Abram. In vv.‘ 1-6
the discussion concetns Yahweh”s promise that Abram will have progeny,

while the discussion in vv. 7-21 concerns Yahweh”s cowenant to grant

Abram and his descendants the land of Canaan.

3

The modern study of the text Bf thislpqsaage focuses on two
rélated issues., The first boqcerns the relatiéﬁshlp between these two
S?nvéraations. For many the fact that each records a different promise
suggests that vv. 1-6 and ;r;;-constitute two independent accouﬁts.
Complicating this {ssue 1is the question of the 1iategrity of each

conversation.. Most critics believe that both conversations have

undergone a certain amount of redactional enlargement, although there

S \
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18 little agreement on the {dentity of the-additlons.
3 In the first coaversation the problem surrounds the issue of
repetition. Starting with the premise that the promise of a gingle

-

son represents a different and earlier tradltion than the promise of
multiple d;;cendants, 0. Ralser (1958:117) rem;veu v. 5 as a late
expansion of v. 4. While malntalning both vv. 4 and 5, ULohfink
(1967439) removes-v: 3 as a late explanatory gloss on the difficult v,
2, g:.ments (1967:19), on the other hand, removes both v. 3 and v. 5,
and also v. 2f Perhaps thé most rigorous applicatton.of the principle
that repetition is a sign of textual conflation 1is R. Kilian (1966:36-
73). In addltiou to certain redactiomal glosaeé, he 1dentifles two
{ndependent yet parallel accounts not only ‘;tthtn vv. 1-6, but
throughout the entire chapter. ﬁe asaigns these paraliel atories to
the claeaical sources, J and E (cf. A. Dillmann 1897:IL:53€F., S. R.
Driver 1909:174, O. Procksch 1913:101€€F., 284ff.).

The present wWork presupposes that crepetition is not
necessarily a sign of multiple sources. A closer look ‘at vv. 1-8,
moreover, reveals that repetition 1is fundameantal to the structure and
import of the copvecrsatlon. In response to Yakweh”s intention to
reward Abram greatly the patriarch twice expresses his concern over
his childless state. Addressing the patriarch’s concerﬁ Yahweh makes
him a- dual proiise of posterity. The marrator brings this section to
‘xan ead by t;tce describing Abram”s respoase O these promises.

None of these {nstances 1s a case of pure repetition. In each
‘.

case the second serves la some way to qgalify or advance the first. In

»

~
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the case of Abram“s response to Yahweh”s promise of a great reward
this shift is marked by a change In the use of the expression *antn-1¢t.
In the first part of his response Abram uses the expression to

question the value of such a reward: mah-titten-1f w9®Fn0kT h8lak

C¥rirt. In the second part of his response he uses {t not with

reference to the value of the reward, but to describe his state of

childlessness: 1t 152 natatts zara©, This shift gstresses the

importance Abram assigns to the problem of posterity, For him progeny

L3 more basic than the divine reward, for without offspring the reward
would eventually fall into the hands of others (vv. 2b?, 3b).

The discussion of Abram”s dual response has focusse@ on the
first half of each (vv. 2a and 3a), with little attentlon given to vv.

2b and 3b. Although the difflculties of v. 2b are ‘well-known, the

occurrence of UObeo-me¥eq batt in v. 2b add ben-bAtt in v. 3b sugégsﬁa
that these two half verses are also.part of‘ the parallélism of vv, ;a
and 3a, aad JIf the .entira chapter. Although a prectse translation
of v. 2b is impossible, the use of ben-bett as a parjzz;l expression
Supports those who argue tha; v. 2b refers to Abram”s fears -that
‘someone other than his own offspring will inherit hig household.5
Kaiser {s certataly right that Eﬁe promise of numerous
descendants {s an enlargement upon the promise of a'single 'son. The
conclusion that it must therefore be a later addition need not Eollow.
The augmeanting of a promise of a 391 with a promise of numerous

descendants, as van Seters polnts'out, {3 a natural extension. More

importantly, 1in this case tha widenlng of the promise is demanded by

i

-—r
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Abram”a reg}onae to Yahweh™s promise of a reward. Abram does not ask .
. Yahweh' ;bout 8 single son, but about descendants (*zr€) and' an
";Z:} i iaheritance (*zs!). Without the expansion in v. 5 Yahweh would not
have truly answered Abrdm‘q question, oaly delayed it a generation. By
nnsueriqg the way he does YdQueh addresses both the {mmedilate problem
of Abram”s childlessness, and the continuity of his family throughout
the generations.

” : In the second half of Abram”s response, moreover, the two key

- h
terms are seed (*zrC) add fpherit (*yr¥).  Abram uses the first to

7\\\:§\fxplain bis gtatus -- he has no seed -- and the second to explain the
\ consequences of this status -- soieone ot ﬁis househeld (ben-bart)
will be his heir (29£§§_2§££). In bhis response Yahweh addresges each
. of these complaints, but {a reverse otder. Employing the rogt *ZEE
Y:Zueh _assures Abram thﬁt the householder will not be his heir
(ytra¥®ka), bue oﬁe of his own loins‘(mimmécezki) will be his heir
(ytrafeka; v. 4). Then, after reassuring the' patriarch of the lime of
inheritance, Yahweh turas to Abram“s first complaint. . Again drawing
on the language used by Abram, Yahweh promises Abram numerous seed

. (*3559, usiné the sta;s of heavea as a metaphor‘for their numbers,
~ The first conversa}ioﬁ ends with the narrator”s description of
Abraﬁ’s response to these pr&mises: "And he believed Yahweh, and he
credited it to him aé»rightqousness." In a widely accepted study of
15:8, von Rad (}966b) argues that the subject of the second clause. is
Yahweh, and that éahweh 1s accrediting Abram”s bellef as righteousness

. LS 4
{see more recently H. H, Schmid 1980)?"However, tecent articles by L.
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Gaston (1980) and M. Oeming (1983) seriously queation that p?thion.

The evidence they bring to bear on the‘problem is tbéologlcal and

structural, Thesge two  authors argue that the concept of

Justification by faith is foreign to the o01d Testament, " and they'

maintain that the two clauses that make up this verse are An  example

of parallelismus membrorum. From this perspective v. 6 states that

Abram believed whaé fahueh told him, and that Abram understood the
giving of these promisés as a manifestation of Yahweh”g righteousness,
This rceading of v. 6 both supports and 1is supported by the use of
parallelism throughoitt vy, 1-6,.

Critics also question the integrity of the second
conversation. While a general coasensus does not exist, many critics
remove vv. 13-16 as a late gloss. N. Lohfink (1967:39-40) cites two
reasons for their removal: (1) they lnterruﬁt the ritual describeg lp
vv., 9-12, 17f§. “and (2) they presuppose the promise of the.i;nd in
‘vv. 18-21. (0. Kaiser 1958:118, R, Clemeats 1967:20-21, H,’Seebass
1963:136, 138£¢., C. Westermann 1981:265, 268-269, G. W. Coats
1983:125).

Nelther of these rdasons 1g cgﬁpelliqg‘ ;he promise of land
does not appear only ian . 18-21, It alsp occurs in v. 7, g assumé¢
in v. 8, and 1is auticibﬁted'in v. 1. Vv, 18-21 go beyond v. 7 {n that
tﬁey define precisely the exteat of the land 7ahweh intends to give
Abram”s descendants. The promise o vv. 13-16, however, dbes not

betray a knowledge of the full exteat of the laad, only of the fact

that_Yahweh makes such a promise. Even if it did snticipate the full™

I



.

180

description of the land Lohfink”s argument would oot gnin)Ln strength.
Anticipation 13 a common means of increasing the drama of a narrative
situation. '

The allusion to the promise of land in vv, 13-16 i3 required
by the structure of the dlalogue. As hi%hlighted by the use of the
verb *yd<, these verses recérd Yahweh”s response to Abram”s request
for certalnty 'regatding that promise. After Yahwgh announces his
fntentions to give him this land as an Inheritance, Abram asks him:
“How <can I know (:ZEE) that I will inherit 1;?" Then, after Abranm
complies with aa 1n1;£al'request-to gather a certain collestion of
animals (vv. 9-11), and enters what appears to be ;ome-sort of trance
(v. 12), Yahyeh responds to Abram with a speech that begins "Rnow for

gure (yaddCa tédaC) . s speech Yahweh faforms Abram that

his descendants will be ‘slaves o a eign land, but will eventualiy
return to this land. Purthermore, 1in anticipation of two qﬁeationa
that would naturally ariselfrom such a course of events, Yahweh
explains the reagson Eor the.délay in occupation (v. 16b), and info;ms
Abram that he will be long and peacefully dead before these eveats
transpire {v. 15). Yahweh thus answers Abram”s request for cectalnty
with regard to ﬁis {nheritance of the land 'by_ describlag ‘the
circumstances by which Abram”s descendants will come to occupy the
laad. What could be more reassuring than a glimpse of the future?
Lohfink”s other objection to vv. 13-16 is no moré convincing.
.Both ‘the divine speech fa vv. 13-16 and the passing of the smoking’

L 3
furnace and flaming torch between the Q}vided animals In vwv. 17bff.

2

A <
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begin with temporal indihators that link these to the same ceremony in
prober sequence. V. 12 1ntroduce=Athe divine speech with the clause,
"And it came to ﬁass as the sun was golag down,”™ while v. 17a  opens
with, "And it came to pass when the sun had gone down." . If vv. 13-16
are removed from the text the one f{ndicator of time will follow
directly wupon the other, rendering oLe or the other redundant.
Realiaing this problem and the fntroductory role v. 12 has for the

speech thatgﬁbllows, Westermann also removes it from the narrative,
re

However, th ia nothing'ln the text to warrant such surgery, and

‘Heatermanéfa view has persuaded few,

Both positions fail to recognise the structural role these two
time indicatoré play 1ﬁ advancing the coanversation Yabweﬁ has with
Abram. As v. 18 suggests, the goal of the cerémony i3 the covenant
Yahweh makes with Abram to give him the land describad~1n vv. 18-21,
When Yahweh announces that he brodght Abram to this land to give it to
him {v. 7), however, Abram intercupts wiFh a request for certainty of
knowledge (v. 8). Appropriatelg, bef;;e the flaming torch and smoking
pot bring the covenant ceremony 'tp a close by passing through the
divided pleces of animals, Yahweh addresses Abigm’s request for
certain@y with a glimpse of the.future. Oq}y wfter this excursus does
Yahweh complete the covenant and define the precise extent of the laand
he will give Abram and his descendanta.

Some ‘critics also remoye vv. 18-21 from t text. Clements

(1967:21), for example, excises them because the names %f the peoples

'in them reflects the boundaries of the Davidic empire. Such reasoning,

- r

-
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however, must be rejected. As van Seters (1975:259-260) rightly polnts

out, 1t is based on é preconcelved notion of the history of the text,

noﬁ on its literary qualities. -In fta literary presentation there 1is

no reason to omit these.verses froﬁ the text. Indeed, the names in

this list play an important literary réle in defining the rélatiouuhip.

of Gen 15 to Gea 14 (see pp. 190-191). | They also help to Eglate the

covenant of land to Its wider literary context. i x
Tﬁe Issue that has dominated the recent study of Gen 15 {s the o

relationship between vw. 1-6 and vv. 7-21. Are thgsg passages two

parts of an extended dialogue bétween Abram and Yahweh, or are they

independent units of tradlglon? In early studiesa the discussion

centred on. the chapter’s consistenéy. Those who supported the

positifu that vv. 1-6 and vv. 7-21 represent two indepeﬁdenﬁ/gnits of

tradition pointed to certain Lncongruences betweéd'thé two parts. 5. !

von Rad, for example, writes, "There are too ﬁauy contradictions in

the chapter for one to think of {t as aﬁ organléxnarrative uni£ (v. 3,

night, v. 12, evening, v. 6, Abraham”s faith, w. 3 his doubt which God

helps to dispel with a real guarantee, 4;;:.)"-(1972:182; so M. Anbar

1982: R. E. Clements 1967:17, J. Skinner 1930:276, C. A. Simpson
1952b:598—5§9, S. R. Driver 1909:174, 176).6 Thoée who hold that the
chap;er is a unity boiﬁt to certain key terms that appear 1in both
coanversations. Those most often cited are fzgg, "to Lnherit,” vv. 3,
4, 7, and 8; and fi:iﬂ “seed,” vv, 3, 5, 13, and 18 (Snijders
1958:267-269, Lohfink 1967:45-46, wvan Seters 1975:261, Rendtorff

[} "

- 1980:75-77)._
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With Lohfink”s study structure becomes the mosat impoftant _

elemqnt in the discuaslpn. Loﬁfink (1967:45-50), foliowed By van
Setars (1§755260-261), ‘argues that the common structure of the two'
‘conversations indicates that vv. 1-6 and vv. 7-21 are two partsrof a
alngie dialogue. Both open with a divine self-iatroduction in which

"Yahweh promises Abram favour {(vv. 1, 7). On both occasions Abram uses

the vocative, D2XdGnay yhwh, to express certain cdncerns about' Yahweh”s

promised favour (vv. 4-5, 8). To both concerns Yahweh réplies with

the reassurances appropriate to the question (vﬁ. 4=5, 9-21).
According to Lohfink and van Sesg#ts, v. 6 constitutes a transition
from the first to‘the:second halé of the dialogue (cf. Coats 1983:122-
126). |

While agreeing that vv. 1-6 and’ vv. 7-21 have similag

structures, Westermann ({351:?55—236) questiens the conclueion thqt
" these parallels demonstrate the unity of the chapter, For Westermann
the fact that each conversation has an introduction, a middle thatﬁ
palses a codplicaglon, and an ending: that resolves the complication
suggests that t&. .1—6 and ;v. 55321 are ééparate dialogues that some
redactor juxtaposed at a time -subsequent to thelr composition.
According ‘to Westerménn, v. 6 i3 not a‘tragg}tion'from one part of =a
dialogue to another, but an ending. @y tecording Abram”s acceptané;
of Yahweh™s reassurance that he will have offspring thts yerse
‘resolves the complication la;roduced by Abram”s question in . 2]3,

and thereby brings the cgaversation to a successful coaclusion, Thek*’

appearance of another self-introductory formula in-.v. 7 suggeyfs that
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{t {s the beginning of a new versation. According to Westermanam, 1t
v, 71 were a continuation of vv. 1-6 there would be no need for a
secound introductory formula.

There are several difficulties with Westermann”s position.

'The flrst is a point of grammar. As van Seters (1975:257) points out,

poth the subject and direct object of v, 7 are in the form of personal
pronouns, the antecedents of which are {n vv. 1-6. Realising this
fact a number of critics (e.g. H. Gunkel 1910:180,.0. Kalser 1958:118-

119, H. Seebass 1963:133, 142-143) remove v. 7 as a transitional

_clause added at the time vv. 9ff. were jolined to vv. 1-6. As others

have pointed out (é.gl van Seters 1975:257, Hoftijzer 1956:21-23,
Lohfink 1967:37), ’however, v.. 8 pfesumes v. 7, and in tura leads to
the ceremony ;n vv. 9ff. As an altérnativ; Westermann (1981:255, 265)
suggests that v. 7 originally.contained the appropriate proper names,
which some redsctoE subsequently removed in favour of the pronmouns. As
.aith Gunkel”s ‘suggestion, however, there is no evidence to support
this alteration.

The appearance of the self-introductory formula in v. 07 does
not vitiate this reasoning. Ag Hofrljzer (1956:21-23) points out it’
is nof ﬁncommon for this formulé to cccur in the middle of an episode.'

It does not function to introduce a character for the first time, but

| to express a particular aspect or quality of that character. In v. 7

‘_'Yahueh stresses his role as the one who gives lanh, and fy implication

its fruits. It also implies that Yahweh has been with Abram from Ur

and, preéd:;bly, .uill remdiln uith him and his descendaats {Lohfink

® (3"5

| _' - ;V\
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v 7
1967:38). : v

. : o
m}ﬁﬁ In his evaluation of Lohfink”s analysis of the chapter”s

structure, Westermann overlooks the important structural role of the

repeated vocatlive, DXdSuEy yhwh (vv. 2, 8). This expression is not

incidental to the dialogue. As Rendtorff (1980:75) has stated, the
questions with. which Abram responda\éu Yahqeh‘svfavour suﬁply' the
means by uyiéh the dialogue advances, and determine the directlon the
conversation takes. On both occasions‘pbram Segins his enquiry with

the above-mentioned vocative. This -expression thus * forms the

structural basis upon whi*h the dialogue advances, Tt indicates that

~ t

it

- ‘the conversation 1{s composed of two main parts, and that they are part °

& .

naptaciies, but of sections within a larger 1literary

[ 3
»

Asymentioned above, those who are of the opinion that Gea 15

nity zally point out that the root zrg‘appears fa both parts

ation, More than just a formal device, the impo;tance
root lies in the fact that it describes both promises (esp.

Sn{j ;rs 1958:265-269; Rendtorff 1980:75-77), ' In response to Yahweh’s
.prom,ué to give Abram a great reward, ‘the patriarch complaina to

£

Yahweh “that because he has no seed someone else will inherit (fzgg)

promises the patrlarch that someone of his own logg’ Qill inherit

(*25{) him. In v. 7 Yahweh ldenti{fies that inheritance as the land:

a3 most agree, they do not mark the end and beginning of "

him. Yahweh respoads that this man will not inherit (*yr¥) Abram, and

e dialogue. Thus, 1f v. 6 marks an end and v. 7 a
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"I am Yahweh who brought you from Ur of the Chaldees to glve you this

land to inherit it (1€ri¥tdh).” 1In response Abram asks, ", .,’, how

) oL
can I know that T will fnherit It (Ptra¥ennd)?” The remalnder of the

chapter is devoted to Yahweh”s anawer. Thdé, contrary to Westermann,
the promises of posterity and land do notr constitute 1iandependent
. 1
ihsues, but are aspects of the theme of Abram”s inheritance. This
naturally has tw; dimenslod: ';ho . will’ {nherit and what will be
inherited.
The logic of the discussion {ndicates that the two aspects of

the . inheritance are not on an equal footing. As Lohf Lnk (1967:47-48)

has noticed, the {ssue of posterity arises as an aside, and is

‘sybordinate to the promise of land. WYhen Yahweh first addresses Abram

-

he Informs the patriarch that he will be his shield and that he will
acquire a great reward. Abram does not doubt Yahweh”s intentiomns, as
S0 many have interpreted v. 2, but asks about the value of such a
reward Lf he has no descendaﬁts to inherit {t fr;m'him (C. P. Rell
1878:211). Yahweh then addresses this concern and reassures Abram
thag he will not oniy be the father of an heir, buf that he will have
nuﬁerous‘descendanta. Only after Abram EE satlisfied with thé response
about an heir (v. 6) does Yahweh return to the issue of the reward;

and explain that he brought Abram from Ur in order to give -him "this

7/ .
)ﬂ’. land"” (v. 7). Again Abram interrupts Yahweh, but this time for

certainty concerning his possession of the lahd; After a mysterious
ceremony which successfully convinces Abram that his descendants will

eventually take possession of the land, Yahweh ffnall? describes the

>
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full extent‘of the land Abram”s descendants will occupy.

Based on this reading Lohfink argues that the reward Yahweh
promises Abram in-15:2 is‘in'fact the land. However, while the text
will eventually make this identification, it is only after wv. 7, 18-
21 that the reader, and prébably Abram also, can make the connection
Setﬁeen these tws things. 1Initially the promise of a reward acquires
its meaning from the milicafy cémpaign‘ln Gén 14, Having just refused
the booty offered_to him by the king of Sodqm (14:22-24), Yahweh would
appear to be offering Abram a replacement, Aﬁram, however, 1s already
wealthy (12:5, 16b; 13:2). PFor him a more important lssue is 51; lack
of dgnllﬂﬁants, and so this 1ls the question he puts to Yahweh. Only
after Yahweh reassures Abram about this question does Yahweh indicate
that he has a reward of a different natufe in mind. It is not more
wealth that Yahweh offers Abram, but a land for those des;endants
Abram was so conceruned about.8

| Thiz shift from a reward to Fhe 1ssué of descendants, and
then to the laﬁd, is.marked by the use of the expression, “*atn 1-.
lIts first appearance {8 in v. 2 where Abram uses it in his respoase to
Yahweh”s promise to reward him greatly: "Whati can you glve me
(titten-11) since I go childless.” By wording the question in such a
way Abram Indicates ‘that for him offspring i{s the more Euuﬁémental
broblem. Yet while Lhe 1ssue of childlessness 13 preseat in v. 2, the
reward Yahweh promises Iao v. 1 cannot refer to offapring {contra von
Rad 1972:183); for Abram childlessuess seems to.vitiate any reward

Yahweh would give hin,
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- In v. 3 Abram aga@d émploys the expressicon, but on_  this
occaslon 1t does refer to hid state of childlessmess: “you have given

me no. seed (1% lgz natatti),” he complains to the deity. Here the
1ssue of the. reward has disappeafed altoﬁether. By devgldpiné his
'respo&se fn this way Abram ‘successfully moves the aubjec; of the
conversation from the Feward to his lack of posterity. In so doing he
forces Yahweh to address the issue of childlesaness before continuing
- .o . &
with his own agenda.l ' .
The expression aﬁpears next in v. 7, but in tﬁé mouth of
'Yahwgh rather than Abram. Yahweh takes ovér the expression torinform
Abraﬁ that he brought him ffgm Ur to give him (1l3atet 1®ka) this land.
lThus, the same exﬁredgg;k that Abram uses to move the dialogue from
the isaue.of a reward to that of his posterity, Yahweh uses to mové
.the‘conversation back to the matter of the reward he wili grant Abram,
which he now identifies as the land. Abram Ls not the only characfei
capable Sf using language to control the direction of the
coaversation. To answer Abram’s‘queation, ,"Wth can you give me" (v,
2), Yahweh answers, "I . . . will glve you this land” (v. 7). In v.
18 Yahweh returﬁﬁltobthe verb *ntn to encompass both the descendants

~and the land he has promised Abram: ". . . ‘to your seed I give {(*ntn)

this'land.;

While there 1{s an Internal loglc to the diaIﬁgue in Gen 15,

then, 1t cannot be an ladependent epdsode. Abram”s question concerning

- his posterity assumes that the reader knows é% his childless statz,

and that Yahweh had previously addresssed the lssue. Without such
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k;owledge the inte§rﬁﬁtion'in vv. 2-3 would be unmotivated. This
information, moreovér,‘ 1s not found in_Gen 15, but in the episodes
that precede it (1I:30; }2:1-{;:;3:14—17; cf. E. @.,Speiser 1964:115,
. - H. Gross 1977:30-31). 11:30 states thét ﬂe'haa no children and his .
wife is barren., 1In 12:1-4 Yahweh commén@s Abram to leave his home and
. family in order that he might bless ﬁ;m with numerous descendants. In

- -~

. ﬁﬁis' context the 1ncercuption'makes perfect. sense: Abram had arrived
. I -

'ltn th;.qew_}apd,(IZ:T; 13:15-17) -bat h%d ;ét to acquire any offapring.
X Thus wheé Yahweh dbpeags to him in I5:1 to offer him a rewﬁld (;hich
he will later idéntif} as the land), Abram.upderstandably agks about

the childreﬁ‘he was supposed to have.
This reading lends g n;w dimension to Abram”s complaint to be
"goling chiidléss" (n818k <Xrtrt; 15:2). Refering to Ps 39:14, scholars
often aSs;gn the meaning ofo“dy;ug" to this use‘of *515-(e.g. Skioner
\\\4930:279; Westermann 1981:266; Driver '1909:175). According to this
rendering 1in G%n 15:2 Abram L3 concarned Ep;t he will die chiidlesa.
While this 1ucgrpretatioP is attractive, ‘the expressién-ahoulﬂ also be
read in the ligh; of Yahweh;sjearller promises, where the promise of
posterity is linked to the verb *hlk. According to 12:1-3 Abran fa to
o~ . recei;e posterity-contingenE upon his mqre to a new land, which Yahweh
'command; with an imperatiye of *hlk, In 13:14-17 Yahweh again promises -
~ Abram offapring,fand again uses an -lmperative of *hlk to command Abram:
to walk through the length and breadth of the land Yahweh will give

him. In this coutext Abram”s complaint is particularly-polgnant. By

using *hlk to describe His lack of children Abram c¢lalms to have
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fulfilled his part of the arrangement -; he went (cf. 12:4) =-- while

at the same time accuses/thweh of failing to fulfill his promise ~—-
e remains childless. -

As argued in chapter three, Gea 14 and 15 function together to
define the land_Abr;m and his descendants ;111 possess, Tpey thereby
clarify one of the uncertainties inherent in the Iinit{al formulation
of the promise (12:2-3), . which was dramat}séd by Abram”s migrations
through the lands of Canaan and Egypt (12:5-13:18). This function i3
most explicit in 15;18-21 where. Yahweh {identifies <_’tl'l'e -land- he
covenants to give. Abram”s descendants as that “"from the river of
Egypt unto the great river, the river Eupﬁrates: the Renite, and the
‘Kenizzite, and the Kadmonite, and the Hittite, and the Perizzite; and
tﬁe Rephaim,' and éhe Amorite, and the Canaanite, and the Girgashite,
and the Jebusite." |

The contribution Gen 14 makes to the land”s f{dentity emerges

from a comparison between this description and the route the Four

eastern monarchs follow when they invade the five ciiies of the 'Salt

Sea, Prior to their attack.on these citles they "smote the Rephaim in

Ashteroth-karnaim, and the Zuzim in Ham, and the Emim {in. Shaveth-

Yoo

kiriathim, and the Horites in their mount Seir, unto-El-paran, which

'15 by the wilderness; ‘then tﬁéy turned back'and'came to En~mishpat —-
that 1s Kadesh -~ and smote all the country of the Amalek%;ea, and
also the n‘gfites that dwelt in Hazazon-tamar” ‘(14:5-7). In 6Eh?r
words, the} attack from/porth to south'étrai?ht down the eaétern Filde

of the Jordan river, and then make a looping move across the bottom of

>
¢
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the Negeb from {ts southeastern to its southwestern corners. Although
the identities of all the peoples listed ln Gen 15:18-21 are nqot
certein, it {8 clear enough that the route fclloued by the eastern
kings circumscribes the territory there promiged 40 Abram, The
argument ig cllnched by 14315 which notes that Abram pursyed the kings
"as far as Hobah -which lies to the north of Damascus.™ The path of
their attack on and retreat from the region thus describes the
easterc, southern, and northern borders of the land,YeHweh covenants
to give Abram and his descendante. The western . boundary 1s, of
course, forhec-by the sea., '

Thus togethec Gen 14 and 15 deffige the promised land
positively by what {t includes, and negatively by what it doee uot,
The significance of the negative defin{tion lies in the origin of the
four kings. They, 1ike Abram, come frcm the east, One, Amraphel,
even comes from Shinar, the land in whieh T¢ (Gen 10:10;‘ Den 121—2),
Abram's- original hcmeland (Gen 11:28; 15; 7), 1is found. The 1land

A

Yahweh promises Abram 13 thus the area not controlled by the rulers of
the place from whicgﬁhe came, which is precisely the 1mpcrt ofi
Yahweh”s stated purpose in ueu 15:7: I am Yahweh who. brought you from
Ur of the Chaldees to 8lve to you this land." By defining the land in
~such a way the text stresses the separation between the old, way of
Abram”s past and the new way of his future, a distlnction inaugureted
by Yahweh 1in 12:1-3. Here the deity commands Abram to ieave' his

_homeland for a unew land in orderd}hat he might bleas him with

posterity, The blessing, it would appear, can take affect only

$
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outside Abram”s homeland. If the. eagtern kings' were to conquer

»

o
Canaan, however, it would no longer be a land separate from Ur, and

the blessing would presumably be 16 Jeopardy. Abram”s success against
the four kings, which Melchizedek cfedit; to divine activity (14:205,
1llustratgs in a ;ramatic wafhwh;t Yahwégrhoveuants to do in 15:1, 7-
21, viz., preserve the distinctions instituted tn 12:1.

The theme of a divinely preserved: separation sheds 1ight on
several features of Ehe‘text - As noted above, 4 number of acholars

have . suggeéted that the use of *mgn in 14: 20 and 15:1 indicates that

the two episodes are in some way linked tb ome another. Few, however,

-

) have drawn any exegetical conclusions from the occurreucea)~ Both

. describe Yahweh’s resolve o ptotect Abram. In \14 20 Helchizedek

praises El Elyon for delivering (*m mgn) Abram”s ngpies Into his hands,

which, the context indicates, refers to his victory over the four

“eastern kings. In 15:1 Yahweh proclaims himself Abram”s 'shield (*mgn)

-

-and promises that his reward will be exceedingly ggeat. The shield, as
" many a8cholars have stressed, 1is an instrument of protection. The

'reward, as Yahweh will reveal ip 15:7€€., 1s specifically the land qf

Canaan. Thus on both occasions the rootigé used to describe the
divine activity of " guaranteeing ~Ehe land that will -becom; the
possession of‘Abram’; desceddautg.

This theme also sheds some light on.l5:2b. Although the text
is uotoriéusly difficult, many have recognised that beu-megég isra pun
on the name damme§ég. IE‘ ben-meyeg means something 1like “the

Ioheritor of ny house,”™ as v. 3b suggests, then Abram fears that
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without a son his house will fall to dammeség. The significance of

this fear, as R. Sacks has suggested, lies in 14:15. Damaacus is the

place to which Abram chases thg invading kings. ‘Damascus thus

represents Fhe front line Bétween the new way Abram is to establish in
Canaan, and the old way from which he has departed., If Damascus were
to overrun Canaan, the blesélng would alao‘be overrun, and Yahweh’s
plan defeated.

In addition to defining the 1land, these two chapters
iiiustrate the ;ondlttons by which Abram and his descendants can
possess 1it, and the benefits land has to offer. The four kings attack
the Jordanian cities in order to sechre %té possessﬁgns {vv. 11-12)},

which 1s apparently the same reason Lot origlnally went there (13:10).

_Neither group 1s successful, Lot is taken captive by the kings, while

the kings in turn fall to Abram. The significance of Abram”s success,
however, 1lles in his realisation tha® it ﬁoqes from Yahweh, é& E}yon:
Creator of Heaven and Earth. Abram demonstrates his understépdlng of
the source of weglth by refusing the king of Sodom”s offer of riches,
and swearing an oath to Yahweh, El Elyon, Creator of Heaveu and Earth.
The significance of this epithet lies in its recoguitioﬁ thaﬁ “ic 1is
Yahweh, and not men, be they eastern kings or local kings, wﬂb has the
power to grant a bleasiﬁg: '

This 1last point ralses the ﬁuestion of the place of these two
chapters 1n the wider narrative, As descrlbed In the last chapter,

Abram”s journey (12:5-13:18) through the lands of Canaan and Egypt

contains a paradox. While Yahweh had promised to bless Abram if he

¢

[
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would go to hig designated land, Abram”s journey serves to restrict

. him to canaan. Pharaoh hag expelled him fron Egypt and he wag
t

prohibited from occupying the Jordan valley by an agreement with Lot,

The paradox lies in the fact that Canaan 14 described a8 a land of

.

LY
famine and unable to support mych wealth, while both Egypt and the

Jordan valley are compared with the gardep of Yahweh. Thus; when
Yapweh actually identif;es Canaan as the land that he will give
Abr;m, and guaranteeg the gify through a:Fovenant, it might appear
that Yahweh has duped Abrad, \

It 1is at thig point that Geq 14 plays an important _role {n
clarifgiug the issye, The point-;f this chapter ig to’ demBnptrate
that thoae_ places that‘appear blessed may not actually b; blessed.
Lot ‘had chOsgp tﬁngordan valiey because 1t appeared wel}l waEered

everywhere, Yet, as 1t turns out: ‘the valley 1s prone to invaéion.
Rather thap offering Lot 8uccess, Lot loges all his possessions apgd
eads up {p slavery, The place that appears so promising fronp ..the
mountain 'between Al and Bethel turns out to be misleading. The force
of this.pg{gt, however, 1feg in fes converse: thoge Placeg thaq.do not
" appear blesaéd might, by the power of Yahweh, becoma blesged.- It is
'in his diaeussion with the élngs of Salem .ang Sodom that Abrap
realises that Tahweh ig the-source of .true blgésing. He demonatrate%
this uﬁdqrstanding when he swears by Yahweh, El Elyoa, Creator of
deaven ang Earth-thac he will not accept the booty Jffergd by the king

q§-Sodom. If Yahweh 1g truly the Creator of Heavan and Earth, {r ig

he who makeg lands barren or fertile, The wealth offered by the king



-

of Sodom, as the invasion of the valley {llustrates,

Is fleeting.

16%
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Notes to Chapter Six

1

Reversing the view held by most, M. C. Astour (1966:67-68)
suggests that vv. 18-20 are the original ending to the story and that
vv. 17, 21-13 are the addition.

2

In this Westermann follows Gunkel 1910:289, cf. J. van Seters

19755304-305. : '
-3

This verse 1s notorifously clumay, making an  English
translation difficule. The one preseated here is a modification of
the Soncino translation, edited by J. H, Hertz.

4 .
The expressson ben-b&t! 1Is rare and has caused some
controversy. Most place it in the same semantic field'as yé1td bayit
(Gen 14:14, 17:27), and Dans@ bayit (17:27), and interpret it as a
non-blood member of the household (e.g. A. Dillman 1897:11:58, J.
Skianer 1930:279, J. Alexandre 1972:6). The only other place 1t
.occurs in the Old Testament 1s Eccl. 2:7 where it 1is used 1n
+ conjunction with CX¥bddim and S€papdt. . “ '

5 —_— -

.F. Pompounio (1983) claims that a new text discovered at Ebla
‘offers linguistic support to the traditiomal reading. In one of the
bilingual texts that archaeologists discovered at Ebla, Pomponio
observes that the eblaite igi~he-du , which, he argues, means a
"future gift” or “inheritance,” is rendered by the Sumerian word, mu-
sa-qil-um. Pomponio then suggests that me!eg is the Hebrew equivalent
of this word — both stemming from the root EER == and that ben-me§eg
refers to the one to receive the future gift, or the inheritor.

' 6

" These eriteria, however, were never sufficiently convincing
to establish a consensus. Many critics felt that they could not
support the weight put upon them, and that some were slmply incorrect.
Even S. R. Driver, who accepts the atomistic laterpretation of these
features, cautioans, “the criteria are (in part) indecisive, so that no
generally-accepted analysis has been effected . . .” (1909:174).

One of the earliest to reevaluate systematically this
evidence was J. Hoftijzer (1956:17:£f.,). According to him v. 8 is not
an expression of doubt, but, as F. Delitzsch (1888:1I:8) noted long
ago, a request for certainty (so Lohfink 1967:38-39). It can be
added that since vv. 1-6 and vv. 7-21 record different promises, as so
many. stress, there 13 no reason to expect that Abram should react to
both in the same way.

According to Hoftijzer critlics have placed too much weight on
the difference between wv. 5 and the temporal indicators of wv. 12
and 17, V. 5 does not explicitly state the time at which Yahweh took
Abram outdoors to see the stars. All it Implies Is that the stars
were visible, which they can be in the evening. As Hoftlijer points

e 2
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.and the divine, the peculiar paychology of which 18 strasggedq by v. 1
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out, moreover, the temporal Ind{cators have a specific narrative
function., V. 5 {4 2 metaphor designed to stress the number of Abram”g .
descendants, while vy, 12 and 17 Ffunction to structure the -ceremony
by which Yahweh Covenants to give Abranm land. It can be added that, the
text 18 not a meteorological feport, but an encounter between - Abran
3
where Yahweh appears to Abram in a maQXzeh; and by v, 12, where Abram
falls into aone trance described ag tardZmi and ag Jama hX¥éka geds1a.
Given such conditions there {g BO reason to expect the text to
correspond to one”s normal ekperience of the rassing of the day. 1In
the wotds of N. Wagner, ", . . the detection of apparent Inconsistency
in  the night/dusk scenes (vsg, 5, A2, 17) 1s 3imply an example of
hypercriticism, . Lf there i3 3 discrepancy i{n the time-setting of the
two incidents, it ig due to the requirements of the promiges. Méntion
of seed as numerous as the stars requires that the stars be visible,
It 13 doubtful if the writer was consclous of thig discrepancy”
(1965:99),

7 . .
Similarly through the uge of mga  15:1 1links Yahweh“g
character explicitly to_iﬁ:ZO; Yahweh is not fatroducing himgelf for
the first time, but {den 1fying himself ag the one who protected Abranm
from the eastern kings, and the one who wil} supply Abram with g4
reward in lieu of the goods he refused fron the king of Sodonm,

8

Indeed, Abram may have even feared galning more wealth, It
was his wealth that led to the quarrelling between hig and Lot~”g
herdsmen (13:6~7),  and thelr eventyal Separation. It {g& thig
separation, Moreover, that resulted in Abranm being at war with the
four eastern kings. Rather than being a benefit for Abram, the

acquisition of wealth seems only to bring him fnto conflicts of aver

increasing magnitude, '



CHAPTER SEVEN

L)

COVENANT II: DEFINING POSTERITY

-

The next stage-in the story also contains two eplsodes. The
first (Gen.16) records the results of Sarai”s plan to be "bullt up™ by
glving Hagar, her Egyptian maidservﬁnt, to Abraﬁ"aé'a second wife,
The second (Gen  17) reiords a divine appearance -1n _whi;h Yahweh
covenants to give Abram numerous descendants, and elaborates the
conditions and effects of that covenant.

gis with the episodes thus far examined, most critics belleve
that these two episodes constitpte discrete stories that have oo
integral relatioﬁahip .to one ;uother, or to their wid;r navrative
context. Commenﬁing. on the three units he detects 1in 16:1-18:15-
(16:1-16, 17:1-27 and 18:1-155, for example, W. Brueggemann atates;
"While the three units focus on the same theme, they h;ve no natural
connecgipn with each other. They are of different soutrges ., . ."
(1982a:151). » |

} ’ . - L4

However, as the first part of Brueggemann”s comment indicates,
links “exist bepween‘:haps. 16 aud 17, as well as with their wider
narrative context. In éddiﬁion to the éhematic continuity which
Brueggemann detects (the promise of posterity), there are several
verbél and structural features. S. McEvenue {(1971:161), for example;
notes that the mentlon of Abram”s age in 17:1, and agaia in 1752#;25,

"echoes™ the conclusion of 16:16, which also mentions the patriarch’s

-~



199

age (so G. W. Coats 1983:130). This is not simply a.formal device,
but, as described in chap. 2, the story”s way of marking the growth or
t81°d8t of a family.

Ao {mportant point of contact between Gen 16 and 17 {s the
person of Ishmael. 1In 17:18-Zd Abram argues on Ishmael”s behalf,
theréﬁy agsuming the account of his birth in Gen 16, These two points
of cbutact, .moreover, are not Independent of one another. According
to 16:16 Abram 13.86 years old when Ishmael 1s born; 17:24 states
that he 13‘59 when he {s circumeised. The report.of Ishmael”s age In
.17:25'}8 thus consistent with the chronology of chapa.irﬁ and 17.

Links between these two chapters and their wider narrative
context are also evide&t. Scholars have long recognised that 16:1
réfers to 11:30, where Saral”s barrenness is first recorded. fﬁdeed,
this ‘repetition led early soufce critics to conclude that the two
verses stemmed from different yet parallel sources (usually 11:30 was
assigned to J and 16:1 to P). However, as F. Delitzsch loug ago
poloted out, the contexts of the two verses indicate that 16:1 and
11:30 are no£ really parallels, The purpose of 16:1, according to
Delit;sch, 13 to indicate that "the barrenness of Sarai continued in
Cénaan also™ (1888:Ir:15). )

The QIgher-critiégl reading, moreover, does not take seriously
the gr#mmar of 16:1. Rather than the usual word order of verb- .

subject, the opening clause of 16:1 uses the inverse order of subject-
”

verb, According to Gesenlius” Hebrew Grammar, "the position of the

A8
subject at the beginning of a verbal-clause is to be explained from

w
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the fact that the clause {s not intended to introduce a new fact
carrying oun the narrative, but rather to describe a state.” "The
particular gﬁg&g represeﬂteé in the verb may consist,” the gramma;
adds, “of an act completed long before, to which reference is made
only because it 1s aecessary for underatanding the sequel of the
pp}ncipal action“'(# 142a and b; cf. Anderson 1974:80). The grammar of
16:1 thus demands that Sarai”s barrenness be mentioned at some earlier
point in the s£ory, “{ndicating that it cannot be the introduction to
an lodependent tale, and supporting Delitzsch’s poaifion that the
purpose of 16:1 1s precisely to recall 11:30,

There are E&sola number of links between Gen 17 and its wider
narrative context. As many crltics note, 17:15-22 contains certaln
thematic gnd structural parallels with 18:9-15 (gsp; McEvenue
1971:153-154). McEvenue and Westermann interpret these polnts 6ff
contact as evidence that'chap. 17 depends on chaﬁ. 18 as a source,
and 1{s therefore a later addition to the text. Such parallels,
however, need not be interpreted historically. It is a common
literary phenomencn for one part of z narrative to anticipate another.
Some refer to tbis trope as foreshadowlng, while G. Genette (1986:39—

40) prefers the term prolepsis.

Gen 16

As most critics recogunise, this episode falls naturally into

two\Sirts marked by changes in venue and in content. Vv. 1-6 occur inm

Abramﬁ{ household - presumably at Hahe - and describe a rift between

AN

0
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Saral and Hagar. Vv. 7;16, on the other hdﬁd, take place Iin the
wilderness and record the announceﬁeus by Yahweh”s messenger that
Hagar will have progeby.

Vv.’ 1-6 can be divided further into three parts: an
{ntrodudtion and two scenes. In the 1ntroduc§ion (v. 1} the narrator
sppplies the expository information necessary for understanding that
which follows. Each of ﬁhe two sceaes, on the other hand, records the
outcome of an initlative taken by Sarai (McEvenue 1975:68-69). The
Dfirst describes Saral”s plaﬁ to give Hagar to Abram as a second wife,
and the second describes her complaint agg}pst Hagar”s belittlement
of her. These two scenes, moreover, share a commpu pattern. Each
. opens with the clause, "And Sarail said unto Abram . . . ."”  Each then
records Abram”s compliance with her suggestion, and the ocutcome of her
plan, Therfirst {ntroduces this compliance with the atatement: “And
Abram listened to the voice of S;rai e« « o+ +" The gecond begins his
response with the clause, "And Abram said umnto Saral . . . ."

The plot thus advaaoces accprding to the’ lmpleméntation of
Sarai”s initiatives. Each initlative, as McEvenue notes (1975:68-69),
results from Sarails internalisation of an external event that the
narrator reports in the Etecéding scene. éarai’s first injtiative is
a plan to overcome her barrenness, which the narrator reports in the
introduction. She decides to act a second time because upon conceiving
Hagar had. belittlgd her. The narrator had already reported this
attitude to the reader at the end of the second scene.

Y

These advances, moreover, are marked by the language both
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-

7
parties use to describe the situation. The narrator and Saral both

use the root yld to describe her barfenness. Yet while the narra'tor
reporta simply, “"Now Sarai had not borﬁe,' Saral gives her predicament
a theological Interpretation: "Yahweh has prevented me from bearing.”

Saral and the narrator are in closer agreement in Fheir
under?tanding of Hagar”s attitude, At tﬁe end of t?e firat acene the
narrator reports, "when ﬁhgar had conceived she belittled her
mistress,” Hitﬁ the exception of the change of pronouns required by
the chaange of person, éarai uses identical language in her complaint
to Abram: K "When Hagar saw she hadlconceived she belittled me.” Sarail
then threatens to take her complaint before Yahweh”if Abram will not
act. . .

' While McEvenue agrees that the plot of these verses advances
according to Saral”s two initiativea, he accepts the 'aource-criticél
conclusion that vv.t 1 and 3 beloug to P, aud‘therpfore removes them
from the text. Sourc;’ critics base this excision on stylistic
criteria. The coucern'with dates and genealogy, they maintain, i3 a
mark of the prieatly-tradition. Some also clatm that v.. 3 1Is a
Eepetipiou of v. 2 (S. R. Driver 1909:180-181, J. Skinner 1930:285-
286).

| As a number of reéent studies point out, however, v. 1 sets
the scene for the squabble that ensues hetween Sarai and ‘Fagar.
Saral”“s plan in vv. 2ff. assumes, the Information it supﬁlies: Saral

glves Hagar to Abram as a second wife precisely to overcome her

inability - to bear children. . As van Seters recognises (1975:193), by
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.

removing this verse Sne removes the episode”s raison d”8tre (cf. M.

Tsevat 1980:53 no. 2, 54-55, P. Trible 1984:10). More than a
genealoglical note, {t 1is an integral part of the narrative that
follows.

o ™ McEvenue realises the importance of the iaformation in v, 1,

but argues that v. la i{s not necessary because 11:30 is J”s account of

‘Saral”s barrenness, and it is to that verse that Saral refers in v. 2.

He then suggests that »Phe J account may have begun with an
{ntroductory verse similar to b, or else it began in ve;se 2 emeanded
as follows: ~. . .3 80 into my maid, Hagar; it may be . . 7.7
However, as remarked above, 16:1a is not a duplicate of 11:30. 1f
16:1a repeats much of the inform&tiou of 11:30 it 1s precisely to
recall this earlier.verse. After dealing with the issue of land fo;
80 many chapters, the narrative returans to the issue of posterity by

restating the problem. There is surely no reason to remove V. 1b and

replgge 1t .with another verse that says the same thing.

Nor is there any rea;oﬁ to remove 16:3. Ase van ASeE;rs
(1915 :193-194) has recognlised, Q._B Ls not a repetition of v. 2. 1In
v. 2 Saral only announces her plf;( to glve Hagar to Abram as a secpnd
wife. V. 3, on the other hand, records the actualisation of that plan
(so Tsevat 1980:53, a. 2). The note that this occurred after they had
lived in Canaan for, ten years lndicates that it was only after a logg
time that the cou;\g decided to try a'desperate method in order fo

have children.' In coanjunction with Sarai”s exclamation that "Yahweh

had prevented her from bearing,” v. 3 creates a seaje of desperation.

.
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The second half (vv. 7-16) can also Be divided into two main
parts. The first (vv. 7-14) contains an extended converaﬁtiou betweenr— _ -
the mesefnger of Yahweh ﬁnd Hagar.> Like S;rai’s address to Abram in
vv. 1-6, this conversation falls 1nts two parts €v. 8; vv, 9-13), each
cogtain%pg an address by Yahweh’s mesaenger_zv. 8a; vv;- 9-12) and
Hagar”s response to that address (v. 8b; wv., 13). Surrounding this
conversation are two narratorial comments (v. 7; v. 14}, each
referring to the wéil to which Hagar fled. In the first the narrator
reports- ﬁhat the messenger of Yahweh found Hagar by a fountaim of
water in the wilderness. In v. 14 he notes that because of the events
that ’transpired there the well 1is called Beer?Lahai-Roi. These
comments frame the coaversation that Hagar has with the divine
measenger, and allow the readef\to identify wvv. 7-14 as a sub-unit
within the larger story. The second‘pért (vv. 15-16j.c;nst1tute; the
episode”s conclusion.

Yv. 7-16 have proven much more difficult than- wv. 1-6.
Particularly problematic have been the angel”s second address to Hagar
(v;.' 9-12), the status of the etymologles-spoken by Hagaé (Bl Roisin
v. 13 and Beer Lahai Roi in v. 1&)," and the integrity of vv. }5-16.
These {issues have been complicated by uncertainty -regarding the
relationship between vv. l-6 and vv. 7-16.

The first probleQ surrounds the three-fold us; of  the
expression "And the messenger of Yahweh said unto her . . .7 Manf see
this repetition as awkward (e;g. van Seters 1975:194?, and attempt_to

¢

smooth things over by deleting vv. 9 and/or 10. V. 9, it is argded,
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is a later addition that links this episode with chap. 21. To
facilitate the account of the expulsion of Hagar from Abram”s home a
red;ctor addgg this verse so that Hagar would be back 1in Abram”s
household (H. C. White 1975:300; C. Westermana 1981:292)..V. 10 1s
omitt;d becauge 1t is thouéht to be out of place in a promise that
concerns Hagar”s son (Tsevat 1980:58; C; Westermann 1981:292-293).

Nelither omission 1ig necessary. First, thera 1is aothing
particularly difficult with the three—fold repetition of the
introductory clause, “And the megsenger of Yahweh said unto her. . .l
This 13 a literary technique designed to punctuate each part 3f the
mesgenger”s address, glving each part its proper stress. This way of
punctuating a story is found ;lsewhere in 0id Testﬁment uarrazive (cf.
2 Rgs 1:9-16),

The supporting ratiocnale is no more éerta;n. The reason for
the omission of v. 9, for example, 1is based on' the prior asaumption
that chaps., 16 and 21 do ﬁot belong to the same narrative, an issue
here 1in question, Ituis equally ?oasible to Interpret the links

; '
between  these two_chapterg 38 indications that they do indeed belong
to the same story. ‘ )

"McEvenue (1975:67) supports the remc#al of v, é by arguing
that its use of *EEE contradlct; that {n f. 11. The strength of this
argument 1is that it 1s based on internal, literary evidence, uoﬁ a
presupposed theory ;bout the text”s history. In a recent artiele,
however, M. Tsevat argues thatlin reality there is no coatradiction.

~

"Hers [Hagar“s] is the story of what God may do for man . in adverse
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o
!
circumstances. She 1s told to return and submit to.maltreatment by

' . : . N +
her mistress, but, this said, the narrative goes oa to affirm that Gog

is aware of ﬁg¥ maltreatment and will compensate her.

maltreatment, divine awareness, and promised  compensation are

N .

‘narrative elements whose lnteraction createsla narrativé tension which
ia dramat;célly acceptable and probably so designed” (1980:66, so P.
TribYe 1984:16)., "'
This iﬁterpretatlon is supported by the use of the terms pny
and yd in the description of Ishmael”s fate. Acégrding t; v. 12
Ishmael”s “hand (yads) wiil be agalnst every one and everyone”s hand
(wtyad MEEL)‘ will be against him, and he will dwell in the face
(Eggg) of all his brethren.”™ The.streugth of this description lies in
the use of these E#o termgnig-the account of Hagar”s flight from
~ Saral. yd flrst appears in the description of Hagar”s return to Saral
(v. 6). After Saral complains about her maid”s aﬁ\itude, Abram
delivers ﬁagar into Séraifs hand (b€yadék). pny, on the ogher hand, s
used to describe Hagar”s departure frof ﬁer mistress, whicﬁ the
narrator describes as flleeing from “her face” (mippaneyha; v, 65. As
the use of the sﬁme expresgion in v. 8 Indicates, Hagar agrees with
this description of her actioas. In response to the angel”s qugktion
about her excursion, F-ﬂagar: responds,, "I am fleeing from the- face
(mipp€nd) of Sarai my mistress.” Both terms take on their meaning in
relation to Saral”s action against Hagar. yd describes the action
that leads up t? and permits Sarai_to afflict Hagar, while poy

deacribes the results of such treatment. By drawing ou these terms
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to describe Ishmael”s character,  the text fndicates that he will .be a

1iving memorial to his mother”s plight (cf. R. Neff 1972:58-59). Qg'

ghe must submit (*Cah) to Sarai”s hand (yd), so lshmael”s hand will be
against all his brethrea. V. 9 does not contradict vv. 6 and 11, Om
the contrary,nit gupplies the necessary conditions that make Ishmael”s

name and character meaningful.

-

).
Nor 1is v. 10 necessarlily out of place simply because the

general promise of a numerous posterity precedes the gpecific and more
{mmediate promise of Ishmael; In his study of Gen 17; .for example,
¥cEvenue (19?1:156) findé that Yahweh”s promise moves from the general
to the specific. Yahweh announ;?s that Abraham will have a son before
he indicates that the mother will be Sarah, and that before he informs
the patriarch that the name of -his son utll. be Isaac. Indged, as

argued ian chapter three of this thesis, the ‘entire Abraham narrative

moves from the general and vague to the specific. It should come as

no surprise, therefore, to discover the same movement.in 16:10-15.

" One of the réasoas van Seters removes v. 10 is because it is
quite different from what follows in vv. 11-12. In fact it 13 a
reitﬁiation of the theme of numerous progeay to Qﬁ epouymnug\?ncestor;
uhlch 1?//E§;I-f°fu the J framework of the patriarchal ﬁstories“
(1975?154). Van Seters’é remarks, however, make the prior assumption
rthgﬁ the individual episodes in the Abraham narrative are lndependeﬁt
from thelr framework, an hypothesis here 1n quesgt?n. Indeed, the

émeaniug of Gen 16 1is derived ﬂ:ecisely from those connections {cf. G.

"

~yon Rad 1972:196). The-effect of the "relteration of the theme of
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numerous progeny” 1is to include Hagar“e descendants under Yahweh’s
promise, and to indicate that Ishmael is to be understood as a son of
the blessing. Yahweh had prbmiaed Abram aons, and now he has one. '

; This reading goes againat current interpretation of the
chapter, which usually views SQrai’u plan to give Hagar to Abram as a
lack of ‘faith 4in Yahweh”s capacity” to fulfill his promise (W.
Brueggemann 1982a:151, W. Berg 1982), fhis interpretation assumed that
Abram knew that Sarai was the way that the promise of posterity wodld

be realised. YTahweh, however, has not yet. specified the woman with

whom Abram would have children; he has only promiséd that they will be’

numerous. Abram may very well have undertood Hagar has an acceptable
means of acquiring the promise.

This is the forc; of v. 3. Many crlFics separate this verse
from 1its context and assign it to‘anotﬁer aource; usually P. The
raticnale SehindA this move is the verse”s intereast 1in chronology.
However, the verae's;resses the length of time ghat Abram -had lived
without obtaininé the ﬁdsterity that Yahweh had promised in the new
1land (12:1). Ten years he had been in Canaan, and still Sarai
remained‘barren. Perhaps he concluded that she simply was not the one
through whom the blessing would be re;lised.

Hog can Sarai”s attitude be interpreted as a lack of faith in
Yahweh to fulfill his promise. Yahweh had only given the promise to
Abram, and that was ;fter Sarai was barren (11:30). While it might be
re#sonagle to assume that Sarai konew of the promise, there isa oothing

-~

thus far in the text to indicate that Sarai thought she was to be the

-
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mother of offspring Yahweh had promised Abram. It is only in 18:10-
12 that Saral learns of Yahweh”s plans concerning her, and doubts the.
posaibility of becoming a mother. Iggeed, her claim that Yahweh had
pravente% her from bearing (16:2) can be‘ interpreted as an
upderstanding on her part that she 1s not to be the wajiby which Abram
will experience the blessing of posterity. Thus in giving ﬁag;r to
Abram her concern is not with the promise Yahweh gavé her husband, but
with her own status. She gives Hagar to Abram so that she might be
"built up” through her,

The interpretatlion of the etymologies In wv., 13-14 has changed
over the years. The consensus accepts the conclusion that these ‘are
ancient explanations of the names involved. Barlier critics belleved
that the eplsode was bu11£ up around these aetiologies in order to
glve them a fuller explanation (e.g. H.' Gunkel 1910:190-192, J.

Skinner 1936:28&-285). Since B. 0. |Long”s (1968) study of

“~

aetioclogical narratives, however, tradition histérians are more,
‘%%"iinclined to see these verses as addi;idns to a story about the
annunciation and birth of Ishmael. Although Long did not include Gén
y6 in his study, his general conclusions about agtiological naFragives
have been applied by others to this chapter (e.g. H. C. Wﬂlte
1975:292, 298-299, J. van Seters 1975:193, G. W. Coats 1983:131). In
his study Long concludes that most aetiologles do not emerge from the
coacerns of the story in which they appear, and seem to \have been
tacked on at a later date. Long supports this position by the way in

which the aetiologles are introduced. Most begin with one of two

—r——



210

formulas::{l) “And she called the name of . . .," or (2) "therefore it
is called . . . ." According to Long these stereotyplcal clauses
indicate that the aetiologies were added in a mechanical way to
already extant narratives.

Long”s reasoning, ho?ever, is inconclusive. The appea:anée of
the expressions, “And she called the name of . « ., " and, "therefore
it i3 called . . .,” prove little, If these are traditional
expressions, as Long maintains, it is precisely for this reason that
their appeatance.in any given narrative should cause no trouble. They
should be expected. Ig it sounds mechanical to the modern ear, this
may ind;cate little more tgﬁn ﬁhe literary ﬁqgjudicea of the modern
reader, | ‘

In the specific case of Genesis 16, the namings of Beer-Lahai-
Rol and El Roi*™~do emerge from the concerns of the episoade.
Structurally, as8 indicated above, some response to tthe divine
messenger”s second speech is to be expected. According to Tsevat, by
affixing the epithet El Roi to Yahweh, Hagar ;conveys a coantext of
excitement, thanksgiving, and ov@:coming of incredulity” (1980:63)._
Complementing this interpretation, Trible links the epithef to the use

of the verb *roh to 16:4-5. "The maid who, after seeing*(r>h)- her

conception of a child, had a new visien of her mistress Sarai (16:4),

. now, after receiving a divine announcement of the forthcoming birth,

sees (r2h) God with a new vision™ (1984:18).
The usé of “therefore” to begin v. 14 joins the naming of the

well to the preceding eveats. Because of the epithet with which Hagar

’ . : ¢
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names Yahweh the well Ls called Beer-Lahai-Rof. The well thus serves
ag a memorial to these events. While the encounter between Hagar and
the divine can exist for only a moment, the well can be a perpetual
witness to that encounter through its name. . The unmamed fountalin
(Cayin) to which she fled (v. 7) {s now the well at which Yahweh
responded to her plight and promised her posterity.

Finally there is the question of vv. 15-16. Along with vv. l.
and 3 these verses are usually assigned to P and removed from the main
story. The evidence that these verses stem from a separate source
includes the three-fold repetition of the fact that'Hagar bore Abram a
son, and ﬁhe concern with the age at which Abram fathered the boy.

-
! - . - I/
The recording of Abram”s age tles the birth of Ishmael to the pverall

;- t81%dat schenma. This schema, as remarked above, I3 the text”s way of

keeping account of the growth of the vaffious families that emerge

throughout the course of the narrative.

These verses, moreover, form the conclusion to the story
(Trible 1984:15-19). Everything in the episode anticipates the birth
of Ishmael. Realising this, yet accepting the source-critical
position, McEvenue suggests that "a sentence has to be added to the
concluafon (16:14) to the effect that Ishmael was borm . ., .
(1975:67). Yet this is precisely what wv. 15;16 describe, Why remove

a verse and then posit an original conclusion that says the same

thing?

~. -

. I'd
In coatrast to McEvenue, Van Seters argues that the story

comes to a conclusion im v. 12 (cf. Neff 1972:59-60), thereby
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supporting those who would remove vv, 13-16 from the text. However,
while v. 12 concludes the promise that Hagar will bear a son, It
'doea not resélve the problem of v. 1, which is that Saral had not
borne any offspring to Abram. V. 12 only anticipates the resolution,
which actually comea.in vv. 15-16. (so H. C. White 1975:277, M. Tsevat
1980:66-67, P. Trible 1984:18-19).

Each of the three statements that makes up the coacluston,
moreover, refers to a different part of the text., V. 15a states the
concleslon in its simplest form: "And Hagar bore Abrém a gon.” This
refers directly to v. 1 which tells the read?r that Sarai did not
bear. The second clause (v. 15b) states that Abram named that son
Ishmael. This statement refers to v. 11 where the dlvinéf—;;;;;nger
informed - Hagar that she would call her son Ishmael. What the
messenger had promised had come to pass. ‘ V. 16, which gives Abram”s
age at the time of Ishmael”s birth, sltuates the birth within the
t312d8t schema of the book of Genesis. This schema, as outlined {n
chap. 2, 18 the textfs way of keeplng account of the various family
groups that emerge throughout the book.

According to recent form-critical analyses, vv. 1-6 and 7~16
represent originally iIndependent wunits of tradition that are only
redactiﬁnally lifked {(C. Westecrmann 1981:281, G. W. Coats 1983:131-
132, cf. H. C. White 1975:299-300). Porm critics base this conclusion
on three types of evidence. The Eirsgﬁis the change of venue
mentioned above,. According to Coats, ~Such changes 1in locale

typically represent major structural divisions Iin OT nparrative”
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(1983:131). In adleion to the change of locale, Coats and Westermann

“

: note that a structural change occurs between vv, 6 and 7. The quarrel

A

In vv. 1-6 ends with v. 6. While both critics admit that Haéar‘s

flight does not resolve the quarrel, they agree that her departure

nonetheless brings the coaflict to a conclusion. V. 7, on the other

-

hand, introduces a néw situation and new characters. These verses deal

_gotl with the relqtlonship between two women, but with the divine

‘announcement of a

ger;'eric. Acr‘ding

are an annunclation.

son for Hagar. The third type of evidence 1is
. ’ M )
to Coats vv. 1-6 constitute a tale, while vv. 7-16

Coats concludhs, "A story of conflict has beé%‘\\\

.

combined with the annunciation of Ishmael™ (1983‘132).

As many others have recognised, however, there are numerous

connec€¥ons between

4

: that the rdader already knows to whom the text 1is referring.

vv. 1-6 and vv. 7-16. The first I3 grammatféal:

. - . ) _
v. 7 uses the personal pronoun, “her,” to refer to Hagar, assuming

*

.There are furthec points of .contact between the content of .

1-6 and vv. T7EE.

The messenger”s command ordering Hagar to."return”

(*¥wb) and gubmi€ to her mistress (v. 9) asdumes that Hagar was at one

time in the home of

Saral and Abram, which i3 precisely the setting of

1]

vv. 1-6, - This 1liok 1s enhanced by the use of the verb “afflict”

(*<ah) 1 wv. 6, 9,

-

well as thg verb "to flee” {*brh) to describe Hagar”s response to that

éagatment {vv. 6,

and 11 to describe Sarai”s treatment of Hagar, as

P

) T .
"8). Many elliminate v. 9 as a later additlon,

-~ .
thereby removing one of these points of contact. As discussed above,

however, there ls no’

L}

compelling literary réasou to extract it from the

T4
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text, Pnd both thematic and structural reasons argue for retaining {it.
Even 1f v. 9 were removed éhere would remain the force of the

other points of contact. The divine megsenger tells Hagar to name the
baby Ishmael because Yahwéh has heard her affliction. As all
recognise, the significance of this divine annunclation emerges from

the word play between the name, “Ishmael,”™ and the varb VCto hear,*

both of which derive from the root ¥mC. More important for the {ssue

.

~at hand, however, {s the fact that Yahweh’s hearing 1is not arbitrary,
but motivated by the affliction Hagar has suffered. The annunciation
of Ishmael 1s thus tled to the hardship with which Saraf afflicted
_Hagar, whicﬁ is dgscfibed in the first half of the eplsode.

The verb “to fleé" constitutes anmother point of contact
bgfwéen ‘vv. 1-& and ‘bv. 7-16. In response to the megsenger's
questiouns, Hagar ;nswers: "I am fleeing from the face of my mistress."”

Ahis answer assumes b. 6, where the narrator first informs the reader
(. : _ L :
that, “she (Hagar] fled "from her [Sarai“s] face.” This 1link 1is

particularly significadt bécause,'it employs the same technique that
marks the advange of the plbtfthrough the first three segments‘of the

[ .
episode. ~ A character 'ékpresses her personal understanding of an
LS ] . .
external event described by the narrator In the previous scene. As
. .described abova, the Ilatroduction and first two scenes advance
. . .

according to Sarai”s understanding of events described In the

' ~§éézed1ng segment. -

~,

" rd

-There are also links between the éplsodé\s introduction and
. ',J !
conclusion. In his analysis of this chapter S. McEvenue (1975:66)

. ’
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found that 1If fsolated vwv. I, 3 and 15~16 form the following
chiaamus: |
A, {Sarai] has [no] child for Abram (la)
B. Indication of the yeaf (3a )
C. HAGAR HAS A SON FOR ABRAM (15a)
B. Indication“of the year (16a)
A.- (Hagar] has a child for Abram {16b).
McEvenue treats these verses separately because he belleves they are
from a different source (P) than the remainder of . the story (J).
However, as McEvenue himself notes, by themselves these verses
hardly consititute a narrative: they form 1little more than a
. Benealogical notation. Yet the change from Saral”s barrenness in v, 1

to the birth of a son for Abram by Hagar in wv. 15-16 demands some

explanation.

What McEvenue has {n fact i{dentified is an inclusio that
surrounds all of chap. 16 and unites i{ts two scenes into a siagle
episode. The inclusio 13 not based Just on a correspondeace of theme,
as McEvenue”s outline suggests, but by preclse véfbalA tags --
specifically the root y1d and the attachment of the preposition 1- to
Abram”s name or a personal pronoun that refers to him. Thus v. 1la
reads, “Now Saral, wife of Abram, did not bear (léi,zélféi) for him
(18) . .. " Vv, 15-16 employ the same verbs to record the birth of

- Ishmael: "And Hagar bore (wattdled) for Abram (12Jabram) a son; and
Abram called the name of the son whom Hagar bore (yal®ds) Ishmael; and

Abram was eighty~six years old when Hagar bore (b€ledet) Ishmael for

i
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Abram (1%2abram)."

As remarked above, one of the reasons Coats separates the two
scenes 13 that he feels there is a lack of logic between them. | He -
belié?gh that vv. 1-6 are primarily a tale about a squabble between
two women, whlle vv, 7-21 are primarily about the announcement of a
birth., This 1ﬁclusio suggests that while Coats may be right about the

'l

emphasis of the second scene, he has essentially mlsconstrued the
first, ’

An exploration of the development of the plot of " vv, 1-6
indicates that . these verses are also about the fssue of producing
offspring. V. la, whicA.Coats accepts as "crucial for the story, not
to be broken away as a part of another source” (1983:130)4 identifiesl

3
the problem as Sarai”s inability to bear children. It is in an eff&rt
to overcome this problem that in v, 2 Saral suggests'to Abram that he
"go into” her ha dmaifgﬁ, whom v. 1b 1dentifies as Hagar. The plan
appears'destined ;r success when, after Abram agrees to it (vﬂ 3),
Hagaé//becomes pregnant (v. Qa). However, by fleeing Hagar leaves
%bram in the s3ame childlesacglate .described in v. la. Hagar”s
departure does not just briné tpe squabble between her and Saral to
and end, 1t threatens the Success of Saral”s plaon to be "built up by

"

her” and, at the same time, to obtain the posterity for Abram. she
herself is uoable to bear. The squabble, which appropriately emerges
from Hagar”s pregnancy, thus arises.out of the effort to obtain

children. As a theme-it is subordinate to the major issue of Saral”s

barrenness and her attempt to circumvent her infertile state.

’
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The agecond part of the eplaode is thus an appropriate sequel
to this firat half. The divine messenger appears to Hagar and commandd
her to return to her mistress, promising that she will bear a son and
have numeroua‘descendants. In so éoiug the messenger guarantees Abram
a gon. -

The break that occurs between vv. 6 and 7 is thus not the seam
between two sepdfate gstories, but the major structural joiné in the
episode. It marks the point where Sarai”s plan to be ;built up”
requires divine intervention in order to succeed. As McEvenue writes:
"At this paint the story is wound up as tight as it can go: a problem
of barrenness, an attempted solution, a complication due to human
cussedness, the flight of Hagar apparently nullifying everything. Now
God nmust intervene™ (1975:69).

Although McEvenue 1s right thnﬁ the chapter portrays the
problem of barrenness as a persounal one, in its wider context it bears
heavily oo the bromise that Abram will have sons, This role 1is
stressed especially by the opening verses, which allude to 11:30. That
verse, as noted in chapter four, already contrasts Abram”s and Sarai”s
situation with the divine promise. By the end of Gen 16 the promige
seems on its way to fulfilment. . Abram, through the help of Yahweh’s
messenger, 'bas finally had his son by Hagar. Nothing earlier in‘}he
story has suggested that he would realise the blessing by Sarai. There
are, nonetheless, sdﬁe‘ indicationé of tension. Part of Yahweh”s

initial commission (12:1-3) indicates that he means to spread the

blessing through Abram to all the families of the earth. One wonders
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how such a feat can be accomplished by a son who ulii‘bg-a wild ass of
a ﬁan, and whose hand will be against the hand of all \Pthers. The
story, therefore, must @continue to resolve this question. At this
point, however, there ia no indicat}on of what thatlreqolution will
be, Will TIshmael”s character somehow changa, will thg blessing be

dispersed by some other meansg, or will ¥ahweh somehow be able to°

employ such character traits to spread the blessing?

Gea 17 :

In this episode Yahweh announces and describes the covenant
into which he enters with Abram. As described by McEvenye (1971:145-
178), the episode is composed of a series of five divine speeches.
Each speech can be 1identified by a narratorfhl comment that
introduces {it, and distinguishes it from the other . speeches. - The
firsc on; opens with, “and he [Yahweﬁ] said to him. . ." (v. 1), the
second with, "And Elohim spoke to him saying . . ." (v. 3b), the
third with, "And Elohim said unto Abraham. . ,ﬁﬂr§. 9a), the fourth
with, "And Elohim said unto Abraham. . .7 (v. 15a), and the fifth
with, “Acd Elohim said. . .* (v. 19a). Thesé speeches'are broken up
by the two occasions on which Abram responds to Yahwéh, both of which’
.involve him fall;pg on his face. The first time he falls on his face
s in response to Yahﬁeh’s initial announcemeét. The second time
occurs after the fourth speech. These apeecheédand Abram”s responses
are f[ramed by the announcement of Yahweh”s appearance to Abram (v.

la) and the report that Yahweh stopped speaking to him and went up

from him (v. 22). V. 22 serves as a transition to the account of
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Abraham”s compliance with Yahweh”s command to circumcise himself and
all the males of his household.

//H{ In his study of this chapter McFEvenue identifies two différent

d

structural patterns spanning the entire chapter. The first 1s a
paliatrophe which he outlines as follows: s

A Abram 99 years of age (1a)1§?

B-  Yahweh appears to Abran {1b ) -

o God speaks (1b )

D Pirst speech (1b -2} . ] ’
E _ Abram falls on his face (3a)

P ' Secoud apeech (name-cﬁange,.nations, kings) (4-3)

G THIRD SPEECH‘

B ‘ Fourth speech (naméfchange; nations, kings) (15-16)
B . Abraham falls on his face (ete.) (17-18)

[ Pifth speech (19-21) )

c” God ceases speaking (22a) )

B” God goes up from him (22b)

A~ Abraham 99 years of age (and Ishmael 13) (24-25)
Interlocking with the palistrophe McEvenue identifies two parallel
panels, which he illustrates as follows:

4{ Yahweh”s inteation to make an oath about progeny (1-2)

B Abram falls on his face (3a)

Cf' Abraham father of n;tions (4b-6)

D God will carry out his cath for ever (7N
E The sign of the oath (9-14)
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God”s intentlon to bless Sarah with a progeny (16)
Abraham falis on his face (etc.) (17-18)
Sarah mother of a éon, Isaac (19)
God ‘will carry out his oath forever (18b.21a)
The:;ign of the oath (23-27).

While McEvenue has identified many important structural

features of the text, and thesge dual interlocking schemas appear for

the

are

most part convincing, there are ceftain problems with both. They

based on different types of information reflecting different

.levels of generalisation. ' In .the paliatropﬁe, for example, the

correspondence bétueen A and A", and E aﬁq E°, 18 based on an

observable feature of the text. Both v. la and vv. 24-25 note that

Abraham 1is ninty-nine years old. Similarly, E and E” state that

Abraham fell on his face. The correspondence between D and D”, and P

and

F”, on the other hand, 1a tased on the fact that.they -record

divine speeches. Por F and F” HcEvenue.indicates in brackets that

there are some verbal parallels between them, but such i3 not the

case for D and D°, The relationship between C and ¢~ ig peculiar. ¢

is

identified as "God speaks,"” and’ balanced with C*, which McEvenue

labels, "God ceases speaking.” While God is certainly speaking in v.

1b ,

80 is he 3peak1ng throughout the bulk of this chapter. V. 1b,

moreover, 1is actually part of Yahweh”s first -speech. Yet McEvenue

gives uno reason why this speech should be divided, while others are

unot.

Similar problems exist with the two-panel structure. c,’



221

“Aﬁraham father of nationsg” 18 parallelled with £”, "Sarah mothef’of
2 3o0n, Isaac.” While there i3 gome degree of overlap between thege
two concepts, {t 1s .not as clear_ga that between B and BZ. But -the
more importént difficulty lies in the fact that in v, 15 Sarai 14
also told that she will be the mother of nations, It is difficult to
8ee how v. 19 cap be considered a rarallel to vv. §b-6, given the
obvious echo of these verses ip v. 15, Furthermore: in ‘order to
establigsh the correspondence between D and D” McEvenue identiftes p-
as vv 18b, 21a. Yet C” {5 {dentified as v, 19, Sinece th;; type of

pafallel ordering dependa'entirely on the sequence of the narrative,

~

this arrangement appeﬁrs forced,
The purpose of outlining a narrative in such a ma;ner is to
highlight itg structural contours‘in order to divide g story up inéo
manageable units, To avold what Alonao—Sehdkel (1975:1, cf. J. Rugel
1981:224-225) refers to ag a sterile formalism, this division. must
proceed according to the development of the pilot or advanceﬁent of
the main ideas-in the ‘narrative, . In a 8peech, such as the one in
Gen 17, the division ahould‘folloé the logic of the speech. In this
case the narrator has given the reader the necessary stfuctural
+ clues by_his use of the five 1ntroductory clauges indicated abova.
McEvenue~”s suggestion that thig chapter for;: a chiasmus 1g
' essentially correct, becausq.it 23 based on the Eontent of each 'of
the five speeches. In[thleirst Yahﬁeh announces his covenant to
"multiply you E?bram]“exceediugly.” In the fifth speech Yahweh

ideatifies the gon through whom the Covenant will pass. It will go
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to 1Isaac and his descendants, unot through Ishmael. Thé first and
fifth speeches are thus concerned with the participants in the
covenant. The firat defines its present participants and the Ffifth
“tts future participants,

The gecond and 'fcurth spee;hes define the change of the
patriarch”g and matriarch”s names in terms of covenant. Abram”s name

~

will henceforth be Abraham, and Sarai”s, Sarah, In both instances
LS

[

the name change signifies that Yahweh i3 the one who glves Abraham
and Sarqh their posterity. McEvenue has rightly seen that these two
speeches: share a common vocabulary in describing the nature of
Abraham”s and Sarah™s posterity. They will be parents of nations and
kings.

In the middle lies Yahweh”s explanation of the sign of the
covenant. To participate In ghe covenant all males In Abram’s

'household ?Bgt—bqjsircumcised. Any who are not will be cut off from
the pedETE;of God. -

As McEvenue has elaborﬁted, there s also a linear
progresaion to Yahweh”s .speech. As the spééch progresses througl its
five parts Yahweh clarifies 1ss?es concerning the patriarch”s
posterity. In_\the first addfess Yahweh.énnouuces‘his intention to
eater 1into a covenant so that he might give the patriérch,xnumerous
6ffspriug. In tﬁe second he elaborates upon this theme. Qbram.will
be the father of many natlions, and Yahweh changes his name to Abraham
as a sign of éLia promise. Yahweh also indicates that he will extend

L]

the covenant beyond Abram to thege later generations. The covenant
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will oot extend just to Abram, but will be eternali

Yahweh then‘rreafflrms his earlief promise to give Abram”s
Qescendaqts “"the land of thelr sojourning, the land of Canaan.” In
-this speech he also defines what it meaas to belong to this covenant:
"I will establish my coveaant . . . to be a God unto you and unto
your seed after you.; In the third address Yahweh 1informs Abram_
that to signify their partiélpation in the covenant all mémbera of
his household, and of the households of his descendants, must .. be
circumciseq. This will be the sign of the covenant.'

Thus far Yahweh has addressed Abram“s role in this covenant.
Descendants, however, require mothers as well as fathers, and in the
second half of the speech Yahweh addresses this issue. 1In the fourth
+ section of the speech Yahweh informs Abraham that the desceadants
who will carry the covenant forth will come from Saral, now to be
called Sarah. To atresa_her fole Yahweh employs the ééme language to
describe her dffspring Ehat he used In the second address to describe
Abram”s "off4pring. She will be the mother of kiogs and nations.

For Abraham there are two difficulties with this arrangement.
He does not believe that he and Saéah are capable of searing ,
children, and he already has a son from his first wife. ~ Yahweh
responds to thesé.concétns in his last address. He first reasserts
his pian that Sarah will be the mother of the child to inherit the
covenant; In order to reassdre‘Abraham,“'he informs him that SaFah's
son will be called Isaac, and promises his birth within a year. 'The

importance of this specific-prediction stemsrfrom the fact that the
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patriarchal couple had long been frustrated in thelr attempts to have
children (Gen 16:3). To reassure Abraham of Ishmael”s fate Yahweh
fodicates that while his oldest son may not be the vehicle for the
covenant, he will be blessed and become a great nation.

At the conclusion of this speech the narrator ouce agaln
addresses the reader.‘ He first notes that Abraham circumcised
himself, Ishmael, and all thc oalea in hio oousehoid. In this way
che text 1indicates that Abrahao has accepteo thc covénant and its-
terma. He then adds the age at which Abraham and Ishmael were
circumcised, thereby tylng this episode ﬁirmly'to the t81%dse schema
‘of the book of Genesis. Ia ;o doing the text {indicates the
importance of this event in the growth of the t81€4dst of Terah, and
especlially Abraham”s ?ranch of the family.

- Like Gen 15, this covenant plays a fundamental role in

. definiug Yahweh”s plan. While Gen 15 defines the land Yahweh

covenants to give Abram in relation to Hesopotamia and Egypt, Gen 17

defines the people with uhom God will enter into covenant im terms of

6thers who might lay claim te it ({. e., Ishmael}. As Abram’s eldest
son, recipient of a promise that sounds exactly like the one Yahweh
gives  Abram (16-10), I;;mael might appear to be the helir to the
special relationship Yahueh had been cultivating with Abram. From Gen
17:18 f{t appears that Abram had come to.this conclusion. However, 1&
this chapter Yahweh states without equivocation that Ishmael will oot

play that role. Sarah’s son lsaac will be the one through whom the

special covenantal relationship will pass.
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Although Yahweh does not state why Ishmael i3 not acceptable

for this role, the use of the expression "live/walk before™ in chaps,

’ I
‘16 and 17 may provide a hint, In response to God”s plan to glve
Abraham a son by Sarah (17:16), Abraham pleads with God that Ishmael
might "live before you~ &legauexkﬁ; 17:18), In chapter 16, however,
the divine messenger had already described Ishmael”s fate._ Employing
this same expres;ion, the messenger tells Hagar that Ishméel‘uill live
"in the face" (uecal-gené)- of all his brethern.

The fate of these two sons, moreover, is a reflection of the
circumstances of thelr birth. As the use of *ntn fn chap. 17 -
demonstrates, Isaac 1s the gift of God._ This fact, as desctibed in
chapt;r thrﬁe, is embodied in the names Abraham and Sarah, Yahweh
changes their names as a sign that he has glven (*ntn) them of fspring
(17:5-6, 18). Ishmael, on the other hand, {s the result ﬁf.Sarai’s
efforts to overcome Yahweh”s plan (16:2). He is not given by God,
but the result of Sarai giving (*ntn) Hagar to Abranm.

Westermann has noticed certain structural parallels between
, . .

t
Gen 12:1-3_-and the opening of chap. 17. He 1{llustrates these

s

parallels as follows:

12:1-4a 17:1-3a
Yahweh said unto Abraﬁ YTahweh appeared to Abrahanm
sald unto hinm
Go from your ., . . Walk before me ., .
I will make you a great natfon I will greatly increase you

Aad Abram went And Abraham fell down
According to Westermann thege parallels indfcate ﬁhat the author » of

Gen 17 used Gen 12;1—48 as a a8gource, Howevér, the commeats on

-
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McEvenue”s positiqgn that Gen 17 used chaps. 15 and 18 as a source are
equally appl{éable here. More in accord with the “normal reading
experience is the conclusion that the two chapters are from the gsame

narrative, and \that in paralleling chap. 12, chap. 17 is referring to

Lt. .

i

Important in this regard 1s the fact that the same Hebrew
word (*ElE) lies behind ;the English words’"Go“ and "Walk."” The
i#portauqe of this term to ghe story has already been discussed. In
Gen 12:1-4 Yahweh promlsed to bless Abram*with posﬁerity 1f he will

~go” to a uew land. In 15:2° Abram complains that he is “"going” (*hlk)

éhildless. In the coatext of the promise of Gen 12:{;6'Kbnam's words
take on ao éccﬁsatory tone. Iﬁ Gen 17 éﬁhweh once again employs the
verb 1n the context of a promise of descendants. On this occasiou,)
however, it does not refer to geographical displacement, but to an

attitude. Abram Is not simply "“to go,” but to mq4alk before Yahweh and

be whole.” Thiough the careful use of language Yahweh complicates the

»

conditions surrounding the acquisitlon of the blessing. !

The ~ parallels between Gen 12:1-3 and Gen 17 fiovite a
comparison of the different ways Yahweh formulates the posterity he
promises Abram/Abraham on these two necasions. In Gen 12:1-3 Yahweh
gtates his intentlons to make him a-great and famous nation if he
would "go.” He does not, however, define wﬁat it means to be great
and famous. “In Gen 17:4-9 he not only conflrms this promise, but
enlarges upon; it. Abraham, throtgh his wife Sarah, will be the

progenitor of many nations and of kings.

-
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These developments raise the questioa of the role of Gen 16-17
in their wider narrative setting. In 12:1-3 Yahweh stated his
Inteation  to making Abram a great and famous nation if he would go to
a divinely des{gpated land. Yet whlle he travels to the new land,
Abram AOes not acquire any offspring. Indeed, through the removal of
Lot the journey appears to make the pFomise oE. posterity seem

1mpossi;1e. Since Saral was barren, Lot seemed to be Abfam’a only
possible heir. When Yahweh ldentifles éarah as the mother éf the son
thrqugh'whom the coyenant will pass, and through whom the promise of
nationhood . ang .gFeatness will be realised, Yahweh secems to speak a
contradiction ané A;raham uudertauﬁably questions Yahweh.

It i3 at :519 point that Gen 16 takes on its {mportance. The
purpose of this chapter 1is to d;moﬁstrate that fertility and destin} -
cannot be controlled by human power. Saral realises that Yahweh {3
éesponsisle for her barren state (16:2), but evidently E;els she can
clrcumvent the gituation by obtalﬁagg offspring through another woman.
While she {3 successful, this effo;t results {n family disharmony,‘and

r

a 3son whose disposition embodies that condition. Furthermare, the
fruit of'phis human contrivance 1is un:cceptable to iahweh’s plan for
Abraham. While Yahweh will bless Ishmael, because he 1s Abram’s son,
Ishmael will be excluded from the co enant. The full forcefof these
events lies in their implicatihs for Saral. Since fertility and
destiny gre in the hands of Yahweh, it is only Yahweh who can properly

control fertility. Since. it 1s Yahweh who prevents Saral from

bearing, it ls only Yahweh who can rectify the situation..
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With Gen 17 the first half of the Abraham narrative comes to a
close, ﬁy Ehia point_in the narrative the ambigutt@es concerning the
land and -posterity Yahweh th promised Abram in 12:1-3 have been
clarified. Abram and his descendants will'bossess the land .of Canaan,

T’
and he will obtain his posterity through Sarah”s son who will be named

-

Isaac.

- Yahgeh’s delay in identffying these elements, however, lg not
without purpose,” Through the latervening material Abram and the
.;eader ledrn something of what the blessing means. Speclfically, it
i3 not something thét is inherent En the world, nor is 1t something

men can obtalan by their own powers or initiativg. Only Yahweh can

\\

. 'S
truly determine what is or is not blesged. .

Y

The questgpn of .the fulfilment of these promises, houever,-_
remainsg una%swered After eatablgghing the covenaut with Abraham, the
patriarch immediately circumcises himself and all the males in higs
household, There 1is as yet no indication that Yahweh has fulfilled
the obligations he placed upon himaelE 1n 17:4-9. The land of Canaan
réﬁains ta the hands of thé(ﬂanaanites‘(cf. 12:6b, 13:7b), and there
is oot yet any'*ndication that it ca; support a blessing. Simila}ly,

in Gen .17 Sarah remains barren. Gen 17 thus anticipates further

- s .
sszfz;)!F The account of Yahweh“s compliance with his covenant

o

obligations follows in Gen 18ff. -
) .



CONCLUSIONS AND PROSPECTS

Thia. thesis set out to explore the possibility thaﬁ the
Ab;aﬁam narrative could be.read as a unified narrative. Obvioualy; in
the opinion of ghe author this goal has beea achieved, at least 1in
part.
The atarting point of the stoéy|1a Yahweh”s {nteat to bless
Abrahsm, aad through him all the families of the earth (12:1-3).
Although the blessing may have an elusive dimenaion, it contains two
concrete elements: .posterity and land. Yéhweh promises Abram both,
although {n his {nitial statement he defines neither. It {s the
ambiguigy surrounding these elements that pr;pels the plet forward.
The events that Abram-encounters-serve'variously to qualify, define,
jeop;rdise,' and finally secure EQe success of what Yabweh has
promised. !
‘ The delays in defining and then fulfilliug the promises have.
more of a role than the building of suspensé, although they do
contibute to the_narrative tension. Through the threats, ironies, and
ambiguities Abra; and the reader learn something of the nature Bf the
blessing. Thaé is, well-being is the gift of God. Y&Qweh is the
"Creator of Heavea and Earth,” as Melchizedek proclaims, and he can
make a land that ‘appears blessed fall, and a land that appears
infertile productive.. The earth does not exude blessing on its own,

i N
nor caan men acquire it by their own powers. Only after Abraham

¥



230

recognises that "God provides/chooses” (22):8) doea the text- confirm
that Yahweh had blessed the patriarch (2411).

It 1s also hoped that thias thesis can make a contribution to
the study of Hebrew narratology. Through the course of the study, and
particularly {in chapters 4-7, man§“features that contribute to and
control the meaning of the tegt were noted. In additfon to the

-alements contained within the broader thematlic category of the
blessing, the story uses many fqrmal fea;ures to define the nature gf
the links between the different episodes. These features include tbg

use of key terms, such as hlk, r h, and ntn, and patterns such as the

chiasmus and inclusio. The study, however, 1in no way conastitutes a
systematic .narratology of the Abrahan narrative. The narratological
study of “Eeprew prose is in its infancy aad much work remains to be
done. .

This thesis has certain implications for the higher-critical
.approach to the text. TQe features higher—-critics bg}ieve are
indications of the text”s composité nature can equally well support am
holistic 1nterpretat16n. The shifts ln the story-line, the changes in
style, the episodic plot, and the repetition can all be read as
structural devices, serving tﬁ: st&ry’s purpose and controiling its
outcome. It is, consequently, difficult to say absolutely that thesé
features are or are unot signs of editorial activity. It seems
reasonable, however, that if-.these features can Se '1nterpretea

holistically, then the onus of proof lies with those who would

maintain that the text is a compositq. In any case, the thesis that
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the text can be read as a unified narrative {s not affectéd.;

Another’ question the thesis raises pertains to the higher-
critical teadency to view the atéries as records of soclal norms and
fnstitutions. It is common, for example, to regard the account of th;
Journey in Gen 12:5-13:18 as a record of an actual Journey, 1if not by
Abram then by wandering semi-nomads. This study, however, shows that
the journey plays an important literary fqggtion. By it Abram 1is
restricted to the land of Canaan. Through the word play oo L h,
moreover, the journey serves to define the land’that I will show ySu.
The word plays remove the journey from the realm of geogfaphy andwput
it 1{ao the realm of the symbolic and literary.

There remains much unanswered. The most immediate need is g

detailed analysis of Gen 18:1-25:11. Although chapter Ehree‘auggests

that it is part of the same story as Gen 11:27-17:27, there are many =

1ssues in these chapters that need explanation. Beyond that; future
work must take the Abr*ham narrative”s context into account. Since
Gunkel it has been common to view the Abraham narrative as - a
collection of stories which 1s independent of both Gen 1-11 and the
collegtions about the other patriarchs. This position, however, is
based upon the same type of evidence that has been disputed here. The
text itself clearly portrays the Abrahanm story as a continuation of
Gen 1-11, and the stories of the other patriarchs as a continuation of
ir. The precise nature of the breaks that occur between these large

segments of the book of Genesis will have to be examined in &ny

holistic study of the entire book.
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