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The Promise: The Winding Road
Genesis 13-14 in Light of a Theory of Narra​tive Studies
Yehoshua Gitay (UFS)
ABSTRACT
The question of Land is a major South African concern. Given the studies of Eliade who pointed out that the Land is much more than just a geographical place, but a geographical centre, Land is per​ceived as an essential factor of human orientation. In accordance, the author propagates a specific literary-rhetorical and thematic structure of the Pentateuch which revolves around the subject of Land and the chosen resident. The paper also discusses the literary and thematic design of Gen 13-14 which constitute a variety of epi​sodes that are designed as a whole to present a specific subject-matter.
A
THE BACKGROUND
The literary-thematic design of the Genesis narrative is complex and Form Critical critics take the original material as a sporadic collection of separated units. However, as I have claimed elsewhere, the chain of stories which com​prises Gen 2-12 is integrated through a unified double theme: the human search for a geographical centre, on the one hand, and the question of who is the right person to settle down in the chosen place, on the other hand (consult Gitay 1996: 205-216 ).

The narrative reflects the tension between the human natural drive for a central location and God’s determination to choose the centre and to elect its proper resident. This tension creates complex situations portrayed through a chain of dramatic stories which raise many obstacles on the way. Nevertheless, Abram is the receiver of the Promise which revolves around the double theme: Land and its people. Abram, the chosen resident of the Land, moves to the still unknown place under God’s guidance. However, he leaves the Promised Land for Egypt under the hardship of famine, but is sent back to Canaan through God’s intervention. It appears that the narrative reaches its climax: Abram now lives in Canaan, the Promised Land: 
So Abram went up from Egypt, he and his wife, and all that he had, and Lot with him, into the Negev (13:1). 
However, under the law of nature the chosen person is able to fulfil the Promise of Gen 12: 1-3 only partially. He might reach the place but he is unable to fulfil the promise of being a father of a great nation because he is childless. 

The present paper examines the place and function of Genesis 13-14 as a thematic unified story. Our analysis starts with chapter 13: the story about Abram’s life in Canaan and his separation from his nephew Lot. Is Gen 13: 1-18 a self-maintained story or does this story continue thematically the narrative of Gen 2-12? This literary issue revolves around the critical issue of the struc​ture of the Genesis narrative and its coherence as a thematic integration. 


The reader is reminded that Abram is back in Canaan together with his nephew (13:1). It might be assumed therefore that at least the first part of the Promise, that is, the Land, has been fulfilled. Still the tension between nature and belief—the subject-matter of the narrative—is not solved: Abram is child​less; we are left with no solution as to the question of the heir. Consequently, one wonders: will the nephew be the objective of God’s promise? The audience is kept in suspense. 
B
LITERARY CONCERNS: THE MATTER OF METHODOLOGY 

Taking 13:1-18 as a micro-plot, the concern is how the central theme of the Promise is progressed specifically when the question of the offspring is at stake. Nevertheless, the literary design of the narrative of 13: 1-18 presents a complex structure that might question the existence of a unified thought. 

After the dramatic events of chap 12—God’s crucial interventions in the course of Abram’s life—the atmosphere of chapter 13 gives an impression of ‘landing back on earth.’ This feeling of daily life is provided through episodes that revolve around Abram’s new problem which is a constant struggle of his shepherds against Lot’s regarding the wells, which is a matter of life and death in the Negev, the Semi-desert of the Land of Abram’s residence. 

Thus, at first glance, the realistic-pragmatic description of daily life seems to dominate the story rather than the matter of the Promise. In this regard, no​tice should be given to the fact that after the critical event of Abram’s return to the Land there is no immediate renewal of the Promise as might be expected. As a matter of fact, the Promise is renewed but only later on at the conclusion of the chapter (vv. 14-18). Given this literary design one might conclude that at this stage the matter of the Promise is not the narrative’s main concern. 

The literary answer depends on the literary-thematic function of verses 1-13. In other words, is there an integral relationship between this part and verses 14- 18 (the renewal of the Promise)? 
There are two literary episodes that are presented through specific schematic forms: an itinerary narrative (vv. 1-4, compare 12:6-9) and an incident regar​ding a severe struggle between shepherds (vv. 5-13, and see chaps 21:22-32, 26:15-17). Such shaped repeated forms may suggest that we are concerned with characteristic episodes regarding the nomad way of life depicting the Patri​arch’s daily concerns of physical survival. 

In accordance, a major literary concern is emerging: What is the pur​pose—just to tell us about the physical life in the Negev? It may seem that the real-life episodes dominate the narrative when the Promise is an artificial in​sertion in contrast to the ‘real-life’ episodes (as Westermann proposes 1985:125). 

The assumption is that the ‘religious’ element, the Promise, is designed through a specific literary form that constitutes a literary genre of its own. That is to say, the formalistic genre of the Promise has been added artificially in the course of the act of redaction (Westermann, ibid.). 

The matter of the formalistic design as a literary genre is crucial because the literary premise of the Form Critics is that there is a mutual relationship between form and subject-matter, that is, form represents an independent unit, which is, in this context, the Promise. Thus, given the Form Critical analysis we are faced with a series of literary genres each of which is a self-maintained episode with no initial tie. 

Is that so? Is that the proper critical study of the narrative? The question of the design of the narrative depends therefore on the methodology of the re​search: a literary genre, based on a fixed form as a self-maintained unit versus a complex literary-stylistic design that might mix various forms and styles as a complex literary structure of a unified work. Hence, the literary methodology is the crux of the determination of the design, function and place of the Promise in the context of Abram’s narrative. 

Subsequently, the main task for the researchers of the Biblical narrative is to provide a sound literary criticism, which is presented in the broad context of narrative studies as a matter of literary inquiry. Such a literary methodological study will be our guideline in our literary determination whether the narrative is based on a chain of sporadic episodes distinguished in terms of their forms ver​sus an alternative literary concept, claiming that form is actually a tool which leads the subject through various avenues and ‘adventures’ of different vehi​cles. The question, in other words, is what constitutes a unified work? Is it the form or the subject-matter as a whole? 


We need to establish therefore our idea of narrative criticism. The princi​ple of literary criticism is defined by Northrop Frye in his famous ‘Polemical Introduction,’ as follows:

Criticism is a structure of thought and knowledge existing in its own right, with some measure of independence from the art it deals with…The development of such a criticism would fulfill the sys​tematic and progressive element in research by assimilating its work into a unified structure of knowledge, as other sciences do (1957:5, 11).
We look for a unified structure of knowledge (compare Gitay 2006:633-649). Therefore, the question is what is a work, what constitutes a narrative, how to determine its structure and consequently to discover its major subject? These questions are our chief concerns in this endeavour to reveal the structure and the subject-matter of the narrative of Gen 13:1-18. 

In this regard, Aristotle’s definition of the tragedy might be adjusted to the design of our work. He defines tragedy as 

An imitation of an action that is serious, complete, and of a certain magnitude; in language embellished with each kind of artistic orna​ment, the several kinds being found in separate parts both of cha​racter and thought [that are] the two natural causes from which ac​tions spring, and on actions again all success or failure depends… an action implies personal agents, who necessarily possess certain distinctive qualities… Most important is the structure of the inci​dents… for tragedy is an imitation of action and life… the incidents and the plot are the end of tragedy…. A whole is that which has a beginning, a middle and an end… the unity and sense of a whole is lost for the spectator… Unity of the plot does not consist in the unity of the hero (Poetics chapters 6, 7).
It is important to notice that the work, according to Aristotle, is based on a structure which revolves around an action that establishes a unity of plot rather than the unified style. Nevertheless, the subject might not have been discovered immediately given the various forms and actions which are employed in the work. The form itself should not lead in the search for the unity and the thought because it is only a tool rather than a literary work in its own right with head, body and legs. 

The question what is a narrative has been further developed by Gerard Genette who sheds light on the issue as follows: 

Narrative refers to the narrative statement, the oral or written dis​course that undertakes to tell of an event or a series of events… Nar​rative refers to the succession of events that are the subjects of this discourse, and to their several relations of linking, opposition, repe​tition, etc. Analysis of narrative means the study of totality of ac​tions and situations taken in themselves, without regard to the me​dium through which knowledge of that totality comes to us (1980: 25) (my emphasis).
The knowledge of the totality, the narrative statement, is a product of the suc​cession of the events and their linking. That is, the study of the totality—not the separated incidents—is the aim for discovering the thought, the subject-matter. Form is merely a communicative vehicle rather than a unit of knowledge. 

Furthermore, a systematic field research of oral literature correlates with the above conclusions of the poetics of the work. In this regard, we need to re​mind ourselves that the poetics of the Biblical literature is actual oral even if the material has been preserved in a written form. The point is that in Antiquity even the written literature carries within itself the characteristic features of oral literature because the oral elements of the discourse did not disappear with the emergence of writing. Thus, even the written literature specifically at the pre-printed era was aiming to capture the ear rather than the eye (Gitay 1980:185-197).

That is to say, the introduction of writing did not have an immediate effect on the oral form of public discourse. Walter Ong has strongly emphasized the point:
After the invention of script the central verbal activity to which systematic attention was at first given was the art of public spea​king, not the art of written composition. Scribes learned how to commit discourse to writing, but basically composition as such re​mained an oral matter. Early written prose is more or less like a transcribed oration… From antiquity through the Renaissance and to the beginning of Romanticism… there lies the more or less domi​nant supposition that the paradigm of all expression is the oration (1971:2-3). 
Oration is the paradigm of composition. Also Ruth Finnegan presented nume​rous demonstrations to the fact that, 

interaction between oral and written forms is extremely common, and that the idea that the use of writing automatically deals a death blow to oral literary forms has nothing to support it (1992:160-168).

In other words, Biblical literature as a written discourse is formulated under the influence of oral presentation. Consequently, the study of Orality sheds light on the structure of the Biblical narrative and the function of its forms which are presented in the narrative through formulae, conventions of speech, groups of ideas or themes which are instrumental in oral performance (Gitay, ibid.).
The realization of the place of orality provides the legitimization for employing Aristotle’s Poetics which systemizes his analysis of the narrative on the basis of oral performance or written texts produced in light of the poetics of oral litera​ture. Furthermore, it appears that the principles of orality are universal, thus the reassessment of the poetics of African orality regarding Biblical literature is in place (Gitay, ibid.). 

In this regard, let us assess a fundamental characteristic of oral literature, that is, the repetition. Repetition is a typical feature of orality indicating cohe​rency. Thus, Isidore Okpewho, the author of African Oral Literature, informs us that 

Certain phrases or lines—even a whole framework of details—are used over and over again for constructing successive stages in the story (1992:76-78).
Ruth Finnegan has emphasized that in Malay literature, for example, the dis​tinction between prose and poetry is blurred. Much of Malay prose literature contains jingling, half-rhyming and even metrical passages (1992:26).

Walter Ong explains further:

Oral cultures need repetitions, redundancy, verbosity…verba volant: spoken words fly away. A reader can pause over a point he wants to reflect on, or go back a few pages to return to it. The inscribed word is still there. The spoken word is gone. So the orator repeats himself, to help his hearers think it over. Second, words do not infallibly carry equally well to every one in an audience: synonyms, paralle​lisms, repetitions, neat oppositions give the individual hearer a se​cond chance if he did not hear well the first time… (1977:114-15). 

Thus, repetition is not an ornament that can be removed and by all means is not an indication of isolated compositions that indicate separated literary forms of literary units. Rather, repetition is instrumental for the performer and the au​dience as well to perceive the work as unified. 

Furthermore, Albert Lord identified groups of ideas, the ‘themes’, regu​larly used in telling a tale or reciting a poem in the formulaic style. Thus, a young oral performer learns his ‘text’ not through the faculty of memory but through the story theme by theme. He did it through his familiarity with the common themes and his ability to use the formula as a means of composition. The work is composed through repeated themes (1976:130). 

Consequently, the direction of the research regarding the structure of the Abram narrative is as follows: (a) looking for the major theme, content, subject matter, studying the totality of activity and the incidents without paying atten​tion to the medium. Then, (b) we regard the form (medium) as a communica​tive and aesthetical means of presenting the plot as a whole. 

C
THE THOUGHT OF 13:1-18 
Now, we may look at the structure of 13: 1-18 on a micro-level searching for the integration of thought and medium. The subject-matter as a whole revolves around the Promise and the obstacles in the winding road for fulfilment. The literary question is the matter of integration; how the various incidents, each in its characteristic form, constitute together a totality of head, body and legs. The following analysis seeks to reveal whether and how the succession of the events, which are constructed through the medium of the three dependent agents (the itinerary, the separation between the uncle and the nephew and the Promise), creates a totality of head, body and legs. 

We start according to the order, the itinerary. We read as follows: 

He went on his journeys from the south (Negev) till Beth-El to the place where his tent used to be at the beginning between Beth-El and Ai. The site of the altar that he had built there at first; and there Abram invoked the Lord by name (13:3-4). 
The Promise is re-established through the medium of the itinerary: Abram’s travel in the Land. Attention is given to Beth-El, the place of his sojourn: ‘the place where his tent had been at the beginning’ (13:3). Nevertheless, this is not just a place: ‘There (at his first stay) he built an altar to God and invoked the name of God’ (12:8). Now, he returns back to the altar and again invokes the name of God (13:4). That is to say, Abram signifies God’s revelation and their unique relationship proclaimed through the Promise. 

Furthermore, at the conclusion of the renewal of the Promise God tells Abram: ‘Up, walk about the land, through its length and its breadth, for I give it to you’ (13:17). Walk around in the Land; it is yours. It appears therefore that the itinerary is not just an incident in Abram’s life but is integrated into the plot. The itinerary is therefore a medium which proclaims Abram’s fulfilment of the Promise of the Land.

The Lot-Abram relationship. A close reading reveals that the Abram-Lot relationship plays a central role in the thought of the narrative. Lot is moving with Abram to the Promised Land, Lot is going with him to Egypt, Lot returns back to Canaan together with Abram and Lot is separated from Abram. The attachment of Lot to Abram might suggest that the tension between nature and God’s Promise, the childless Abram versus the question of the offspring, might be resolved perhaps not directly but through the nephew. 

However, a certain development regarding the relationship between the uncle and the nephew is taking place as the style reflects. We read: 

ויקח אברם את שרי אשתו, ואת לוט בן אחיו, ואת כל רכושם אשר רכשו
Abram took his wife Sarai, and his brother’s son Lot, and all their possession that they possessed (12:5). 

...וישלחו אתו ואת אשתו, ואת כל אשר לו
…and they sent him off with his wife, and all that he possessed (12:20). 

ויעל אברם ממצרים, הוא ואשתו, וכל אשר לו—ולוט עמו
From Egypt Abraham went up, he and his wife, and all that he pos​sessed—and with him Lot (13:1).

We face three verses that are similarly designed. They all revolve around Abram’s movements in crucial periods in his life. The first refers to his journey to the unknown land upon God’s call. The second is his departure from Egypt on his way back to Canaan and the third is his resettlement in Canaan. As a matter of fact, the three movements indicate the major developments in Abram’s life from the moment that he received the call: going to Canaan, leaving for Egypt and coming back. The similar structure: referring to himself, his wife, his nephew and the possessions, is creating a pattern. However, the pattern has been kept in general but not in details. There are certain alterations in style and order which refer to Lot.

The order is meaningful: Abram is going out of Haran with his wife and Lot as a unity when the possessions are singled out (12:5). Then, 12:20 (going out from Egypt) does not mention Lot at all, but 13:1—arriving back at Ca​naan—breaks, however, the pattern of the trio, placing Lot separately only after the reference to the possessions. That is, the structure alludes to a new situa​tion: Lot is not so close to Sarai and Abram as earlier. Such a design is pur​poseful. A unified repeated linguistic form—a formulaic style— which is al​tered at a specific point is designed to deliver a message. The aim is to point out the differences between Abram and Lot that reached its climax in the re​settlement in Canaan. This critical development precedes the struggle between the shepherds of the uncle and the nephew. They are still together, but dis​tanced (compare Leibovitz 1966:88-89).

The narrator does not elaborate on what happened. However, there is no need for it because the narrative centres round an action rather than detailing the incidents in the heroes’ lives. An analogy to such a structure is in Homer’s Odyssey and Iliad which do not include all the adventures of Odyssey given the intention to focus on the action as the unity of the plot (as emphasized by Aristotle’s Poetics, chap. 8). Consequently, the struggle between the shepherds is actually the straw that broke the earlier close ties between the uncle and his nephew, casting doubt on the fulfilment of the Promise of the nation. 
Nevertheless, the narrative’s elaboration on the act of the separation is recei​ving a further meaning regarding the Promise. It appears that the Abram-Sarai-Lot relationship plays a significant role in the contents of the narrative and a new crisis regarding the Promise has emerged. 

Thus, the immediate story which follows Abram’s return revolves around a severe conflict regarding the crucial issue of the Land. Given the intensifica​tion of the strife, Abram has reached a critical decision: he and his nephew must separate (13:8). Abram’s dilemma is critical: land or peace. That is, ris​king even partially God’s Promise of the Land on account of peace. However, the renewal of the Promise—stressing the matter of the offspring—immediately after Lot’s departure (13:14) makes it clear that the act of separation eliminates Lot as the substitute for the offspring. Thus, Abram’s decision to separate is crucial both regarding the Land and the offspring. 


Therefore, Abram has made a critical religious decision: Indeed, God, his saviour from his traumatic Egyptian ordeal, has promised him the Land. Con​sequently, will he compromise the Promise on account of keeping peace with his nephew through his division of the Land and risking therefore his total con​trol of the Land? The matter is emphasized through the following remark which is intentional: ‘The Canaanites and the Perizzites were then dwelling in the land’ (13:7). Consequently, is he allowed to confine his possession of the Promised Land? Can he act according to his intention, contrasting, in fact, his obligation to the Land? 

It appears that Abram has made up his mind through his critical decision to separate. In this regard, it seems that Abram sacrificed the two principles of the Promise: Land and offspring. Consequently, the question is whether Abram’s decision would be regarded as an act of disobedience to God? 

Apparently, the fertilized land is now in Lot’s hands. The narrative gives a strong emphasis on this matter (v. 10). Is there a message? 

Lot’s elimination as the objective of the Promise is not without explana​tion. Actually, as the narrative has already alluded, there has been a distance between Abram and Lot. Now, the narrative sheds light on Lot’s personality indicating a fault in his morality. Thus, the narrative sheds light on Lot’s exclu​sion, focusing on his personality which is enlightened through his choice of priorities. As a result, Lot’s choice of his land reveals a contrast between pro​perty and morality; the rich country of Sodom without considering the quality of his future neighbours as verse 13 suggests: ‘The people of Sodom were wicked and sinners against God exceedingly’. A significant message has been transmitted and the critic’s task is to reveal the meaning of the comment in the context of Lot’s choice. 

The sequence of events reveals that there is a causal link between land and the morality of its occupants. An important connection has been established re​garding the essence of the Promise: God is ready to destroy two cities in his Land given the citizens’ immoral behaviour. The message is that Land and mo​rality are mutually related. This moral commitment has caused the elimination of nations and people as the potential residents of the Land (compare Gitay 1996:205-216). Hence, Abram’s determination to separate even on account of the Land for the sake of peace is morally justified. 
The Promise. After Lot’s departure the question of the offspring is critical. Thus, the renewal at this stage of the Promise is illuminating:
I will make your offspring as the dust of the earth, so that if one can count the dust of the earth, then your offspring too can be counted (13:16).
The emphasis in this particular context is meaningful. It is clear now that Lot is not the objective of the Promise. 

Nature versus faith is the major theme of the narrative. The clue for the problem is the emphasis on the timing of the renewal of the Promise: after the separation and not as might be expected upon the arrival back in Canaan. That is to say, Lot’s separation relates directly to the Promise reassuring that the Promise is referring to Abram’s direct offspring rather than to his nephew as it could be perceived—even by Abram himself—given the law of nature.

The literary means of the elimination, on the one hand, and creating a su​spense regarding the accomplishment, ON THE OTHER HAND, characterise the structure of the first part: the introduction: chapters 2-12. The subject-matter is repeated in chapter 13: how at the end of the day, given Abram’s situation, will the Promise be ful​filled after the exclusion of the closest family kin?
D
ABRAM: PROSPERITY VERSUS MORALITY: GEN 14
The story regarding the battle which took place between the kings presents Abram in a new profile: a warrior. The war and the new image perplex the conventional analytical scholarship of the Abram cycle (consult Hamilton 1990:398). Scholars are divided regarding the question of the historical situa​tion. Nevertheless, there is a tendency to regard the chapter as a so-called midrash, an exilic elaboration on the central place of Israel in the later period (consult van Seters 1975:296-308, von Rad 1961:174, and Westermann 1985:182-208). The ‘religious’ episode regarding Abram and Melchizedek (vv. 18-20) is considered as secondary to the narrative (compare Westermann 1985:191, Hamilton 1990:408). Given the confusion, Westermann provides a methodological clarification as a guideline for the study:
One must first study the constituent parts and the tradition history of each; only then can one study the chapter as a whole (1985:189). 

Form is the criterion of separation; there is no mixture of various styles.
In accordance, the chapter is divided on the basis of form into three individual elements: (a) The report of the campaign (vv. 1-11), (b) The liberation narra​tive, and (c) The Melchizedek episode (vv. 18-20) (Westermann 1985:190). 

Nevertheless, Westermann does not hesitate to write about the meaning of the whole:
The author of Gen 14 gave Abraham, the father of the people, a sig​nificance on the stage of world history by making him victor over four kings of powerful eastern empires… The episode of vv. 18 -20 has a very different goal… it is to be seen in the context of the thinking of circles in the early monarchy which wanted to anchor the new form of worship in the old traditions of ancient Israel… An exchange such as this was possible only in the early monarchy, a pe​riod of transition, when David and Solomon were kings of a terri​tory in which Israelites lived peacefully with Canaanites. It accords too with the universal character of blessing in the OT as shown for example in Gen 1:28 (Westermann 1985:207). 
Nahum Sarna provides his insight:
Undoubtedly, its primary motive is to bring into prominence new facets of Abram’s character. The man of peace knows how to ex​hibit skill and heroism in battle… the power of the few against the many (1989:102).
Two approaches, influenced undoubtedly by different backgrounds of the in​terpreters. 

Nevertheless, as Frye has emphasised (quoted above) a unified structure of knowledge is the condition of a sound literary criticism. Furthermore, as Aristotle (cited above) has pointed out, unity of a work is not dependent on the unity of the hero. The problem regarding the earlier interpretations is that they are dominated by the form. However, the search of the whole is independent of the literary vehicles. Form is not more than a medium. 

Our attention should be given to the focus of chapter 14. As a rule, the lite​rary design is schematic; a report of what happened transmitted in the third person about the war and about Abram’s military campaign, but without elabo​ration, just the dry events. However, a significant stylistic-literary change has taken place upon Lot’s saving by Abram. We are facing a dramatic meeting constructed through a vivid dialogue between Abram and the king of Sodom as well as with Melchizedek, the priest of El Elyon, the king of Shalem (vv. 17-24). The narrative’s special elaboration on this meeting alludes to its signifi​cance regarding the subject-matter. 

The literary point is that Abram’s impressive victory over the four kings—who already had demonstrated their strength in defeating the five kings—is just mentioned as an event with no details. Consequently, the focus on the meeting leads to the conclusion that the earlier part, verses 1-16, is a prelude to the climax: the meeting. In this regard, careful attention should be given to the key words which motivate the dialogue.

Abram’s main purpose in fighting the battle was to release his nephew.
However, the order of verse 16 which reports about freeing Lot is odd: first, we are told about the property and only then, in the second place, Lot, Abram’s objective is mentioned. Therefore, the focus is not on Lot but on the posses​sions. The critic’s inquiry should concentrate on this issue. 
Indeed, the king of Sodom is interested in the goods: 
And the king of Sodom said to Abram: Give me the persons, but take the goods רכוש)) to yourselves (v. 21). 
רכוש appears to be a key word in this context as the word is recited often in the course of the narrative (12:5: רכושם אשר רכשו, duplication, 13:6; 14, 11, 12, 16 (twice), 21). Repetition plays an important role in the Biblical narrative, crea​ting a strategy of informational redundancy: ‘informing principles, determinate means’ (Sternberg 1985:386-387). 
רכוש indicates property, goods, which in this context are contrasted to quality. Goods are associated with problems, quarrels that caused the dramatic final separation between Abram and Lot:
So that the land could not support both of them living together; for their possessions (רכושם) were so great that they could not live to​gether. And there was strife… (13:6-7). 
As was noted, this is not just a separation between shepherds, but a separation that might prevent the fulfilment of the Promise, the central issue of the narra​tive. 

Nevertheless, at the high moment of the celebration of the victory, the king of Sodom offers to Abram to take as a gift the רכוש. Will Abram be tempted to do what Lot had actually done, preferring prosperity to quality? This is the crux of the matter, the issue which revolves around Lot’s elimination as a potential objective of the Promise. 

In fact, Lot’s removal has been doubly justified and the offering of the king of Sodom—the new chosen geographical location of Lot—provides a further opportunity to point out on the rejection of prosperity versus human quality: Abram who won the award, given his successful intervention on behalf of his nephew, demonstrates through his rejection of the goods his high quali​ties, elucidating who is the true objective of the Promise.

Consequently, Abram’s refusal to take the goods from the king of Sodom—in the context of Lot’s release—re-establishes the analogy between Abram’s behaviour and Lot’s. This is a further explanation for Lot’s elimina​tion and for Abram’s election as God’s chosen resident of the Land. That is to say, unlike Lot who sacrificed human high qualities for the sake of prosperity, Abram is faithful to his high standard of moral principles. The narrative pre​sents a further potential obstacle on the road to fulfil the Promise and again Abram justifies God’s choice that he is the right person. 
E
CONCLUSIONS
The study of the Biblical narrative is subject to a critical theory of criticism which is based on narrative studies and on the poetics of orality. In this regard, form is a servant rather than a dictation of content. The narrative is dominated by the subject-matter. Thus, the narrative which constitutes Gen 13-14 is inte​grated into the idea of the whole which dominates as well chapters 2-12. The matter is the fulfilment of God’s promise to Abram regarding the Land and the nation that will live there. The road to fulfilment is followed by a chain of ob​stacles which test Abram’s quality and examine his belief in the Promise in spite of the obstacle of nature: barrenness.

The form of the scenes which construct the plot may differ from one epi​sode to the other. This should not disturb the critics in their search for the thought of the totality because the episodes—different as they are—are con​structed to exhibit and dramatise the subject-matter. 
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