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ABSTRACT OF
HOW DOES THE SOJOURNER TEACH THE CHARACTER OF GOD?
By Anna Grace Gallant

Christians know that this earthly life is not a final destination. We have been
redeemed by the true God who has acted throughout history to renew all of creation, and
we await that consummation. To understand the transience of the life of God’s people
from His perspective requires detailed analysis of the Biblical text. The transience is
captured by the English term “sojourn,” meaning the process of a journey. The most
common root in the Hebrew Scriptures for “sojourn” is »1. To date, there does not exist a
lexical study on this term that traces its semantic development into the New Testament.'
There are studies that trace the hypothesized sociological development of the =3, most
commonly translated into English as “alien,” but these works are built upon a foundation
of higher critical scholarship.® This present study assumes the divine inspiration and
historicity of the Old and New Testaments, crafted in a milieu of prophetic and apostolic
sanction. Relevant principles of linguistics are applied to an exegetical study of the final
form of the text in order to understand sojourning as depicted by Scripture.

Concerning methodology, this study is an exegesis of terms in their Old and New

Testament contexts, with implications for Christians today illuminated in light of the

' While certain theological dictionaries give some semantic data, they are either brief synopses, such as
Colin Brown, ed., The New International Dictionary of New Testament Theology (Grand Rapids, MI:
Regency Reference Library, 1986) and Horst Balz and Gerhard Schneider, eds., Exegetical Dictionary of
the New Testament, 3 vols. (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1993), or they do not follow the linguistic
principles outlined in this present study, such as Gerhard Kittel, Theological Dictionary of the New
Testament, trans, and ed. Geoffrey W. Bromiley, 3 vols. (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1976). None give
a linguistically based, exhaustive analysis of the concept and field-oriented approaches that this study holds
to be crucial for proper interpretation.

? See the work of Christiana van Houten for a history of interpretation concerning the alien in ancient Israel,
as well as a comprehensive bibliography of contributing scholarly work on the subject. Christiana van
Houten, The Alien in Israelite Law (Sheffield, England: JSOT Press, 1991).
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exegetical conclusions. Chapter one explains the linguistic principles relevant to an
exegetically responsible analysis of the lexical sense of vocabulary within Scripture.
Chapter two applies the linguistic principles of concept and field-oriented approaches to
lexical study in order to understand the sociological place of the sojourner in ancient
Israel with respect to the covenant relationship between God and Israel. In chapter three,
the Greek equivalents of the terms in the Hebrew Scriptures related to sojourning are
identified. This is a crucial bridge chapter to studying sojourning language in the New
Testament because of the access to and reliance upon the Septuagint (LXX) by the New
Testament authors. The same Greek equivalents are studied in their New Testament
contexts in chapter four. Finally, theological inferences are made based upon the
exegetical data examined in the Old and New Testaments.

There is semantic discontinuity and continuity between the Old and New
Testaments with regard to sojourning. The key to the discontinuity is the recording in
Acts 15 of the conclusions reached by the Jerusalem Council in the first century AD; by
that time, the most common Greek equivalent for =3, TpoonAvtog, had become a technical
term for a convert to Judaism. In the New Testament, those outside the covenant who are
brought in by the blood of Christ are the mdpoikog, mapenidnuog, and Eévog, equivalent
terms for those in the ancient Near East who did not seek inclusion into Israel. Now the
people of God are called to go and seek those outside, calling them to repentance and
faith in Christ by extending full acceptance and access to God’s redemptive work in
every sphere of life. This offer of access and acceptance to the stranger is hospitality,
which is a mark of appropriated holiness, nurtured by the memory of personal and

corporate deliverance from darkness, by which the grace of God brought us into light and



life. We now serve a gracious host, and the memory of our deliverance engenders
gratitude that fosters faithful obedience to the call of God upon our lives, reflecting His

holiness to our neighbors and to the nations.
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Chapter 1 - Introduction and Linguistic Principles Relevant to Lexical Study

Sojourning is a common theme in Christian thought, with the Christian life
viewed as a journey, specifically a pilgrimage through this temporal life toward the
eternal consummation of the new heavens and the new earth. What does Scripture teach
the Christian about this life of pilgrimage? This question is multi-faceted, inviting
investigation into the identity of the one who sojourns, the terrain through which the
sojourner travels, and the place toward which the sojourner is headed. While intriguing,
such pursuits are not the aim of the study at hand. Instead, we will begin to investigate
the language used in Scripture to describe those who sojourn, or embark on a journey
away from an original home. The historical context of God’s people has changed with
time and location, but a lexical study analyzing the terms used in Scripture to describe
their lives can begin to explain the transience and estrangement they have experienced.
By carefully analyzing components of meaning, appropriate applications can be made to
Christians today.
1.1 Lexicology

A lexical study employs lexicology, which is a branch of linguistics that examines
a word in all its aspects, including, according to Stephen Ullman, “all types of

morphemes entering into the composition of words.”' Since sojourning is a concept, its

" Stephen Ullman, Semantics: An Introduction to the Science of Meaning (New York: Harper and Row,
1979), 29. A morpheme is the smallest unit of meaning in a word. For instance, “cats” consists of two
morphemes—*“cat” and “s.” “S” carries the meaning of pluralizing the noun, and therefore it is a
morpheme.



scope is broader than one word. Therefore, this study will not be an exhaustive analysis
of one particular word. It also will not examine the concept of sojourning in every
applicable literary genre.” Rather, the genres included are limited to categories within the
Bible. However, this study will employ lexical methodology by observing the meanings
of words in their contexts. This enables us to approach an understanding of the meaning
intended by the authors.
1.2 Semantic Transfer

This particular lexical study will span Scripture, beginning with an investigation
of the forms of =»m in the Old Testament, since that is the most frequently used term for
verbal and nominal forms of “sojourn.”®> The study will then proceed to an examination
of the terms used in the Septuagint (hereafter L.XX) to translate forms of =m into Greek,
and will conclude with a study of the Greek terms used by New Testament authors.
Throughout this process, we need to be mindful of gaps between the world of the original
audience and that of the modern audience. Therefore, caution will be exercised not to
distort the linguistic evidence when seeking to bridge the linguistic and cultural gaps
between the Hebrew of the Old Testament, Koine Greek of both the LXX and of the New
Testament, and modern English. James Barr calls the bridging of these gaps “semantic
transference.”™ Not only do gaps exist between cultures and languages, but often
between authors. Therefore, this study will not bear the assumption that a particular word

used at the same point in history in the same geographic location by one author must

® Genre is a means of classifying texts by category, and a particular genre is a category in which the
included texts “bear one or more traits in common with each other,” Tremper Longman IlI, Literary
Interpretations to Biblical Interpretation (Grand Rapids, MI: Academie Books, 1987), 76.

3 Verbal forms of w1 occur 97 times in the Old Testament and nominal forms occur 82 times, according to
George V. Wigram, The New Englishman's Hebrew Concordance (Peabody, MA: Hendrickson, 1984),
303, 314-315.

* James Barr, The Semantics of Biblical Language (London: Oxford University Press, 1961), 5.



necessarily be used in the same manner by another author; D.A. Carson cautions against
this practice, reminding the exegete that context and audience are crucial to accurate
interpretation.’

Since it is important to avoid both the assumption that a word always has the
same meaning at a given point in time and also the assumption that a word continues to
bear the same meaning throughout time, understanding synchronic and diachronic
approaches to word study is important. Peter Cotterell and Max Turner, although not the
first scholars to distinguish the approaches, define the terms. They explain that a
synchronic approach is the study of a word in various contexts at one point in time and a
diachronic approach is the study of a word through time.® Taking the use of sojourning
vocabulary through Old and New Testament times as well as within the various contexts
at each point in time, I will attempt to determine the lexical sense of terms which
contribute to the theme of sojourning as it relates to the people of God.

1.3 Determining Lexical Sense

Lexical meaning must be distinguished from discourse usage, also known as
contextual sense, with the former meaning the components of meaning listed in a
dictionary or lexicon and the latter adding elements from a specific context to the
meaning of a term.’ Eugene Nida explains that the lexical meaning, or diagnostic

components, of a term is what a definition is based upon. The components are the

* An example would be the usage of Tepemidnpoc by Peter (1 Pet 1:1 and 2:11) and by the author of the
epistle to the Hebrews (Heb 11:13). The usage might be the same, but it would be faulty to assume parallel
usage based only upon the fact that they are both in canonical episties. See D.A. Carson, Exegetical
Fallacies (Grand Rapids, MI: Baker Books, 1996), 63. Proper lexical analysis is needed in order to draw
reasonable conclusions, and such is one of the tasks of this lexical study.
8 Peter Cotterell and Max Turner, Linguistics and Biblical Interpretation (Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity
g’ress, 1989), 35. They explain that the distinction dates back to the time of Ferdinand de Saussure.

Ibid., 152, 166.



features that distinguish one word from others in the same semantic domain or field.?
The sense of a term is its meaning, but that meaning is not independent of other words,
either in its context or in a related category of meaning. As J. Lyons explains, a term’s
sense is its “place in a system of relationships which it contracts with other words in the
vocabulary.” While it is important to keep lexical and discourse sense distinct, it is also
important not to exclude one or the other in understanding the sense of a particular lexical
unit. Ullman explains that the two approaches to determining meaning, the analytical and
operational, which inform the lexical and contextual senses respectively, are
complementary. The analytical meaning highlights the relationship between the symbol,
referent, and reference of a term. Together these are the components of meaning because
“a word symbolizes a thought or reference, which in its turn refers to the feature or event
we are talking about.”'® The weakness he finds with this approach is that it neglects the
reciprocal and reversible relationship between the components of meaning that involves
the speakers of the words in a particular context. It is here, according to Ullman, where
meaning lies. In this way the operational meaning, in which a term has meaning by its
pragmatic use, complements analytical meaning because it supports the view that
cognitive processes are significant contributions to meaning, but also that meaning occurs
in context as terms are communicated and understood."

There is more to sense and reference that needs to be comprehended before
embarking on a lexical study. Arthur Gibson, in Biblical Semantic Logic: A Preliminary

Analysis, refers to the work of Gottlob Frege in explaining reference further. According

¥ Eugene Nida, Componential Analysis of Meaning: An Introduction to Semantic Structures (The Hague:
Mouton, 1975), 33.

* 1. Lyons, Introduction to Theoretical Linguistics (London: Cambridge University Press, 1968), 427.

10 Ullman, Semantics, 56.

" Ibid., 57.



to Frege, a referent is the thing to which a term refers; the relationship between a
referring term and its referent is reference.'? A referring term “designate[s] the referent

by standing for it;”"?

it is the symbol by which we represent our schema, or cognitive
construct, for a particular entity. Frege asserts that “there is no route back from a referent
to the referring term.”'* In other words, if you start with a particular mental picture of a
person, place, or thing, you cannot determine the exact reference that triggered the
picture. This may be more obvious with dynamic objects or organisms that could have a
myriad of referents. When speaking about those who sojourned in Old Testament times,
for instance, while we have a referring term to analyze, such as 23, a common term for
“sojourner” in the Hebrew Scriptures, we do not always have the referent. Sometimes we
do, as in the case of Abraham, who referred to himself as ayim =3 15 in Canaan when he
sought to purchase a cave for Sarah’s burial (Gen 23:4). From this example it becomes
obvious that if we only had the term = as the referring term out of context, we could not
trace a route back to Abraham, both because Abraham could be described by a multitude
of referring terms, some specific to particular contexts and others as part of his enduring
identity, and also because the term = is not narrow enough to point always and only to
Abraham when used in isolation.

Concerning the first issue, that one referent may have a multitude of referring
terms, Knut Heim explains its relevance to lexical study. Multiple terms within the same
discourse could have the same referent without being synonymous, but if they share the

same referent and have semantic links between them, they may mutually influence

12 Arthur Gibson, Biblical Semantic Logic: A Preliminary Analysis (New York: Sheffield Press, 2001), 49.
" Ibid., 50.

" Ibid., 53.

'* Common English translations are: “stranger and sojourner” (NASB, NRSV), “sojourner and foreigner”
(ESV), “alien and stranger” (NLV).



meaning.'® The terms may be coreferential, meaning they have the same referent, if they
have similar features, syntagmatic relations (meaning the terms combine to form the
context), and connotations.'” For example, in Prov 31:1-2, the terms “king” and “son”
are coreferential because the referent for both, in this context, is Lemuel. If the semantic
elements listed are not present, then the terms are not likely coreferential. Since = often
occurs in context with other categories of persons, coreferentiality will be a significant
element of this lexical study.'®

Concerning the second issue, that a particular term may not be specific enough to
point always to the same referent devoid of context, Moisés Silva explains that words
exist in a spectrum from fully referential to non-referential. Therefore, not all words can
be understood by analyzing their referents.'® For example, =1 is a mostly referential term
because it represents a concrete object, but not fully referential because the specific
referent may not be the same in each context. It is a certain type of person, but the
difficulty comes in identifying who this type of person was in ancient Israel. The =3 is
mentioned often in the Hebrew Scriptures, but not defined explicitly. Therefore, the
various contexts in which the term occurs are informative in determining the identity and
status of the =3 in ancient Israel. Since =3 is part of the vocabulary of sojourning, these

points will be significant for this lexical study.

' Knut Heim, “Coreferentiality, structure, and context in Proverbs 10:1-5,” Journal of Translation and
Textlinguistics 6:3 (1993): 183.

"7 Ibid., 185.

' For instance, in the gleaning legislation of Lev 19:9-10, = is listed with 2w as beneficiaries together of the
gleanings from the harvest. Thus the two terms refer to a larger category of persons, namely those who are
socioeconomically vulnerable. For further discussion on this compoenent of meaning, see Chapter
2.1.1.1.2.1.

" Moisés Silva, Biblical Words and Their Meaning: An Introduction to Lexical Semantics (Grand Rapids,
MI: Zondervan, 1983), 107.



In addition to understanding the elements of reference, sense must also be more
fully explained. Cotterell and Turner have a helpful description that points toward a
methodology for lexical study. They state that “the sense of a word depends on the
availability of other words in the same field of meaning, and on the word’s relationship to
the other words (and their respective meanings).”*® The sense of a term cannot be
determined in isolation. Silva explains that “each linguistic term derives its value from

its opposition to all other terms.”!

We narrow down the meaning of a specific term by
understanding what that term is not, and its uniqueness is found in what distinguishes it
from other terms. In order to do this, relationships between words need to be examined.
The largest level of distinction between terms is paradigmatic and syntagmatic relations.
The former refers to class,”® meaning that because the terms are members of the same
class, they could occupy “the same slot in a particular context.”® Cotterell and Turner
refer to lexical study of words in the same semantic field, which is those in paradigmatic
relationship to one another, as a field-oriented study.**

1.3.1 Paradigmatic Relationships: Within paradigmatic relations, there are more
specific connections. There are relationships of synonymy and antonymy, as well as
cohyponomy, in which two or more terms are a subset of a larger category.25 For

instance, “male” and “female” are cohyponyms of the category “human,” and one could

also describe “male” (or “female”) as a component of meaning to the larger category of

% Cotterell and Turner, Linguistics and Biblical Interpretation, 155.

2! Silva, Biblical Words and Their Meaning, 108.

* Ibid., 143.

3 Ibid., 119. For example, “animal” could be a class of terms, and a variety of specific animals could be
interchangeable in a certain context. However, classes can range in degree of specificity, for “mammal” or
“dog” could be classes since each can be a broader category with specific members subsumed under the
broader classification.

** Cotterell and Turner, Linguistics and Biblical Interpretation, 154.

* Silva, Biblical Words and Their Meaning, 126.



“human.””® Components of meaning are the progressively smaller categories, which
could be thought of as concentric circles, that together comprise the facets of meaning
that define the larger category. Two words having the same referent but not the same
meaning are cohyponyms.27 Again, context is crucial, for, to consider the previous
example, “male” and “female” do not always have the same referent, but can in certain
contexts have the referent “human,” and in such cases are therefore cohyponyms.
Concerning synonymy and antonymy, simply determining if two terms are
interchangeable or opposite is not a thorough analysis. Terms can be synonymous in a
certain aspect without overlapping entirely. Therefore, one must determine the type of
overlap existing between two words.?® Lyons gives a helpful spectrum, in which he
explains the opposite ends and the two intermediate positions. A pair of words sharing
the same range of contexts, meaning they are interchangeable and therefore commonly
called synonymous, are in distributional equivalence to one another. A pair of words that
share no common contexts are in complementary distribution. Between these two
positions are inclusion and overlap, the former being that one word is a subset of the
other and the latter being that the two words share certain contexts in common.” With
regard to a pair of antonyms, technically called binary opposites,30 two words can be
graded or non-graded. For instance, as Silva explains, “taller” and “shorter” are graded
opposites because there is a range and comparison involved in comprehension of the
meaning. A referent labeled as “taller” in one context might be “shorter” in another,

depending upon the basis of comparison. In contrast, “married” and “single” are non-

*1bid., 134.

" Carson, Exegetical Fallacies, 48.

 Silva, Biblical Words and Their Meanings, 123.

** Lyons, Introduction to Theoretical Linguistics, 0.
** Ibid., 130.



graded opposites because membership in one category precludes membership in the
other.’! Words in the same semantic domain can have common features. These are
called supplementary components or connotative features.”> They are distinct from
diagnostic components, which distinguish one term in a semantic field from the others, in
that they are present in the meaning of a term without being unique to the term. One
must be cautious to remember that supplementary components can also be diagnostic
components, depending upon the words being contrasted. For instance, we will see
through this study that “foreign birth,” from the perspective of national [srael, is a
diagnostic component of =, for it is part of the lexical sense of the term and distinguishes
it from rmy, which identifies a native-born Israelite. However, “foreigner” is a
supplementary component of 73 when it is compared with other categories of foreigners in
ancient Israel, such as 1, 133, and awin. The distinctions are important, but the terms and
contexts in question are crucial to heed for accurate understanding.

1.3.2 Syntagmatic Relationships: Syntagmatic relations refer to structure, with
syntagms being the combinations that form context.?® According to Silva, it is the

34

syntagmatic relations that “play the determinative role in language,™” precisely because

the words chosen to form a particular context convey meaning. Barr would concur, as he
. . . . . 35
cautions the exegete against analyzing a semantic unit smaller than a sentence.

Cotterell and Turner present a challenge to this view from David Hill, who acknowledges

that “the context of the sentence gives semantic precision...[but] words themselves have

*! bid.

*2 Eugene Nida, Componential Analysis of Meaning, 35.
33 Silva, Biblical Words and Their Meaning, 143.

* Ibid., 120.

% Barr, The Semantics of Biblical Language, 246.
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semantic autonomy.*® Hill’s caution helps prevent the semantic value of individual
words from being neglected for the contribution they bring to the context. The context as
a whole does provide the “semantic precision” necessary to determine the sense of the
term in question, but those terms contribute to the overall context and carry meaning in
and of themselves.

Syntagmatic relations involve the reciprocal relationship between components of
meaning and the speaker in a particular context, which is the complementary relationship
between analytical and operational meaning. Cotterell and Turner label this approach to
determining meaning concept-oriented.”” The goal is to “determine characteristic and

distinctive features of a word in its various contexts,”®

which yields a “verbal description
of a set of related elements of meaning that together form a coherent and discrete
abstraction.”® The abstraction is a dictionary definition, composed of the diagnostic
features of the lexeme. They hesitate to endorse the application of this method to abstract
terms, explaining that it is much easier to form mental concepts of concrete objects which
can then be brought into any context. The term =3 and others in its semantic field are
somewhat opaque, meaning they have an element of ambiguity. Ambiguity in sense can
affect how thoroughly the word can be analyzed phonetically and morphologically,
whereas ambiguity in context can generate a change in meaning over time.*

If two words are syntagmatically related in a particular context but also have a

paradigmatic relationship, the exegete must exercise caution in analysis. Since =3 often

exists in contexts with other terms that refer to groups of people, there are some obvious

% Cotterell and Turner, Linguistics and Biblical Interpretation, 124,
37 :
Ibid., 146.
*® Ibid.
* Ibid., 149.
9 Uliman, Semantics, 80-81, 195.
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potential fallacies in studying the term. One is illegitimate totality transfer,*' in which the
exegete assumes that each occurrence of the term bears every nuance of meaning that it
has in each context. When it is in a syntagmatic relationship with a certain term, it may
have a meaning in that particular context that it does not have when it is in a syntagmatic
relationship with another term, hence the challenge of determining the lexical sense of =3
based upon its paradigmatic relations with other terms.*? The second is to assume
complete overlap in synonymy because of the syntagmatic relationships between =3 and
the other terms with which it shares a context. That would mean the syntagmatic
relationship is also a paradigmatic relationship. Thus the ideas of grading and
cohyponomy will be significant for a lexical study on the vocabulary related to
sojourning.

1.3.3 Relevant Exegetical Fallacies: In addition to the exegetical fallacies
associated with paradigmatic and syntagmatic relationships, there are a few others that
need to be acknowledged and avoided throughout this study. The first is a root fallacy.
This is to assume that the existence of a root meaning is “effective throughout all
variations given to the root by affixes and formative elements.”® This could be an issue
when studying forms from the root =1 in the Old Testament. Barr cautions against
assuming that the root meaning is part of every form’s semantic value.** This becomes
an issue with the root =m in the area of homonymy, when two or more lexemes have the

same spelling and pronunciation but unrelated meanings.

H Silva, Biblical Words and Their Meaning, 25.
#2 Recall that meaning and sense are interchangeable terms, but lexical meaning differs from discourse
meaning in that the former identifies the components of meaning in a dictionary definition, whereas the
latter is the meaning in context (also known as “operational” or “discourse”), 1.3 paragraph 1, pp. 3-4.
* Barr, The Semantics of Biblical Language, 100, In other words, stem and tense changes cannot be
i;nored, as they can indicate semantic differences.

Ibid.
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In this study, the linguistic evidence will indicate homonymous uses of =, and
thus it will be important not to assume an overarching meaning simply because there is a
common root. Barr explains that as with synonomy, homonymy can be partial or
complete. Partial homonymy would occur only in certain forms of a word rather than all
forms.*> Rather than assuming a common meaning, Barr explains that homonymy can
sometimes be explained by comparing the language of study to its cognate languages, and
finding there that two distinct phonemes did not remain distinct in the other language.46
If the phonemes are not distinguished, then neither will the written expression of the
phonemes be distinguished. But, “phonological merging”*’ is only one explanation for
homonyms, and even though homonyms exist with =1 in its root and forms, it is beyond
the scope of this study to analyze terms outside the semantic domain of sojourn, and so
they will be set aside once identified.

Since the meanings of homonyms are unrelated, narrowing the terms to those
related to sojourn in their contexts is appropriate methodology. Cotterell and Turner
contrast homonymy with polysemy, the latter being “a single lexeme with a multiplicity

948

of related senses.”™ In the case of polysemy, unlike homonymy, it is possible for a

* James Barr, Comparative Philology and the Text of the Old Testament (London: Oxford University
Press, 1968), 131.

* Ibid., 128. A phoneme is a contrastive unit of sound. The sound has meaning in contrast with a different
sound. For instance, “bit” and “hit” begin with different phonemes, /b/ and /h/, identified because they
convey different meanings. If these two words were translated into another language that did not
distinguish between /b/ and /h/, then the two words could become homonyms in the receptor language.
They would look the same but in context they would have different meanings, as with “bank” meaning a
financial institution and “bank” meaning the slope beside a river in English. This is what Barr means by
“phonological merging.”

“7bid., 129.

* Cotterell and Turner, Linguistics and Biblical Interpretation, 136-137. Considering the previous
example of “bank,” each lexeme could be considered polysemous. Consider the first lexeme, which is
related to money. That basic meaning can have a variety of senses, namely the institution, the building, or
the actual funds held by a dealer. These senses are related to one another, but not to the lexeme “bank” that
means the slope of ground beside a river. Cotterell and Turner give this example on the same pages cited.
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common meaning to exist, but it is inaccurate to assume this to be true in all cases.” One
ought to be aware of the distinction between homonymy and polysemy and the
temptation toward generalizing meaning, but the details of such an analysis are not
pertinent to this lexical study.

The second fallacy is related to the history of usage. Since this study spans a
significant period of time, it is important to be aware of dangers associated with
analyzing a word in terms of its etymological source. Barr explains that the semantic
value of a word in its current usage must be determined by that current usage and not
historical derivation.®® In order to conclude that the root influences the meaning of a
certain word form, the normal usage and context must be understood.”! Therefore,
etymology can be a helpful beginning, but one must realize that it makes a statement
about history and not meaning.”® Further, the definition of “normal” and “current” usage
changes with each time period investigated. It is important to avoid both reading an older
definition into a more recent usage as well as reading a more recent use back into an
older period of time. The former is semantic obsolescence, rendering the word
obsolete,53 and the latter is anachronism.>* Since this study spans the time of Moses

through the New Testament authors, both of these cautions need to be considered. 3

* The same authors explain that commonalities can be literal, but could also simply be by “metaphoric or
metonymic transfer” (Ibid., 139).

0 Barr, The Semantics of Biblical Language, 107.

*! Ibid., 120.

> Ibid., 107.

%3 Carson, Exegetical Fallacies, 35.

** Cotterell and Turner, Linguistics and Biblical Interpretation, 133,

** Note: I am assuming Mosaic authorship of the Pentateuch according to Gleason Archer’s synopsis in 4
Survey of Old Testament Introduction. He bases his conclusion upon the testimony of Scripture (e.g., Exod
17:14, Num 33:1-2, Deut 31:9.11, Josh 8:31, 1 Kgs 2:3, Ezra 6:18, Dan 9:11-13, John 5:46-47, Acts 3:22,
Rom 10:5), and internal evidence consisting of the author’s eyewitness account of the Exodus and desert
wanderings, familiarity with Egyptian culture and language, foreign viewpoint of Canaan, knowledge of
archaic customs and phrases, and scholarly qualifications, as well as the unity of the composition as a
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The third fallacy concerns the relationship between a word and the cognitive
construct behind it. This includes a couple of components. The first is the idea of
equating a word with a concept. Barr raises some helpful considerations, namely whether
there exists only one word per concept, whether the lexical stock corresponds directly to
the conceptual stock, whether the occurrence of a particular word indicates the
significance of the entire concept or only part of it, and whether the concept is fully
present each time the word appears or only from “the totality of occurrences of the
related words.”*® He goes on to say that it is an error to use lexical methodology in order

to illuminate “the inner world of thought.””’

While I appreciate the caution and as a
result will not assume that understanding the sense of particular terms in Scripture
provides a full understanding of the concept of sojourn, I also think that since people
illuminate their thoughts with words, the only way we can understand concepts is to
study the words used to describe them. Therefore, I do not think it is out of bounds to
consider that a greater understanding of the vocabulary used by the authors of Scripture
to describe those who sojourn will also inform conceptual understanding, but I do
acknowledge that the conceptual understanding is limited. Barr emphasizes that it is
combinations of words that communicate semantic value, of both words and concepts,
stating that no linguistic unit smaller than the sentence is appropriate for semantic
analysis.’® We have already acknowledged the validity of increasingly larger semantic

units, while at the same time appreciating Hill’s challenge that individual words with

specific meanings comprise these units.

whole. Gleason L. Archer, A4 Survey of Old Testament Introduction (Chicago: Moody Press, 1994), 117-
126.

%% Barr, The Semantics of Biblical Language, 209.

> 1bid., 246,

** Ibid., 266.
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The second component of this concept fallacy relates to contrasting the thought
patterns of particular language groups based upon linguistic evidence. Carson describes
this in general and Barr in the particulars of Hebrew and Greek. Carson states that the
heart of the fallacy which links language and mentality “is the assumption that any
language so constrains the thinking processes of the people who use it that they are
forced into certain patterns of thought and shielded from others.”® Barr states that, in
general, it is not reasonable to expect “a correspondence between grammar and thought-

forms,”60

and yet it has been the tendency in scholarship to isolate Hebrew and Greek and
contrast the two systems of thought based upon linguistic differences. Further, the
analysis extends to modern western languages, assuming commonalities between these
languages and Greek thought. However, a modern language has been influenced by
Greek only as far as that particular language group was affected by Greek expansion and
influence.®! Second, isolating Greek and Hebrew has tended to accentuate their
differences, resulting in false dichotomies between them, such as Hebrew being dynamic
and Greek being static, or Hebrew being concrete and Greek being abstract, which have
not been measured for “adequacy in linguistic comparison.”®

Concerning the language of sojourning, it is described much more frequently in
concrete terms in the Old Testament than in the New Testament. There are still concrete,
historical descriptions in the New Testament of those who lived transient lives, but the

reality is abstracted on occasion (e.g., Heb 11:13 and Eph 2:19). Further, the modern

metaphorical idea of life being a journey, and specifically the Christian life being a

%% Carson, Exegetical Fallacies, 44.

 Barr, The Semantics of Biblical Language, 43.
' 1bid., 18.

% Ibid., 29.
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pilgrimage toward an eternal dwelling with God, makes it easy to associate the New
Testament teaching with the figurative rather than literal sojourn. It is necessary,
therefore, not to assume the same dichotomies but rather examine the linguistic evidence
and make observations on that basis.
1.4 Summary

This lexical study will be an attempt to understand the meaning of “sojourning” as
a semantic domain based upon the linguistic principles explained. This involves
examining the structural and class relationships between words related to sojourning in
all contexts and between Biblical time periods, synthesizing lexical and discourse sense
while responsibly bridging historical, cultural, and linguistic gaps between the periods of
the two testaments and between authors, with the linguistic evidence being the filter for
interpretation. It begins with an exegetical examination of the paradigmatic and
syntagmatic relationships between words in this semantic domain throughout the Old
Testament, in order to identify the diagnostic components of =1 and =3, translated
consistently throughout this study as “to sojourn” and “sojourner.” The diagnostic
components together comprise the lexical sense of the terms. We will then examine the
Greek equivalents of =m and =3, as well the other terms yet to be identified in the same
semantic field, in the LXX and the Greek New Testament. Once the Greek equivalents
are identified and examined in their contexts, diagnostic components can be discerned
and the similarities and differences between the Greek and Hebrew terms recognized.
Once the scope of the lexical sense of sojourning vocabulary throughout Scripture is in

view, conclusions and implications for Christians today can be identified.



Chapter 2 — Sojourning Vocabulary in the Old Testament:
Concept and Field-Oriented Approaches
The Hebrew root =u is the most common root in the semantic domain of
sojourning. In order to understand what the writers of the Old Testament meant by the
use of that word, it is necessary to examine it both in all of the contexts in which it was
used and also in comparison with other words in the same semantic field. We will
examine = in all of its contexts first, which is the concept-oriented approach to a lexical
study, analyzing syntagmatic relationships. Then we will examine it in comparison with
other terms in the same semantic field (paradigmatic relationships), which is the field-
oriented approach to a lexical study.l Words chosen for comparison are those used in the
same context with the verbal and nominal forms of =m, and also those translated into the
LXX with the same Greek words as =u. That does not necessarily mean that the words
were always translated with the same Greek terms, but that such occurrences exist. This
indicates that the LXX translators recognized semantic overlap between the words. Such
an investigation requires caution, however, as we need to realize that some languages
have a broader range of vocabulary than others and therefore more specific terms may be
selected in a receptor language. This caution will be applied when LXX terms are
compared in chapter three. The relevance of the LXX for this chapter is simply support

for identifying certain terms as belonging together in the same semantic domain.

" Cotterell and Turner, Linguistics and Biblical Interpretation, 35.

17
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2.1 Concept-Oriented Study of - (Syntagmatic Relationships)

One type of semantic relationship is derivation, in which “an underlying meaning
is incorporated into a meaning belonging to a different semantic domain.”* In other
words, two words in different semantic domains share an underlying meaning. Such is
the relationship between 3 and =m. The semantic domain in which =2 belongs is a
sociopolitical category of persons, whereas = falls under existence in space. Yet there is
a semantic connection between the two terms that will be explored throughout this
chapter. Semantic relationships have systematic categories, and the category of
derivation applicable to =3 and = is “agent-action.” Since this is not simply a
grammatical relationship between verbal and nominal forms with syntactical distinctions,
but a semantic relationship in which components of meaning are shared, the analysis of
both terms and their variations are necessary to understand the central meaning of =u.

According to various lexicons, the root =m has three meanings. They are
semantically unrelated, as they exist within distinct semantic domains and do not share
any diagnostic components. The first is in the realm of existence in space, specifically
dwelling or residing, with the qualifier that the dwelling is as a =.* Only BDB gives an
alternate definition in this semantic realm, which is “to dwell.”> The term =3 is listed in

relation to only the definition of =m in this first semantic domain, which supports the

z Eugene Nida, Componential Analysis of Meaning, 124.

Ibid.
* Francis Brown, Samuel Rolles Driver, and Charles A. Briggs, A Hebrew and English Lexicon of the Old
Testament (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1907; reprint, Peabody, MA: Hendrickson, 2004), 157-8, hereafter
BDB; William L. Holladay, A Concise Hebrew and Aramaic Lexicon of the Old Testament (Grand Rapids,
MI: Eerdmans, 1998), 63-64; Ludwig Koehler and Walter Baumgartner, translated under ed. M.E.J
Richardson, The Hebrew and Aramaic Lexicon of the Old Testament, 5 vols, (New York: E.J. Brill, 1994),
1:184-5, hereafter HALOT; Johannes P. Louw and Eugene A. Nida, eds., Greek-English Lexicon of the
New Testament Based on Semantic Domains, 2™ edition (New York: United Bible Societies, 1989), 121
and 724, hereafter L&N.
* BDB, 157.
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assertion of a semantic relationship between the two terms. While the semantic domains
differ between the noun and verb forms, in that the former is a socio-political category of
persons and the latter a sub-domain of existence in space, indicating state as well as
position, the lexicons recognize an element of meaning common to both that is not shared
with the other two definitions of =m2. This study will investigate the shared lexical sense.
The second definition is within the domain of argue or quarrel, which is a sub-domain of
communication.® The third is in the domain of attitudes and emotions, specifically fear or
terror.” The second and third definitions are beyond the scope of this study, as they are in
homonymous relationship to one another and to the first definition of the root but do not
have any diagnostic components related to sojourning.® Thus, only examples from the
Old Testament in the realm of the first definition of =m, along with forms of 1z as a
semantic relationship of derivation, will be included in this investigation.

Various forms of =n occur throughout the Old Testament, and scholars have
identified that larger semantic units than the term in isolation are necessary in order to
fully understand its lexical sense. These semantic units will be included in a concept-
oriented study of the term.” Below is a discussion of the term within its various
diagnostic components, which were determined by examining both the syntagmatic and
paradigmatic relationships in which =2 and =% occur in the Old Testament. The
explanation of the exegetical details explains the route from the text to the identification

of the diagnostic components. Until the syntagmatic and paradigmatic relationships have

°BDB, 157; L&N, 388-389.

"BDB, 157; L&N, 288-289. There are some examples of fear being that of awe, which could belong to the
sub-domain of worship, within the domain of religious activity (BDB, 158; L&N, 531), but this category of
meaning for 7m is beyond the scope of this study.

¥ See chapter 1.3.3 on homonymy.

® The list of syntagms has been informed by the list in Abraham Even-Shoshan, ed., 4 New Concordance of
the Old Testament Using the Hebrew and Aramaic Text (Grand Rapids, MI: Baker and Ridgefield, 1984),
231; 242-243, and HALOT, 184-185.
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been explained, and the various English renderings evaluated in light of the lexical
evidence, = will be consistently rendered “sojourn.”

2.1.1 Agent: %7 From the exegetical data, it will become apparent that the =; had a
relationship with Israel. A native-born Israelite was called an mam, or Sy wan ww.'
With regard to ethnicity, there is no overlap between =3 and 7y, as the =3 was not a
native-born Israelite. Thus the two terms are non-graded binary opposites, since
membership in one group precluded membership in another. However, this is only with
regard to ethnicity, and that distinction is made within the covenant community of God's
people. One entered the community by birth or conversion. Once membership is
established, the relationship between =3 and nam becomes one of cohyponomy, meaning
the terms have a different meaning but the same referent.'’ This embedded semantic
distinction only becomes apparent as exegetical data is analyzed. Therefore, we will
examine the exegetical data in light of both the semantic distinction and the semantic
overlap with those who were both inside and outside the covenant community, for such is
the way the text describes the 3, and therefore such is the means for gaining
understanding of the sense of the term as Scripture defines it.

2.1.1.1 Foreign Birth

2.1.1.1.1 Syntactical Markers that Indicate Semantic Distinctions: There

are grammatical indications that the =3 and the mm were distinct groups. First, the

' The term r3 is often used instead of 13, and the terms are interchangeable. With the first term, the
phrase is “house of Israel,” and with the second it is “sons of Israel.” According to Gerald H. Wilson,
“ma,” and Chrys C. Caragounis, “n3,” in New International Dictionary of Old Testament Theology and
Exegesis, ed. Willem A. VanGemeren, 5 vols. (Grand Rapids, MI: Zondervan, 1997), 1:672.3, 656
(hereafter NIDOTTE), both rz2 and %2 can denote familial relationships, with the former being a larger
grouping of a people group or nation, and the latter being the smaller unit of an extended family. In the
contexts considered here, the referent for both are members of the nation of Israel.

"' For further information on relationships of antonymy and cohyponymy, see Chapter 1.3.1.
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preposition 3 occurs before each noun in Exod 12:19, and the preposition & occurs before
each noun in Num 15:15-16, 19:10, 35:15, and Josh 20:9. In the first three uses of b, the
purpose is specification,'? as both the sojourner and the native are part of the group
toward whom instructions concerning the Feast of Unleavened Bread are directed and for
whom there is to be one statute. In the last two cases the use is advantage, meaning for
whose benefit the cities of refuge are intended.” A third preposition, , occurs in Lev
17:8-16, in the phrases %> ran v and oo'na ey wnp.'* The syntax here
indicates members from two different people groups.'> The final preposition is 2 used in
Lev 24:16 and 22. Bruce Waltke explains that the use of this preposition in comparisons
of identity often involve a double use of the preposition, as is the case here.'® It is as if to
say that as it is with the native concerning the law, so it is with the sojourner.

In addition to the use of prepositions to distinguish the groups, there are three
other syntactical distinctions. First, a conditional clause beginning with *> follows the
statement in Exod 12:47 that all Israel shall partake of the Passover. Adding the
conditions under which a =3 could participate in the Passover meal assumes a distinction
between a 72 and an k. Second, in Deut 16:11, Exod 20:10, and Deut 5:14, there is

considerable distance between the listing of the Israelite and the =3 as those included in

2 Ronald J. Williams, Hebrew Syntax: An Outline (Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 2004), §250, in
which the 2 indicates the parts of which the whole consists, and Williams, Hebrew Syntax, §273; Bruce
Waltke and M. O’Connor, An Introduction to Biblical Syntax (Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns, 1990),
§11.2.10d, in which the % could be rendered “with regard to” in English.

" Paul Jotion and T. Muraoka, 4 Grammar of Biblical Hebrew, 2 vols, (Rome: Editrice Pontificio Instituto
Biblico, 2000), §133d, dativis commodi.

" The phrases are translated “a man from the house of Israel” and “from the sojourner who sojourns in
your midst” respectively.

** Joiion, §133¢ explains that y» “expresses primarily separation and distance. It is used in particular to
express the idea of provenance.” Thus, the foreign-born v. native-born identity of the individuals from the
groups identified is most likely in view.

' Waltke, §11.2.9b.



22

the Feast of Weeks (Deut 16:11) and the Sabbath day (Exod 20:10 and Deut 5: 14)." In
both lists, the Israelite is referred to by the personal pronoun, with the reference having
occurred previously in the discourse (Deut 10:12, Syt nnyy, Exod 19:6, Sxqg» %3, and
Deut 5:1, 5qv92-5%).'® Also, members of the Israelite’s household are listed before the
3, as well as that man’s livestock in Exod 20:10 and Deut 5:14, and before the Levites in
Deut 16:11. Further, in verses 18 and 19 of Deuteronomy 16, Moses refers to the =3 in
the third person. The final distinctive is the use of the definite article before each term in
Lev 16:29 and Lev 18:26. Since each passage with =3 and name or 5% 43 in the same
semantic unit contains some grammatical indication that the two groups are distinct, the
logical conclusion is that there is no overlap in their diagnostic components.

2.1.1.1.2. Semantic Distinctions and Overlap

2.1.1.1.2.1 Power Imbalance: As a result of being born outside the

lineage of Israel, a =1 did not have a portion of the land inheritance. '° Therefore, the rmy

'7 Exod 23:12 also includes the =1 in the Sabbath rest, and here the injunction for Israel overlaps with
ethical obligations, as here the = is included among those groups who benefit from Israel’s obedience by
experiencing rest themselves.

'8 « And now, Israel,” “sons of Israel,” and “to all Israel,” respectively.

'” The subsequent exegetical findings will indicate that the sojourner was highly assimilated into Israelite
life. but still did not have a place in the lineage of Israel. William W. Carr, “Charity Under the Covenant as
a Reminder of Redemption,” Concordia Journal 24 (1998): 361 explains that the -3 still had no &g~ 12 by
which to confirm his connection. Thus it is not contradictory to state, as Norman Gottwald supports, in
Norman Gottwald, The Tribes of Yahweh: A Sociology of the Religion of Liberated Israel, 1250-1050 BCE.
(Sheffield, England: Sheffield Academic Press, 1999), 285, that the sojourner could be assimilated into a
axn2 (father’s household) and still not have a tribal affiliation. While Ruth’s marriage to Boaz and
subsequent place in the lineage of Christ might appear to contradict this conclusion, since Ruth was a
foreigner in Israel, she was a woman and a widow, who was brought into Israelite [ineage by marriage.
Further, it appears that the =2 referred to in Scripture is male, perhaps as the head of his household. For
these reasons, the same conclusions are not likely to apply to Ruth.

Ezek 47:21-23 foreshadows the full inclusion of the =: with the my in a future land inheritance in
upon construction of the temple that He describes to Ezekiel during the Babylonian captivity. The
conclusion after the detailed description of land boundaries is as follows: “and you shall divide this land for
yourselves with regard to the tribes of Israel” (47:21). Then the Lord specifies “with regard to the the
tribes of Israel with: “for you and for the sojourners who sojourn in your midst, who bear sons in your
midst” (47:22). He further explains the status of the = in the land with the conclusion that “they will be to
you as the native-born among the sons of Israel.” This is similar to Num 15:15-16 in extent and degree of
explanation. While there is disagreement among scholars concerning the fulfillment of this prophecy, the



had more socioeconomic power than the =3 because he had access to the means of
material well-being.?’ This conclusion follows from the repeated injunction that the
not mistreat or oppress the -7;4.2] Leviticus 25 makes it clear that the =y was not forbidden
access to the land, but since he did not have a tribal inheritance, he had only temporal
access to redeem the land by cultivating it for a period of time. While the =3 was unlike
the my in his claim to land in Canaan, he was like every other foreigner to Israel in the
same regard. However, as an exegesis of Leviticus 25 will indicate, he was distinct from
other foreigners because since he had submitted to covenant membership, he had the
opportunity to participate in the redemptive functions of the community.

2.1.1.1.2.2 Exhortation toward Mercy: The literary device of
repetition is used with regard to the treatment of the =3. Repetition serves the function of
underscoring important information that is easily forgotten. While the =2 was not the
only foreigner who would have interacted with the Israelites, he was the foreigner who

chose to dwell among Israel and therefore was most often exposed to the possibility of

passage does teach of a future expansion of inclusion in the eternal inheritance for God's people that stands
in contrast to past practices.

%% This follows from the inclusion of the = in gleaning legislation. The = is listed with the needy, who are
specified in Deuteronomy as the widow and the orphan. This indicates that the = is in the same vulnerable
position as these others, though perhaps not included as a subcomponent of »y. As will be evident from the
exegesis of Leviticus 25, while a =2 could be »w, lexical data indicates the opportunity for prosperity, and
therefore the term does not always carry the sense of one who, according to W.J. Dumbrell, is “afflicted by
difficult circumstances” and thus “dependent on others for their welfare and livelihood,” which is
diagnostically characteristic of »y (W.J. Dumbrell, “»p,” NIDOTTE, 3:455). While in the gleaning
legislation the terms are coreferential, assuming neither group has their own harvest to gather and is
therefore at the mercy of the land-cultivating Israelites, the evidence does not indicate that the =z is included
in the wy. As with =1 and r, two terms can be coreferential and share supplementary components with
another group, while still retaining distinct diagnostic components.

*! The following passages contain similar ethical injunctions with a common motivating rationale: Exod
22:21-25,23:9; Lev 19:9-10, 19:34, 23:22; Deut 10:18-19, 24:17-22, 27:11-26; Job 31:32; Ps 146:9; Jer
7:1-7, 22:1-5; Ezek 22:6-16. The general command is not to wrong or oppress the =1, with Lev 19:9-10,
23:22, and Deut 24:17-22 giving the specific context of gleaning, both for the general harvest (Leviticus)
and for the firstfruits (Deuteronomy) as an offering to the Lord. The rationale behind the injunction is that
Israel was oppressed in Egypt; they know how it feels to be the one in a vulnerable position, and further
they have been rescued by a gracious host in order to reflect His graciousness toward others.
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mistreatment. Not only are the Israelites reminded not to mistreat the =3, but they are also
exhorted to love him because the Israelites were “sojourners in the land of Egypt,” and as
such they know “the heart of a sojourner,” Exod 23:9. Not only can they empathize, but
they also must remain conscious of their deliverance in order to maintain a generous
posture rather than one that would take advantage of others who are vulnerable. Moses
speaks the exhortation before and after the gleaning legislation in Deut 24:17-22. He also
reminds the people that they were not only o™ but also slaves. This reflects back to the
prophecy given to Abraham, that his people would be o= in a land not their own, and
there be enslaved and oppressed 400 years (Gen 15:13).

The expectation of generosity toward the =3 by the Israelites carries with it the
idea that such generosity is a mark of holiness and thus a reflection of the Lord’s
character. This is clear in Lev 19:2 and 20:26, as the command to be holy because the
Lord is holy frames the ethical injunctions in that section, including treatment of the -.
Similarly, Deut 10:18 explains that God executes justice for the orphan and the widow,
and shows kindness to the =3, and then verse 19 states that, as a result, the Israelite ought
to also do the same, with the rationale again following the injunction.

While the rationale does not appear in books outside of the Pentateuch, love for
the widow, orphan, and =3 is part of God’s merciful character and an indication of
whether that same character exists within His people. Concerning the character of God,
the psalmist lists several attributes in Psalm 146, and among them are that He keeps the 3
and brings relief to the orphan and the widow. Concerning the reflection of this character
in the people of God, Job lists hospitality toward the =3 as one of the marks of his

innocence (Job 31:32). Additionally, Jeremiah lists justice and mercy toward vulnerable
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groups as one of the signs of repentance and criteria for remaining in their land, for it
indicates that they know the Lord and have not forsaken Him (Jer 17:1-7, 22:1-5). Both
Ezekiel and Zechariah cite the mistreatment of the same groups as among the sins of
Israel, indicative of having forsaken the Lord (Ezek 22:7, Zech 7:9), which led to their
judgment and exile in Babylon.”

2.1.1.1.2.3 Leviticus 25: Throughout this chapter, there is a
syntagmatic relationship that needs to be carefully observed. The term ~3 does not exist
on its own but rather in conjunction with another term in the same semantic field, 2w,
commonly translated “stranger” or “foreigner” (ESV and NIV respectively). The
syntagm first occurs in Gen 23:4 to identify the status of Abraham before the Hittites in
Canaan.” The phrase appears to be a hendiadys, as together the two terms covey one
identity.** It serves to distinguish Abraham from the Hittites, and seems to indicate that
Abraham has the subordinate position in regard to property holdings. A logical inference
is that such is the case because of birth origin, since that is the same land which would, in
the future, become the inheritance of Abraham’s descendents rather than remain a
possession of the Hittites. However, according to Leviticus 25, the status of the Israelites
in Canaan remains that of a 3gim =3. It is the rationale for not permanently selling the

land, for the people are its tenants and the Lord is its owner (25:23)%

%2 Indeed a lack of justice and mercy is a mark of unrighteousness, as the psalmist laments in Ps 94:4-7.
3 Specifically, Abraham acknowledged himself to the sons of Heth, the Hittites, as a g1 =3 when he
sought to purchase a cave for Sarah’s burial.

** Victor P. Hamilton, The Book of Genesis: Chapters 18-50, New International Commentary on the Old
Testament (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1995), 128, supports this conclusion and summarizes the
arguments and general opinion of scholars regarding the use of this phrase.

 David’s prayer after collecting the offering from the Israelites for the construction of the temple to be
built during Solomon’s reign, and two lines in the psalms, indicate that this was a lasting identity of the
Israelites before the Lord. 1n 1 Chron 29:15 David fist acknowledges God as owner of all and that even
what the people give is actually from what He has given: “because all (comes) from You and from Your
hand we have given to You.” David then acknowledges the status of the Israelites before God, “because
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The identity as agim =3 seems to have socioeconomic implications, for it is also
used to explain how the [sraelites are to care for their poor brothers. They are to support
them as they support a 2yim =3 (25:35). Further, the syntagm is used in 25:47 to explain
that if a ayim =2 becomes more financially prosperous than this poor Israelite, the poor
Israelite may sell himself to the 3w =3, or to a member of the clan of a sojourner.*® If
the poor Israelite sold himself to a awsm =3 or to a member of the sojourner’s clan, then a
member of his family could redeem him, just as if he had been taken in by another
Israelite. If the Israelite is sold to the awim =3, he is to be treated as a »>i (hired worker),
and that is how his redemption price will be determined (25:47-53).

Several observations can be made which indicate that agim =3 is distinct from =2
or 2¢in alone, but has the same discourse, or contextual, usage as 2. The syntagm is used
as a hendiadys to highlight the socioeconomic standing of an individual or people group;
therein lies the difference in discourse usage between awim =3 and =3. The syntagm is also
used to identify the standard of comparison for a poor Israelite, as well as the one who
might be able to sustain a poor Israelite but is not a “son of Israel.” The oavinn, whose
action is described as o', being acceptably taken into slavery (Lev 25:45) occurs

between the second and third reference to the awim =3 (vv. 35 and 47 respectively).?’ If

we are sojourners before You and strangers, as (were) all of our fathers.” While he uses o3 and o agin
interchangeably, that does not weaken the exegetical findings of this paper, for David is still using both
terms to convey one concept, and is not using the latter without the former, which is where distinctions
between the terms are evident. This is further supported by his use of the terms in Ps 39:12, for that is the
basis of his appeal that the Lord be attentive to his cry. Additionally, the psalmist in Ps 119:19 appeals to
the Lord not to hide His commands because of this relationship.

*® This is the only use of the syntagm =3 rpun (the clan of a sojourner) in the Old Testament, but it
indicates that familial organization for the alien was the same as for an Israelite, perhaps a more broad
aspect of ancient Near East sociology.

*7 The text does not comment on the morality of slavery, as the context is redemptive economic conditions.
However, it is important to observe how Israel’s ethic was shaped, namely that they had been delivered
from bondage to live in freedom with the Lord who is gracious. In order to reflect His character to the
nations, they must extend this gracious freedom to others. Somehow this statement of purchasing
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members of that group had complete overlap with swim =3 then neither the prior reference
to the support of the agim =3 or the subsequent reference to the 3uim 73 sustaining a poor
Israclite would make sense in the same discourse. There may be a spectrum of meaning
between the terms, and the field-oriented portion of this study will further examine the
inferences made here.

Another inference which will be further analyzed in the field-oriented section is
the possibility that agin could be paradigmatic with =vop. First, =51 auin is excluded
from the Passover because of uncircumcision (Exod 12:45). Second, =21 2uiin is
excluded from eating the priest’s food because of not belonging to the priest’s family,
even if abiding in his household (Lev 22:10). Whether this is a syntagm identifying one
group or the 1 is a disjunctive conjunction identifying two groups, per most English
translations, is not entirely clear, for the verb is singular and therefore not likely referring
to plural categories.28 What is clear, however, from Exod 12:45 and Lev 22:10, is that
there is contrast between o1 agin and awim =3, and the coreferentiality between 2yin and
=@ that does not exist between =3 and +*>v indicates a grading of distinction between =3
and ay'n as individual words. The poor Israelite being treated as =2, then, makes sense

in Lev 25:53, as one different from the aim 3.2

foreigners needs to be understood in that light. Perhaps that was the end goal of what began as an
economic transaction, intended to be a way of extending initial care to one in need that would bring about
freedom through the merciful behavior of the Israelites.

28 According to Williams, Hebrew Syntax, when the subject precedes the verb, as is the case with Exod
12:45, there is normally concord of gender and number, and also that if this were a compound subject, the
verb would be plural if the subject preceded it, §227, §230.

# A.H. Konkel’s conclusion, “auin,” NIDOTTE 4:284, that ayin is often synonymous with =3 and yet
perhaps less assimilated because of its association with -sw is a bit unhelpful. It might be more accurate to
say they are graded synonyms, interchangeable when speaking of birth but graded according to assimilation
into Israelite society and cultic practices.
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2.1.1.1.3 Summary of Exegetical Findings The =3 was born outside the

lineage of Israel and was identified in Scripture as a category distinct from the nrx with
regard to ethnicity. By nature of his foreign birth and therefore limited access to the
tribal allotments of land in Canaan, the =3 was more inclined toward a vulnerable
socioeconomic position than the mym. We can also conclude that the avim 23 was distinct
from and subordinate to those with ownership rights to a particular land, and also
supported, at least in part, by the Israclites in Canaan,”® with the freedom to increase
wealth and hire workers. This implies that the awiny =3 could have access to the means of
wealth and production at this time, which was land. Thus it becomes important to
maintain a distinction between rights to land as opposed to permission to acquire land.”’
It could be that it was not typical for a 73 to have land but was still within the realm of

possibility, which would be support for not subsuming =3 under wy.** Gen 23:4 is helpful

% Bernhard Arsen, “From Acceptance to Inclusion: The stranger in Old Testament tradition,” and Sonya A.
Quitslund, “The Alien Among You,” Bible Today 26 (1988) take the position that a 5; was an enemy.
Arsen assumed this enemy would become dominant if not cared for, referring to Deut 28:43; Quitslund
adds that this enemy is a guest entitled to hospitality upon entering the Israelite community. However, this
verse is a prediction of surrounding nations dominating Israel if Israel forsakes the Lord (28:15), not
mistreatment of the marginalized being a cause of exile. Mistreatment occurred, but it was a corruption of
character, which was an outgrowth of Israel having forsaken the Lord. Love for the sojourner as well as the
native was a mark of holiness, according to Leviticus 19, and therefore Israel was to show hospitality in
order to reflect the Lord’s character, not to appease foreigners who might become hostile otherwise. Arsen
assumes that Deut 28:36 implies past Assyrian invasion, perhaps because of the reference to a king in lsrael,
but the verb for setting the king over Israel is hiphil imperfect (2\pn), meaning it is yet to occur, and 27:12
makes the historical setting clear, that this was a charge for the people to keep when they crossed the
Jordan into Canaan. But I think that equating the =3 with an enemy is a problem of false synonomy
between = and o%an, for they assume them to be coreferential (Arsen, 27, Quitslund, 81). The evaluation
of =33 in its various contexts shows this conclusion to be exegetically unsound,

*! Deut 26:11 is informative here. In the description of the celebration over the dedication of the firstfruits
to the Lord, Moses mentions that the Levite and sojourner will rejoice with the Israelite who offers the
firstfruits from his land as the head of his household. 1t is likely that the Levite and sojourner are
mentioned here because they would not have produce of their own to offer. Therefore, it is likely that the
norm for the sojourner is not to have land of his own.

32 Simply rendering awin 53 “uncircumcised alien,” according to H.R. Cole, “The Sabbath and the Alien,”
Andrews University Seminary Studies 38 (2000): 223, to make a distinction between the vulnerable and
prosperous sojourners is inaccurate because Scripture does not make such a distinction. Abraham
identified himself as awim =2 affer his circumcision, which was recorded in Genesis 17. Further, Exod
12:45 does not indicate that this individual was uncircumcised and therefore excluded from the Passover.
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here, since Abraham, as a awim =3, was able to acquire land but did not presume a right to
the land. Another possible implication is that the wim =3 was taken in by an Israelite
family and made part of the father’s household, since it appears that the poor brother was
to be received in the same way, “and he will be with you” (Lev 25:35).

This phrase, ovagim o™, is also the expression of the relationship between God
and his people. Christopher Wright explains that their theological relationship is
described figuratively in socio-economic terms,>® which then becomes the rationale for
the Israelites’ treatment of the =3 in their midst.>* From examining the lexical data, it
becomes clear that the Lord expects His people who have greater economic means to
treat those of more meager means not only with justice but also with generosity. This
was true for the mams toward the =3 and vice versa. Those in covenant with the Lord were
to do so because they could empathize with the social status of the =3. Since the Israelites
are told that they are ovaginy o1 and therefore understand the heart of a -3, it is likely that
the syntagm carries the same lexical sense as the single lexeme, and simply has a distinct
function in discourse. God’s people remain dependent upon a host, but have been
rescued from an oppressive host in order to serve a gracious host. They are to be marked
by holiness, and their treatment of the less powerful indicates the degree to which they

have appropriated the holiness of the Lord.

Additionally, distinguishing the agir =3 from the = by dichotomizing civil and cultic life, as Christiana van
Houten, The Alien in Israelite Law (Sheffield, England: JSOT Press, 1991), 120 suggests, is a false
dichotomy, as the cultic and civil life of ancient Israe! was integrated. Leviticus 19 specifically shows the
correspondence between ritual and secular contexts, as Mary Douglas, “Justice as the Cornerstone: An
interpretation of Leviticus 18-20,” Interpretation 53 (1999): 348-9 explains that “everything from day to
day and Sabbath to Sabbath involves being obedient to the command to be holy.”

% Christopher J. Wright, An Eye for An Eye: The Place of Old Testament Ethics Today (Downers Grove, IL:
InterVarsity Press, 1983), 57.

** The Israelites were only portrayed as a3y o prior to their settlement in Canaan. There is only one
reference to =3 in relation to the Israelites in exile (Ezra 1:4), and this does not refer to the people as a whole.
Therefore the burden of proof is on those who insist on a late date for the books of the Pentateuch to find
Jjustification for assuming the =3 references must relate to exile.
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2.1.1.2 Access to Covenant Membership

2.1.1.2.1 Equal Status with the nmx: Where overlap occurs between

and =2 1s with supplementary components. There is one standard, 1mx vsun, as there is
one direction of instruction, nnx n,jin3 3 for both the ma, or the 5% 43, and the '1;_.3 % In
the Old Testament passages involving covenant ordinances, the = is explicitly included
in both the privileges and responsibilities of covenant membership, with the common
verdict being one standard of judgment for both the nmw and the =3 (Lev 24:22).”7 Three
passages in particular, Deut 29:10-13, 31:12, and Josh 8:30-35, clarify both the
coreferentiality of namx and =3 as part of the congregation of Israel and also the distinction
between them concerning their birth origin. Moses and Joshua address the assembly as
one people before the Lord and then specify the various groups within the assembly. In
Deut 29:9 (29:10 ET), Moses speaks to the group: “You who are standing here today, all
of you before the Lord your God,” then declares that God has delivered them from Egypt
and led them through the wilderness in order to establish them as His people, in covenant
relationship with Himself: “in order that He may establish you today for Himself as His
people, and He will be your God.” (29:12 »HT, 29:13 ET). Moses then refers to the

congregation as “the people” later in the discourse (31:12), when he is instructing them to

% a7m is built off of the root m, meaning to direct, teach, or instruct (BDB, 435.5). In the noun form in
this context it means direction through codes of law (BDB, 436.2b2). Therefore, it is the direction of the
statutes and judgments, which are the collection of codes, which is toward shalom.

** Moses communicates this same idea when he exhorts the people to judge fairly between their brothers
and 3, with the pronoun indicating that the sojourner has attached himself to the Israelite (Deut 1:16).

37 Exod 12:17-20 (Feast of Unleavened Bread); Exod 45-48/ Num 9:9-14 (Passover, provided the =3 has
circumcised all of his males); Lev 16:29-34 (the Day of Atonement as a day of Sabbath rest); Deut 16:9-15
(Feast of Weeks); Num 15:14-31, 19:1-10 (offering sacrifices); Num 35:6-15/Jos 20:1-9 (protected by
cities of refuge); Exod 20:10/Deut 5:14 (keep the fourth commandment); Lev 18:24-30 (keep the Lord’s
statutes and refrain from abominable practices); Lev 24:10-16, 24:17-23 (stoned for blasphemy); 20:1-5
(stoned for giving his offspring to Molech); 22:17-25 (bring only worthy offerings to the Lord, which are
unblemished males from the acceptable category for each offering); Ezek 14:6-8 (cut off from the people of
God for turning from the Lord to ido! worship and then seeking the insight of a prophet).
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assemble every seven years in order to hear again the law of the Lord. Later, after the
death of Moses and the beginning of the conquest of Canaan, when the people had
defeated the inhabitants of Ai and Joshua assembled them in order to read the law of
Moses, the text reads that “all Israel” stood before the Lord, and the specification
includes myxs =12 (Josh 8:33).

As aresult of the common membership and equal status before the Lord, it does
not seem necessary to make the distinction between the people groups in these contexts,
unless their diagnostic differences would keep the Israelites from understanding that life
according to min is for all those willing to submit their lives to the Lord as a member of
His people. This seems likely since Moses repeats the declaration in Num 15:16 of one
standard for all, with slightly different wording: “one statute for you and for the sojourner
who is sojourning” (15:15) and “there will be one standard for you and for the sojourner
who is sojourning with you.” (15:16). Recall that repetition underscores information that
ought to be remembered, and it was used with the injunctions toward merciful treatment
of the vulnerable as well as the reason for showing mercy, namely that the Israelites had
experienced the same status in Egypt. Further, between the declarations Moses tells the
Israelites that they and the sojourner are alike before the Lord (Num 15:15): “as you (are)
so the sojourner will be before the Lord.” The fact that the foreign birth origin of the =
did not disqualify him for participation in the spiritual life of Israel but required explicit
clarification indicates a tendency on the part of the people to presume exclusion.

However, as Scripture makes clear, the terms can be cohyponomous with regard to
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membership in the people of God. There is one covenant with one Lord and therefore the
same privileges and requirements apply to all who participate,38

Summary of Exegetical Findings: The lexical data supports a dual semantic
relationship between nme and =3, namely antonomous or hyponomous, depending upon
context. The antonomous relationship enables the assertion that one diagnostic
component of a 73 is that he was not born as a native to the land and people group among
whom he lived.”” The lexical data indicates a possible inclination of the s not to
ascribe the social and spiritual privileges to a =3 because of birth origin.*® Therefore, the
implication is that the =3 could be well assimilated into Israelite lifestyle, although there
is the possibility that anyone living in the Lord’s land, including a foreigner who had not
submitted to covenant membership, was obligated to refrain from practices that would
defile it, regardless of assimilation.

Since there is a similarity between the obligations of both the sojourner among

Israel and the native-born Israelite in worship, it is likely that nym is in paradigmatic

3% While it is possible that Deut 14:21 is an exception to this, as the Israelites were given permission to give
meat from an animal that had died naturally to a =3 or sell it to a *323, since it was unclean, this use of =
could be a more general meaning, as with 1Chron 22:2 when David gathered all of the o in Israel together
as workers for the construction of Solomon’s Temple, or it could at least mean those who were not
circumcised. I am more inclined to assume it is one of the latter two, since that would be consistent with
the exegetical evidence concerning the = in cultic contexts, and also an indication that there are
components of meaning specific to cultic contexts. The phrase 7pwa ~gx (who is in your gates) is in
context with =2 in Deut 14:21 as it is in Exod 20:10, Deut 5:14, 14:29, 16:11, 16:14, and 31:12, the phrase
is not used consistently enough to draw exegetically-based conclusions as to its significance.

% Supported also by the name of Moses’ eldest son, Gershom, so named because Moses had been

moy R e (Exod 2:22, 18:3), and the fact that the people from the Northern Kingdom who came
into Judah when Hezekiah reinstated the Passover were called o1 (2 Chron 30:25).

% See Deut 28:43-44 as an illustration of the rise of the =3 above the Israelite being a consequence of
disobedience. This is not to say the ~z was inferior at all, but that the Lord had chosen Israel and her
prosperity in contrast to the nations was an indication of that which perhaps could have been easily
misunderstood to be a mark of superiority. See also Isa 14:1, which indicates that the attachment of many
ovu to the people of Israel during this time period of migration from Egypt and settlement into Canaan was
a mark of God’s favor. He had chosen and called them to be His own possession and a light to the nations,
and Isaiah mentions that when they are restored after judgment, once again “the sojourners will join them
and will attach themselves to the house of Jacob.”
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relation with 5y man ww and shares considerable overlap in me:aning.41 The difference
appears to be in emphasis, upon status with the former and origin with the latter. Indeed,
A.H. Konkel explains that the function of myx “is to emphasize that there is no distinction

42 We still need to ask with

between native-born and those who join the community.
regard to what is there no distinction, as the lexical data indicates a socioeconomic
distinction which follows from birth as a foreigner as opposed to a member of Israel's
lineage, due to the land inheritance tied to birth affiliation. However, we can agree with
Konkel in concluding that there is no distinction with regard to covenant obligations and
privileges.
2.1.2 Action: =m

Many of the occurrences of =11 in verbal form are in context with a nominal form,
as well. Those instances have already been evaluated.* Of the verbal syntagms
identified, the verb in contexts with rx and 7in2 always occurs with the agent. The
contexts containing the action only are with oy, oy, 3, 5, or without a preposition or
adverb. These occurrences can be divided into two categories. The distinction between
them is the number of components of meaning evident in the lexical sense based upon
usage. Sometimes the action is used to simply describe dwelling or residing. At other

times the action involves movement as well as dwelling. The instances of dwelling

without mention of movement are examined first.

*! This does not mean the two terms are entirely interchangeable, but that they share a degree of synonymy
that places them in the same family of words.

*2 Konkel, “n,” NIDOTTE, 1:345.

* They are as follows: Exod 12:48-49, 23:9; Lev 16:29, 17:8-13, 18:26, 19:33-34, 20:2, 25:6.45; Num 9:14,
15:15-16.26-30, 19:10; Josh 20:9; Ezek 14:7.47:22-23. In most of these instances, the syntactical
combination is the noun followed by the participle. However, in Lev 25:6 and 45 the participle is not
preceded by the noun, although the noun occurs in the same discourse. Further, in Num 9:14 and Ezek

14:7, the infinitive follows the noun rather than the participle, but the effect is the same, with the agent
performing the action. These references all have to do with the sojourner in relation to the people of Israel,
and, as Konkel explains, that is a “common and important use” of - (Konkel, “+,” NIDOTTE, 1:837).
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2.1.2.1 Dwelling: In all of the Old Testament passages in which the discourse
sense of = is simply to dwell, the agents are described as dwelling without comparison in
quality or duration to any other agent.** Konkel explains that = is sometimes used this
way, typically in parallel construction with another verb that has the simple sense of
dwelling. Occurrences of this are Jer 49:18.33 and 50:40, in which the prophet speaks of
judgment upon Edom, Hazor, and Babylon which will result in such devastation that no
one will inhabit the land. Each verse contains two parallel lines, and whether the
parallelism is synonymous or climactic might shed light upon the difference in meaning
between the two verbs.” Contextually, climactic parallelism is the logical conclusion, as
if to say that not only will no one inhabit the land but neither will anyone even pass
through temporarily, m2 2% vk oy 2y, but there are no definitive syntactical
markers for this conclusion.

While Konkel’s conclusion based upon proximity of semantically related verbs
seems logical from the verses cited, I cannot accept it as a conclusion because his
exegetical data is selective. Such a decision would need to apply as well to Gen 20:1,
since the same verse states that Abraham was both 2¢» and 1. Yet the context of this
verse connotes movement as well as dwelling for several reasons. First, both vo3 and =+
are used together here and in Genesis 12:9-10 when Abraham traveled from the Negev
into Egypt. Second, 21:34 indicates that his stay in Gerar was temporary, “many days.”
Third, the discourse between Abimelech and Abraham reveals his subordinate status as a

foreigner in the land. While 2u» is used interchangeably with =u in the passage, cf. 20:15

“ Ps 5:4(5 HT), 15:1; Isa 11:6, 33:14; Jer 49:18.33, 50:40.

* When two lines of poetry are in synonymous parallelism, the second line restates the first. If the lines are
in climactic parallelism, the second line heightens the first. Robert G. Bratcher and W.D. Rayburn, 4
Translator’s Handbook on the Book of Psalms (New York: United Bible Societies, 1991), 4-6.
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where Abimelech invites Abraham to dwell (ay) where it pleases him, the component of
movement is also in view. More detailed exegesis of the context in which vy, 3¢, and
71 occur is necessary in order to evaluate the paradigmatic relationships, and this will be
undertaken in the field-oriented section of this chapter.

2.1.2.2 Journey

2.1.2.2.1 Related to the Patriarchs: While not all of the occurrences of =m

related to the sojourning of the patriarchs indicate duration of stay, all involve a
settlement that came to an end.*® It may appear that the reference to Lot is out of place,
but as the nephew of Abraham he was part of the same sojourning entourage and
therefore is appropriately included. It also adds an additional component to the agent =3,
which confirms the need for repetition to exhort the extension of generosity by the host,
for the Sodomites show the natural inclination is a subordinate connotation. The
Sodomites accuse Lot of acting as a judge despite having come to their land as a
sojourner, and as a result desire greater harm for Lot than for his guests.

Despite the impermanence of settlement, it does seem in Genesis 20-21 that 2y
and - are interchangeable terms, and the details will be examined in the field-oriented
portion of this study. However, if there is considerable overlap between 2¢* and =, we
do need to acknowledge the selection of = in Exod 6:4 and Isa 52:4 in reference to the
forefathers of Israel; both are explicit reflections upon the sojourning of the forefathers of
the nation of Israel. God explains to Moses that the land of Canaan was the land where
the patriarchs had sojourned and would be an inheritance for His people (Exod 6:4), and

Isaiah writes in 52:4 that the beginning of Israel’s presence in Egypt was the result of a

% Gen 12:10, 19:9, 20:1, 21:23, 21:34, 26:3, 32:4, 35:27, 47:4; Exod 6:4; Isa 52:4.
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sojourn to that land. The selection of 7% in these instances indicates that it communicates
a different sense than aur.

2.1.2.2.2 Related to the Israelites in Foreign Territory: Though there are

some variations among the relevant passages, none contribute to additional components
of meaning for . %" All of the passages except Deut 18:6 seem to contain only
movement as a component of the sense of = without implications concerning the status
of the referents; all are traveling through a land not belonging to them and staying for
varying lengths of time. The mention of the Levites’ sojourn in Deuteronomy 18 is
similar to the comparison of the m7x and the =3, for Moses communicates concern for
status and inclusion, although here it is in reference to Levites from the towns, T-wu “nsn,
receiving an equal share of the provisions for the Levites in the central sanctuary,

{MM YR oipn, because they have the freedom to do the Lord’s work in either place.
As Duane Christensen summarizes, God has chosen them for His work and is their
inheritance.”® 1t does seem that land inheritance and status are related. Perhaps a share in
the inheritance promised to Israel, which at this point in history was the land of Canaan,
was a significant factor of perceived inclusion in the people of God. But the Lord does
not allow His people to define inclusion by these terms.

2.1.2.2.3 Related to Foreigners in Israelite Territory:*® Two of the relevant

passages simply communicate transience for a period of time,*® while the other three are

* Deut 18:6, Judg 5:17, 17:7-9, 19:1, 19:16; Ruth 1:1, 2 Sam 4:3, 1 Kgs 17:20; 1 Chr 16:19; 2 Chr 15:9,
Ezra 1:4; Ps 105: 12, 120:5; Jer 42 and 43; Lam 4:15.

* Duane L. Christensen, Deuteronomy 1:1-21:9, Word Biblical Commentary (Nashville, TN: Thomas
Nelson Publishers, 2001), 6a:393.

** The reference to 12 in Job 19:15 is not listed, because although those sojourning are foreigners, they
received Job’s hospitality in a time before God’s people were a nation. Therefore, it does not fit clearly
into the categories listed. However, the context indicates that these individuals had become familiar with
Job, for he writes that his afflictions have now made him strange and foreign, =1 and 3.

%02 Kgs 8:1-2, Jer 35:7
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in contexts of judgment, although not all of those judged are the ones sojourning.f” While
in three of the passages, Jer 35:7, Isa 16:4 and 23:7, movement is not the only diagnostic
component of = in view, it is the emphasis and therefore most appropriately categorized
in this section. In Jer 35:7, the components of dwelling and movement are both present,
but the semantic focus is the Rechabites’ lifestyle of sojourning.

With regard to the passages of judgment in Isaiah, the component of power
imbalance between the sojourner and native might be relevant; the ones who do not
typically enjoy the abundance of resources are given the opportunity to partake, and
nations forced to sojourn implies the loss of territory and therefore power over other
nations. However, the semantic contribution of = to the discourse in all three cases is
the component of movement, as that action thrusts the plot along and contributes to the
realization of judgment,

2.1.2.3 Summary of Exegetical Findings The lexical data indicates that -
can describe the action of dwelling without qualifying duration of stay or status of the
agent who is dwelling.”® The passages which convey this sense of =2 do not enable us to
narrow this sense to particular referents, for men dwelling among men, men dwelling
with God, and animals dwelling together are all represented in the passages. It seems,
therefore, that under certain conditions only the diagnostic component of dwelling is
present with =m. However, that can be determined only by context and not by syntactical

generalizations regarding syntagmatic relationships with verbs in the same semantic field.

' sa 5:17, 16:4, 23:7.
52 Supporting BDB, 157.
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As this study proceeds, certain conclusions must be delayed until completing the field-
oriented portion. The amount of overlap between = and the other verbs in its semantic
field will be significant for determining diagnostic components of meaning.

From the passages analyzed here, = involves movement as well as dwelling.
Movement is often a result of negative circumstances, e.g. famine or invasion, but not so
in every case, ¢.g. the patriarchs, Levites, and Rechabites. It does seem to be consistently
be initiated by a source outside the sojourner, however, rather than by the sojourner
himself. The dwelling is in a land not belonging to the one who is sojourning, but does
not preclude future claim to the land, as with the future inheritance of Canaan by the
offspring of the patriarchs. The fact that Israelites could be the referent of a dwelling that
involved movement indicates that sojourn was a reality before, during, and after the
monarchy. However, the occurrences of =1 are not so frequent that one could conclude
that sojourning was a way of life for the nation of Israel as it was for the patriarchs. The
Levites could be an exception to this assertion, but there is not sufficient exegetical data
to make that a certain exception. Status may be a component of the action as it seems to
be with the agent, although from only one verse it is difficult to draw exegetically based
conclusions. The key might be when agent and action are both in view, and the
remaining analysis will consider if that is always the case or if one can occur without the
other.

2.2 Field-Oriented Study of = (Paradigmatic Relationships)

Now we turn to an examination of words in the same semantic field as =u. Since

the lexical data of = in its syntagmatic relationships indicates that having an origin

foreign to the place of sojourning is a component of the agent, and dwelling and
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movement are diagnostic components of the action, although movement need not be
present in every case, we will examine words with these components of meaning. The
goal is to evaluate the terms in order to distinguish =m from the rest. The nouns in the
semantic field with =3 are =4m, 2win, "o, =1, and *m3. Although the first is a place rather
than a person, it is built off the same root as = and so needs to be analyzed; the others
involve a component of an individual being foreign to a particular group or context,
which is true for the =3 with regard to birth origin. The verbs to be analyzed are vo3, 3w,
and 12y, for each has at least one component identified with the action =m. With the nouns
it is the degree of attachment or assimilation, and with the verbs it is the degree of
movement that is typically the distinction among them. An examination of the exegetical
details will reveal the extent of overlap among the terms.

2.2.1 =um: Of its ten uses in the Old Testament, six™ are in construct with yx
(“land”) and refer to the land of Canaan as the inheritance promised to the patriarchs by
the Lord. One use of the syntagm refers uniquely to the land of the Israelites’ exile (Ezek
20:38). Interestingly, it is not =3 simply to the Israelites but to those who held them
captive. Daniel Block explains that it is to this latter group that Ezekiel refers when he
writes that God will purge them “from the land of [their] sojourning.” Besides this
exception, the other three occurrences make it possible to consider that =i has a non-
technical meaning. First, Bildad speaks of there being no survivor in the =i of the
wicked (Job 18:19). Also along the theme of wickedness, David writes in Ps 55:15 that
evil resides in the =i of the wicked. While contrasting the wicked by speaking of the

righteous, the author of Psalm 119 proclaims that the statutes of the Lord are the content

3 Gen 17:8, 28:4, 36:7, 37:1, 47:9, and Exod 6:4.
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of his songs in his wim. In all of these instances, nim is a dwelling place, specific to the
agent of whom the author writes, but not one particular locale common to all. Except for
the technical sense of the term referring to the patriarchs promised inheritance of Canaan,
it is unclear if 7im has diagnostic components beyond dwelling place. This is consistent,
however, with one sense of =1 meaning simply to dwell, and with the indication that the
life of the patriarchs had a unique association to =m.

2.2.2 apim: Since this term is in syntagmatic relationship with %3 in Gen 23:4 and
Leviticus 23, it will only be re-analyzed in those contexts here as it illuminates the sense
of ayin in its distinctness from =3, The other occurrences of the term are Exod 12:45, Lev
22:10, 25:6.40.45, Num 35:15, 1 Chron 29:15, and Ps 39:12.>* In Exod 12:45, Lev 22:10,
25:6, and 25:40 it is in syntagmatic relationship with =">2. In those contexts, it is clear
that Moses is writing of two different groups of people. They are coreferential in the first
two passages, because they comprise the ones disqualified from the Passover and
partaking of the food from the offerings for the priests respectively. We can infer from
the Passover reference that neither a 2tin nor a foreign +'op was circumcised,” but further
that a person with either status would not be circumcised, for Moses writes that a =3 could
participate in the Passover if he and his males were first circumcised. Since participation
in the Passover signified incorporation into the people of God, we can conclude that

neither the awin nor the foreign ='ot had the same opportunity to assimilate into the

> 1 agree with Donald Wiseman’s conclusion, in Donald J. Wiseman,  and 2 Kings: An Introduction and
Commentary (Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity Press, 1993), 164, that 1Kgs 17:1 reads, 1wb: “auf2 “2up3, as
“a Tishbite from Tishbe of Gilead,” meaning the birthplace of Elijah. I accept this reading because it does
not assume corruption of the text and it coheres with the known geography of the time, namely that there
were two Tishbes, and so here the author is distinguishing this one from the Tishbe in Naphtali. Therefore,
even though with vowel pointing the text could be translated “as a sojourner of Gilead,” I am assuming it to
be a proper noun and therefore not part of the analysis of auin.

> It is necessary to qualify whether or not the hired worker was foreign, as further exegesis of Leviticus 25
will make clear.
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people of Israel as the =3. Therefore, it is likely that the =3 remained with the people of
Israel for a longer period of time, since Scripture indicates that it is participation in the
covenant between God and His people that brings someone into Israel, rather than any
characteristic of his origin or social status.

In addition to not being incorporated into the people of God, the ayn is also more
dependent upon the Israelite than the =3. He is listed last after the slaves and hired
workers as those whom the Israelites are to ensure have gathered during the land’s
Sabbath rest. By inference, these are all groups who by definition need to be given
access to the produce in order to gather it. The auin is the recipient of mercy as a guest of
the Israelite rather than a recipient of just wages as the =2, who was hired for his
services. A poor Israelite is to be treated as both (v. 40). The need of the auin for mercy
is supported by Lev 25:45, as the awin could be purchased as a slave, reinforcing his
position as the one in need of mercy, for he could be cared for as either a guest or a slave.

Leviticus 25 is helpful in distinguishing the ayin from the =3. Since a =2 could be
incorporated into the people of Israel, the possibility existed for him to access land and
therefore the means to prosperity. The agin was not in this position. The =3 is not
mentioned in Leviticus 25 until v. 23, when Moses writes of the status of the Israclites
before the Lord as a preface to explaining property rights and holdings. The people are
given permission to purchase the auin, but are exhorted to be merciful, as Moses reminds
them again in v. 38 that the Lord brought them out of Egypt. Their status has not
changed. They are still oawiny 0w, but their host has changed. They are no longer under

an oppressive host, but rather a gracious host who has shown them mercy and given them
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the freedom to prosper. The Lord exhorts them to respond in kind with those in need of
mercy. The =3 holds a place between the awin and the mx.

This conclusion is supported by Num 35:15, 1 Chron 29:15, and Ps 39:12. In
Numbers, Moses lists the beneficiaries of the cities of refuge, listing first the Israelites,
followed by the sojourner, and lastly the agin. It is as if to say, “These cities are a refuge
for you, and not only for you but also for the =3, and even for the awin.” Additionally,
David identifies himself with his forefathers by claiming the status of =3 for himself in
1Chron 29:15 and Ps 39:12, and uses the term auin in an appositional sense. But we have
already established that the terms are not entirely synonymous. It seems thata = isa
certain type of ayin, understood by using the Israelites as an illustration. They were
guests in Yahweh’s land, but not guests whose freedom was insecure. Rather they were
guests given full inclusion into the host’s land, with the freedom to prosper by cultivating
its resources. Therefore, “guest” is the English rendering that most closely communicates
the sense of ayin in the Old Testament Scriptures.

2.2.3 7og It has already been established that a "¢ was a hired worker who was
due his wages. If he was a foreigner, he was not assimilated into the cultic life of Israel.
However, an Israelite could assume the economic position of a 7>, as seen from Lev
25:40, as well as Deut 24:14, which states that no man is to oppress a =°o, whether he is
“from your brothers of from the sojourners who (are) in your land, within your gates.”
Not only does this verse exhort the hiring Israelite to treat the =" justly, but so do Lev
19:13 and 25:40-45, with the former prohibiting the withholding of wages and the latter
comparing Jubilee retribution to the calculation of pay for a +ob, as well as Mal 3:5,

which condemns the man who oppresses the ='ot, for that is one indication that he has



43

forsaken the Lord.>® However, since there was an exchange of pay for his work, the
[sraelite was obligated to the ='op in a way that he was not to the awin. The =">¢ was not a
separate social class, which is clear from both Deut 24:12 and Num 35:15, the latter of
which lists the nmx, =3, and 2giin as the distinctive groups. So =" is a socioeconomic
status that transcends nationality, as indicated in Leviticus 25 where Moses explains the
appropriate behavior toward a poor brother. A =3, therefore, could become a 15, but
"'oY is a term describing a specific economic relationship that could exist between any
people living in ancient Israel.

2.2.4 7r. This adjective, used 71 times in the Old Testament,”’ has the sense of
describing an outsider, either one outside a particular situation or excluded from a
particular group, or something out of bounds for a particular group. Examples include
those outside the lineage of Aaron (e.g., Exod 30:33, Lev 22:10-13, Num 16:40), those
outside a particular family in regard to Levirate marriage (Deut 25:5), a foreign god (e.g.,
Ps 44:20, 81:9, Isa 43:12), one outside the worshipers of Yahweh (e.g., Job 15:19, Joel
3:17), or one other than the person who is the subject of a particular discourse (e.g., 1Kgs
3:18, Job 19:27, Prov 14:10, 27:2). The word is used in parallel lines with 33, which
indicates that these two words have a high degree of synonymy. The references are Prov
20:16, 27:13, and Isa 28:21, and in all three cases the repetition serves to emphasize the
point made in the text. In the first two, the risk of involvement with the =1 is emphasized
and in the third, the unparalleled deeds of the Lord are emphasized. In all cases, that

which is 71 is not something one is encouraged, or often even able, to embrace. It means

*® The other occurrences use ~"ot metaphorically to describe the fleeting aspect of life (Job 7:1.2, 14:6, Isa
16:14), and once to illustrate the judgment to come upon Egypt, when the hired worker who had been
oppressed by the Egyptians will prosper (Jer 46:21).

%7 Konkel, “51,” NIDOTTE 1:1143.
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foreign in the sense of strange or other, and either ought to remain estranged from the one
to whom it is foreign or must, by its definition, be exclusive. This may seem to be
extraneous to =3, but since it shares the component of “foreign,” it is important to include
here. It turns out to be of little consequence as this study proceeds, since the Greek
equivalents of -t are not the same as those of =, but the next term, *13), has considerable
overlap with =1 and also shares a Greek equivalent in common with =3 that becomes
semantically significant in New Testament contexts. Therefore, it is important to
understand its meaning.

2.2.5 27 Based upon the explanation of 7, it is clear that 1t and 3 have
overlap. Both terms share the diagnostic component with =3 of foreign origin. However,
these terms have an aspect of exclusion because they are either not permissible or not
attainable. This is different from the =3, who could experience inclusion, although there
were some limiting factors.

The noun 733 occurs 36 times and the adjective *133 occurs 45 times, all with the
sense of being alien as well as excluded.”® The foreign ones are either people or gods,
often hostile or dangerous, but at root the exclusion seems to be based upon remaining
outside the covenant relationship between God and His people (e.g., Gen 35:2.4; Exod
18:3; Deut 14:21, 31: 16; Josh 24:20.23; 2 Sam 22:45-46; Neh 9:2). The ~3 was outside
of the covenant relationship initially, but could be brought in through circumcision, e.g.
Exod 12:43, and therefore did not remain *333. The danger of a 723 was his existence
outside the covenant relationship, and therefore a =3 presented temptation toward

idolatry or immorality for the Israelite. Informative for recognizing this diagnostic

*¥ Konkel, “~93,”NIDOTTE, 3:109.
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component and therefore distinction from = is Isa 56:3.6, 60:10, and 61:5. Here, God
assures the 721 of his place in the people of God and therefore is the object of God’s love
and faithfulness, but Isaiah speaks first of a time in the future and second of a foreigner
who “has joined himself to the Lord.” Those in covenant relationship with the Lord all
have the same status before Him. The analysis of terms thus far has supported this
conclusion. Therefore, what distinguishes *23 from =1 is that historically in ancient Israel
the former term identified someone or something that was to remain excluded because of
deliberately remaining outside the covenant between God and His people. Despite the
narrow overlap with 13, as with 1 there is the common component of “foreign,” and
unlike =1 the Greek equivalent has semantic significance with 2.

2.2.6 oy This verb is typically translated “journey,” and while = usually carries
the sense of movement, the emphasis is not on the setting out and traveling, as it is with
v01.>° Not only is the emphasis distinct, but the diagnostic component of dwelling that is
always present with =u is not a diagnostic component of vo3 5% The verb is most often
used to describe the actions of Abraham and Jacob (e.g., Gen 12:9, 33:17), as well as the
Israelites while migrating from Egypt to Canaan (e.g., Num 10:5-25). It is also used in
the Hiphil to identify a causing to go forth, such as when God compels Israel’s movement
by the cloud and fire (e.g., Exod 15:22), when He sends quail to feed them (e.g., Num
11:31), and when He withdraws His anger (causing His anger to “go forth” from them)
upon their repentance (e.g., 2 Kgs 19:36). While journeying contributed to having the
status of a =3, because a sojourner was not native to the land through which he traveled,

journeying is not necessary to qualify one to be a =3, nor is it a perpetual characteristic of

¥ Cornelis Van Dam, “ve3,” NIDOTTE, 3:117.
% Ibid.



46

a=. While the question of »n and vo) being interchangeable arose from analyzing
contexts that included both =1 and vo3, such as Gen 20:1, we can now see from
understanding the emphasis of vps that the verbs described different stages of Abraham’s
movement.

2.2.7 3z While the component of dwelling is a central component of =, it is only
a component of 2y by extension, with the primary sense of 2y meaning “to sit.” Gerald
Wilson explains that all other uses are derived from this component.él As such, the idea
of dwelling in this verb emphasizes “the stability or duration of residence...perhaps
derived from the idea of sitting down as one’s intention to remain.”®* So while there are
contexts in which it seems to convey the same meaning as =: Gen 24:37 (referring to
Abraham’s stay in Canaan), Exod 12:40 and Num 20:15 (summarizing the 400 years of
slavery for the Israelites in Egypt), Josh 24:2 (giving a synopsis of Israel’s history
beginning with Terah), and Judg 17:11 (describing the sojourn of a Levite in Ephraim),
that does not mean the verbs are interchangeable. Forms of 2w occur with high
frequency in the Old Testament, and a very small percentage of those uses overlap with
=1. An intention to stay does not preclude an eventual leaving, and humans who sojourn
and dwell are not privileged to the workings of providence which affect the duration of
their stay in a given location. There still remains a distinction between a2 and 7, in that
stability of residence is not a diagnostic component of =% as it is with ag». It seems that
what is stable for the one who sojourns is the relationship that prompted the sojourn,

rather than the ability of the one who sojourns to establish residence.

*! Wilson, “sgr ,” NIDOTTE, 2:550.
%2 Ibid.
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2.2.8 1oy: This verb does have a diagnostic component of dwelling, but the
empbhasis is on “relative rest and stability affer a period of movement.”®® The memory of
movement is always in view, and thus 124 is more temporary than 2y % Wilson explains
that it may be more permanent than =%, but his conclusion is tentative. The element of
movement in both verbs may be the complicating factor. Movement is more often an
element of the past with 1ou, and with = there is an ongoing sense of transience when
movement is present in a particular context. A further distinction is that quite often God
is the subject of 1oy, whereas only once is He the subject of =u. When God is the subject
of 12w, He allows for His presence to be among His people while maintaining His
freedom and transcendence. The degree of dissimilarity between the verbs is illustrated
by the fact that, as with 2y, there are very few occurrences of 12y that convey the same
sense as 7. These are Ps 94:17 and 120:5, and in the latter passage y2u is in parallel
construction with =m. The comparison between =m and 12¢ indicates that » does not carry
the same freedom of movement. There is an event or commitment that compels the
action of the one sojourning.

2.3 English Rendering of Terms and Summary

From the above analysis of terms within the same semantic field as = and =%, a
conclusion concerning diagnostic components and most appropriate rendering of the
terms in English is needed. Concerning the agent, we have seen that a =3 is foreign-born,
but that neither socioeconomic nor covenant status can be determined from the used of
the term alone. Some authors contend that other characteristics are true of the

“sojourner” in every context. These assertions include Wright’s conclusion of immigrant

 Wilson, “y2u,” NIDOTTE, 4:110.
% Ibid.
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workers or descendents of the old Canaanite population,® Roland de Vaux’s assertion of
refugees from the northern Kingdom after the Assyrian invasion,66 or Rolf Rendtorff’s
conclusion of remnants from the scattered tribes still living in Canaan during and after
exile.*” Authors such as Christiana van Houten, who assume the accuracy of the
Documentary Hypothesis, particularly that the priestly document of Leviticus was written
near or during the exile in Babylon, conclude that the identity of the =2 developed over
time, from outsiders ethnically in need of assistance to those fully integrated into the
Israelite community, with a progression of focus from civil to ritual obligations.®®
However, this word study shows different conclusions. First of all, there is no Scriptural
support for the identity criteria postulated. Therefore, all attempts are speculative. Exod
12:38 states that a “mixed multitude” went out of Egypt with the Israelites, thus a
description of who may partake in the covenant institution of the Passover follows. But
no further description is given. The analysis of syntagmatic and paradigmatic
relationships has shown a grading of terms within the semantic field of agents born
outside the nation of Israel, but still with variation in both covenant and socioeconomic
status.

The host was expected to extend justice and generosity, as well as full inclusion
privileges to the =3 who joined himself to Israel. Indeed, that coheres with the mission of
Israel, which was to be a light to the nations by reflecting God’s holiness so that the
nations might see, be drawn in, and receive the blessing of God (c.f. Gen 12:3, Deut 4:5-

8). Becoming participants in the covenant relationship between God and His people was

® Ibid.

% Roland de Vaux, Ancient Israel: lts Life and its Institutions (New York: McGraw Hill, 1961), 75.

%7 Rolf Rendtorff, “The G&r in the Priestly Laws of the Pentateuch,” in Ethnicity and the Bible, ed. Mark G.
Brett (Netherlands; E.J. Brill, 1996), 86.

%8 Chritiana van Houten, The Alien in Israelite Law, 176.
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open to all who were willing to submit their lives to the Lord’s authority. While that was
open to all, the evidence of Scripture indicates that a =3, though not a native-born Israelite,
and therefore not part of Israelite lineage, could be, and often was, assimilated into Israel
such that he would participate in the covenant institutions and share in covenant
responsibilities. Renderings such as “alien,” “resident alien,” immigrant,” “foreigner,”
“stranger,” or “guest” carry additional connotations that are only conclusive based upon
context. We have seen that duration of stay, dependence upon the host, and assimilation
into the lifestyle of the host are all variable, even though there are certain tendencies.
However, tendencies vary with context and need explanation. Therefore, “sojourner”
communicates the sense of the term without confusing it with other field-related terms.
Even though “alien” is the most common English rendering of =3 in the Old Testament, I
contend that “sojourner” is most appropriate, with a reliance on context to fill out the
identity in particular situations.

Concerning action, “sojourn” is an appropriate rendering of =m. While this choice
complements “sojourner” grammatically and therefore communicates the agent/action
relationship, it also communicates the diagnostic sense of the term. There is a risk,
however, in using “sojourn” in the context of modern English, as it has become
somewhat archaic. Even people who are familiar with the word tend to assume it
describes someone who is currently on a journey. So even though an element of its
lexical sense in modern English is that the duration of residence is precarious, which does
not presume constant movement, it is still open to misunderstanding. Since dwelling is
always part of the sense of =m, the English rendering needs to communicate this.

Therefore, despite the possible need for clarification, I contend that “sojourn” best



50

encapsulates the lexical sense of ». “Sojourn” is the typical translation of =+n, and only
varies for clarification in certain contexts. The dwelling and movement of one who is
sojourning is externally compelled, relying on the stability of relationships which will
sustain the sojourner rather than stability of circumstances or one’s own volition, and
these factors distinguish it from other field-related terms. As with the description of the
agent, | contend that the variations in duration and stability given a particular setting are
best filled out by the context surrounding =% in a given discourse.

We will now turn to the Greek terms for the various uses of = and =3 chosen by
the translators of the LXX. This will help clarify variations in meaning based upon
context, as well as distinguish the diagnostic components of meaning from the
supplementary components. Further, studying the LXX renderings of =1 and =3 will form
a bridge to studying sojourning vocabulary in the New Testament, whose writers had

access to the Greek translation of the Old Testament Scriptures.



Chapter 3 — The Septuagint Translation of the Old Testament: Greek
Equivalents for Hebrew Terms

The words chosen to translate =3 and =m into the Greek version of the Old
Testament are significant to consider because of the influence that the LXX had on the
authors of the New Testament. According to Karen Jobes and Moisés Silva, Greek
became the common language for Diaspora Jews, as well as the language of commerce
for all living under Hellenistic influence from the time Alexander the Great conquered
the Near East, ¢. 333 B.C,, into the early years of the Roman Empire,‘ This included
Palestine in the first century A.D. The Greek translation of the Old Testament Scriptures
is the primary version, and in most cases the only version, with which Jews would have
been familiar, as most Jews spoke Greek from about 200 B.C.* Therefore it was natural
for the apostles to appeal to the Greek Old Testament, most commonly referred to as the
Septuagint and hereafter abbreviated as LXX, to prove that Jesus was the Messiah, even
if they were familiar with the Hebrew Scriptures.® In light of such knowledge, this
chapter will present the Greek terms used to translate =3 and =% in their Old Testament
contexts in order to form a bridge to the uses of the same terms in the Greek New

Testament.

! Karen H. Jobes and Moisés Silva, Invitation to the Septuagint (Grand Rapids, MI: Baker Academic, 2000),
20.

> Ibid., 82.

* The LXX is commonly understood to refer to the entire Old Testament canon, though the seventy elders
who participated in the translation in Alexandria, Egypt translated the Pentateuch only, around 250 BC.

The remaining scrolls were translated separately by various translators over the next 200 years (Jobes and
Silva, Invitation to the Septuagint, 29-31). In this paper, LXX will refer to the entire Greek Old Testament,
according to popular understanding.
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3.1 Agent: =

3.1.1 mpoorivrog In all but four passages, = is translated mpoofilutog. According
to Liddell and Scott, this term can mean either a sojourner or a convert to Judaism.* This
supports the general exegetical conclusions that a =3 was not born native to the people
among whom he sojourned, and that when occurring in passages with i, the terms are
coreferential for those in covenant relationship with the Lord. The same is
communicated by the term mpoofjAvtog, for an individual who converts to another faith
submits himself to the privileges and obligations of that faith. There is, therefore, a
recognition among the LXX translators that the identity of a =3 varied with circumstances,
and they used the term mpooniutog consistently to denote “proselyte” rather than
“sojourner,” thereby confirming that a =3 could experience a high degree of assimilation,
although that was only possible and not certain.

In all but one passage pertaining to ethical behavior =3 is translated as mpooniuvtoc.
All that has been said about the historical critical position asserting the identity of the =z
in ancient Israel as a sociological development over time is relevant here and need not be
repeated. One point concerning the referent for mpoonAvto¢ could be informative for its
meaning, however. Each time Moses gives the Israelites the rationale for treating the
sojourner with justice and compassion it is because they were sojourners themselves in
Egypt. What do we know about the lives of the Israelites in relation to the Egyptians
while they were living in Egypt? We know that they were enslaved after the ascension of
a Pharaoh who did not know Joseph (Gen 15:13, Exod 1:1-11) and that they were known

as Hebrews, living separately from the Egyptians and not assimilated into their culture.

4 Henry George Liddell and Robert Scott, 4 Greek-English Lexicon (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1996), 1513.
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The word chosen by the LXX translators to identify the status of the Israelites in Egypt is
Tpoanivtoc. What are we to conclude from this? It is another caution against over-
interpretation. As Liddell and Scott give “sojourner” as a definition for the term, so we
ought to recognize that it does not denote convert, with all the implications of conversion,
in every circumstance. The translators are acknowledging that there are some among the
Israelites who have a parallel identity to that of the Israelites while they were in Egypt,
and further that which they will continue to have before the Lord in Canaan. The
Israelites know what it is like to be at the mercy of another, and now that they have
before them the contrast between an oppressive host and a gracious host, they are
challenged to imitate their gracious host in their treatment of those at their mercy.

3.1.2 yerdpag: The Aramaic term xa, meaning “sojourner,” is transliterated once
in a context where the reader would expect to find wpooniutog, in Exod 12:19.
Diagnostically it is possible for these two words to have complete overlap, as both terms
can mean “sojourner.” However, yerwpag does not have the alternate definition of
proselyte or convert, and therefore TpoonAutoc may technically be considered a subset of
yerdpag; the terms have a relationship of inclusion.® The term yetdpac is an example of
“semantic borrowing,” described by Jobes and Silva as a linguistic phenomenon
occurring in bilingual environments when there is some degree of semantic
correspondence between the foreign term and a term in the native language, with only a
minor semantic change required.® Given that the common language of Jews in Egypt

before adopting Greek was Aramaic, then, as J. Lee explains, “it follows that if the Greek

* For further information on the spectrum of synonymy, see chapter 1.3.1.
® Jobes and Silva, Invitation to the Septuagint, 108-109.
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spoken by the Egyptian Jews was affected by the idioms of a Semitic language, that
language must have been Aramaic.”’

Concerning the reasoning behind the LXX translators choosing yeiwpog instead of
TpoonAvTog to translate =3, the lexical evidence does not point to absolute conclusions. It
could be that the translators recognized a certain Hebrew syntax to indicate 53 having the
more specific meaning of convert. Most occurrences of mpoonAutog are in contexts with a
relative clause including the action following the identification of the agent. However,
this is not true in every case. Lev 22:18, 24:16, and 24:22 are the exceptions. In all three
situations, Moses simply states that the injunction applies to the sojourner as well as to
the native. We can infer that he means one who has joined himself to Israel, but the same
could be said of Exod 12:19, in which the sojourner could only be included in the
Passover celebration if he and all his males were circumcised, which signifies their
initiation into the covenant. Not only do these passages in Leviticus prevent us from
reading too much into the text, but so does Isa 14:1, in which the LXX translators use
verwpog to translate 3. While grammatically there is no relative clause following the
agent, contextually Isaiah is writing of sojourners who will attach themselves to Israel.
He is describing those originally outside the covenant people of God joining themselves
to Israel, which is what the term Tpoonfiutog conveys.

3.1.3 mdpoikog: In the previous chapter, I used Gen 23:4 to support my inferences
concerning 3yim =3 as a syntagm with a socioeconomic nuance in discourse usage.
However, the LXX translators chose a different pair of terms to translate 3gs™ =3 in Gen

23:4 than in Leviticus 25. The phrase in Gen 23:4 reads mdpoikog kal mopemidnuog,

7J.A.L Lee, A Lexical Study of the Septuagint Version of the Pentateuch (Chico, CA: Scholars Press, 1983),
16.
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whereas throughout Leviticus 25 it is mpoofivtol kel mapotkotr. Does that mean that the
phrase in Gen 23:4 does not have the same meaning as the phrase throughout Leviticus
25?7 Not necessarily. The contexts have not changed, and therefore the exegetical
findings concerning the meaning of the phrase remain the same. Also, the LXX
translators could simply have translated the individual words without considering if the
phrase had a slightly different connotation. It is possible that they did not want to allow
for the possible misunderstanding that Abraham was a proselyte to the people among
whom he sojourned; the syntagm in both cases is still a hendiadys to communicate one
identity.®

This leads to the third, and perhaps most important point. We need to consider
what we have discerned so far about the meaning of mpoofiAvtog. It can simply mean
“sojourner.” With this being the case, it can have an equivalent meaning, in certain
contexts, with mapotkog, if “sojourner” is the only diagnostic component in view.
Therefore the terms can be interchangeable, depending upon context. Just as Abraham
was not a convert of the Hittites nor Moses of the Midianites, neither were the Hebrews
converts of the Egyptians. There certainly were differences in status, but the element of
convert was not present in either relationship.

Most often mapotikog translates awin, and from the field-oriented study of Hebrew
terms we noted the differences between =3 and agin. They do, however, share the same
diagnostic component of foreigner, at least foreign birth origin. The fact thata~; wasina

position to potentially assimilate into Israel and a agin was not is not in view when either

® This is consistent with the lexical data in Exod 3:22, namely that Moses considered himself a ndpoukog in
Midian. Here ndpoikog also translates m, and it seems to have the same connotation as Gen 23:4, given the
contexts. It is not in syntagmatic relationship with another term in the same semantic field, and therefore
the socioeconomic nuance would not be in view, but the estrangement from one’s homeland is in view.
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TAPOLKOG Kol Topeidnuog or TpooHAutol kel mdpotkotis used. What is in view is the
subordinate position of one seeking access to resources and experiencing the freedom to
prosper without presuming upon the grace extended by the owner of the property. For
these reasons, the two different rendering of awim =3 in the LXX do not invalidate
previous exegetical conclusions.

3.1.4 &vog. Another Greek equivalent of =3, the one exception to mpoonAvtog in an
ethical context, is &évog. Since it only translates =2 once in the Old Testament, it would be
difficult to come to conclusions concerning the reasoning. The verse is Job 31:32, and
Job uses the example of extending hospitality to the stranger, £&vog, as part of his defense
before the Lord and his friends concerning his innocence. The term Zévog usually
translates 12, but it doesn’t have the same element of exclusion as +123.”° The £évoc could
be a stranger who wanders or one who receives hospitality (cf. Matt 25:35.43). It could
also refer to the host (cf. Rom 16:23).'° Most often in the case of *23, the LXX
translators used a form of ¢AAdtpLog, which seems closer diagnostically to msy, since it
means strange in the sense of belonging to another, either to another person or nation,
with the logical deduction being that it is unsuitable and possibly, though not necessarily,
hostile.!" Both Greek terms, along with TpooiAutoc, do fall within the semantic field of
“foreign,” and we need to exercise caution when drawing conclusions on the reasons

translators may have selected one term over another. In the case of Job, he is describing

° Liddell and Scott, A Greek-English Lexicon, 1189.
10 :

Ibid.
"' Walter Bauer, F.W. Danker, W.F. Arndt, and F.W. Gingrich, 4 Greek-English Lexicon of the New
Testament and Other Early Christian Literature, 3rd ed. (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 2000), 47,
hereafter BDAG. There is overlap between oy and = by the use of aAkdtprog, and between =3 and *3; by
the use of £évog, but there is no overlap in Greek terminology between =t and =,
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a simple guest-host experience, and perhaps &voc, since it can mean either, is the best
term to convey this understanding.

3.1.5 Conclusion Concerning the Agent: In all but four instances, the LXX
translators render 7y as mpoonivtoc. In three of these contexts, Gen 23:4, Exod 3:22, and
Job 31:32, the identity of the =1 is perhaps further clarified by the use of mapoikoc and
Eévoc. But we have seen that all three terms are within the semantic field of “foreign,”
and the predominant choice of mpoofiAutog can mean either “sojourner” or “convert,”
depending on the context. Thus the LXX provides an additional rendering of =3.
However, I would contend that “sojourner” is the preferable way to understand the term
as a single lexeme. With a broader context, “convert” can be appropriately used.

In addition to providing a caution against over-interpretation of diagnostic
components, the use of yeLwpeg and mpoonAutog in particular confirm earlier conclusions
that the lexical evidence does not support a sociological development of the identity of
the = in Israel and thus a late dating of the priestly documents.'? The assumed
progression of development is from an immigrant to resident alien to proselyte, asserting
that the use of mpoonAvtog in the priestly writing confirms this progression of identity.
All it actually indicates is contextual differences that are synchronic in nature rather than
diachronic. There are occurrences of mpoonivtog in Deuteronomy, which proponents of
the Documentary Hypothesis consider to be an earlier décument than Exodus through
Numbers. Also, proponents of the Documentary Hypothesis assume that mpoosiivtog in

proximity to mapotkog, often used to translate ayin, indicates a less assimilated identity.

"> 1 am following Jay Sklar, Sin, Impurity, Sacrifice, Atonement: The Priestly Conceptions (Sheffield,
England: Sheffield Phoenix Press, 2005), ix by using the phrase “priestly documents” to mean the writing
related to the cultic activity of Israel and not the P document as asserted by proponents of the Documentary
Hypothesis.
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Therefore, when the terms occur together in the allegedly later documents of priestly
legislation, as in Leviticus 25 and Numbers 35, scholars assume the passages to be later
insertions or to convey an “earlier sense” of the identity. The entire argument seems to
force a historical explanation upon the text rather than cooperate with the contextual
difference that need not indicate different time periods. Theophile Meek, whose
explanation of the translation of =3 in the Pentateuch summarizes the development view,
acknowledges that “Greek translators were well aware of the fact that the =3 had different
meanings in different contexts.” But then he concludes that this must be indicative of
the Pentateuch being written in different historical periods. This logically does not
follow from the exegetical evidence, nor does it allow the exegetical evidence to stand, as
it is compelled to offer explanations for divergent examples. It seems much more
logically sound to recognize the differences and understand them within their contexts, as
an indication that an individual born outside of Israelite lineage could attach himself to
Israel and thus come under covenant privileges and obligations between Israel and the
Lord, but that was not necessarily the situation of every =3 in ancient Israel.

As we observe the use of Greek terms in the semantic field of sojourning
throughout the Old Testament, we can notice a semantic shift from the Hebrew to the
LXX. That shift is with regard to the terms used for the agent-action relationship of
derivation related to “sojourn.” It is to this that we now turn. For the action =21 is most
often rendered in Greek by a form of Tapoikéw. However the agent, or noun form,

TapoLkog, is most often used to translate awin. This relationship needs to be further

¥ Theophile James Meek, “The Translation of GER in the Hextateuch and its Bearing on the Documentary
Hypothesis,” Journal of Biblical Literature 49:2 (1930): 180.
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investigated in order to understand if there is a semantic difference between the Greek
and Hebrew meaning of “a sojourner who is sojourning.”
3.2 Action: ™

3.2.1 Agent and Action as a Semantic Unit: When the sojourner is followed by a
relative clause, either “who sojourns among you,” or a version of “who is with you,” the
LXX translators use a verb meaning to come, live among, or attach themselves except in
one instance."* The exception is Ezek 47:22. This verse reads tol¢ mpoonAitolg tolg
TapotkoboLy év péow LP@V, “the proselytes who sojourn in your midst.” There is no
indication that the use of mapoikoboLy, meaning “sojourn,” indicates less than full
assimilation into the covenant people of God. In fact, Ezekiel is prophesying that the
sojourners will be as the native-born with regard to an inheritance in the new Israel after
exile. In all other passages, the LXX translators communicate a different action from
sojourn by using forms of mpooépyouat, TPOOKELU®L, TPOTYLYVOUKL, OF TPOOTIAUTEVW.
However, Ezek 47:22 communicates the same degree of assimilation. Further, twice in
Leviticus 25, verses 6 and 45, the agent is mapoikog, originally ag'n in Hebrew, and is
described as being with the Israelites. Thus the syntax does not distinguish the
mpooniutog. In conclusion, the word choices in Greek for translating 1 in a relative
clause modifying the agent are outside the semantic domain for sojourning in most cases.
But since that is not true in every case, and the same syntax is used to describe the agin in
some instances, it does not distinguish the mpooiAvtog nor give unique meaning to the

term in such contexts.

" The passages that fit the pattern are: Exod 12:48.49; Lev 16:29, 17:10-13, 18:26, 19:33.34, 20:2; Num
9:14, 15:15-29, 19:10; Josh 20:9; Ezek 14:7.
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3.2.2 Dwelling: The Greek word mapolkéw can mean both “to dwell” and “to
dwell as a stranger,” just as the term =1 in Hebrew. 15 However, for all but two of those
passages in which = has the meaning of simply dwelling, the LXX translators chose
words other than Tapoikéw. The two occurrences of Tapoikéw are Psalms 5 and 15,
which support the inference that a diagnostic component of = is dwelling. The LXX
translators ask the question of who may dwell with the Lord through the use of mapoikéw.
This also supports the conclusion that =11 does not always carry the connotation of
movement, further clarified by the selection of Greek terms in other semantic domains to
translate 2 when it simply means “to dwell.”*®

A context which illustrates this conclusion is Jer 49-50. Jeremiah writes of
judgment upon certain nations, namely Edom, Hazor, and Babylon respectively, and the
LXX translators use évolkéw, kadi{w, katolkéw, Tapolkéw interchangeably, all
communicating the sense of dwelling.!” In all three situations the judgment is the same,
that no one will live in the mentioned nation, neither will a son of man reside there.
kaBiw is used in parallel with both katoikéw and évoikéw, but in chapter 50 Jeremiah
uses katotkéw instead of kabifw to state the first part of the judgment. Since mapoikéw is

used instead of katoikéw once in the second part of the judgment, and katoikéw had been

Liddell and Scott, A Greek-English Lexicon, 1341-42, specifically define mapoikéw as dwelling beside or
dwelling as a mapoikoc, whom they define as either a neighbor or an alien/foreigner, 1342.

' One such choice is oupBdokopat, meaning “to feed with” in Isa 11:6. The choice here seems obvious, as
only in this case is the subject of =2 an animal, and so with the availability of a word more specific to
animal behavior that was a logical choice for semantic clarity. Support for this is the word choice in Isa
5:17, where the LXX keep animals as the subject throughout the verse instead of letting sojourners occur in
parallel construction with lambs. We need to realize, however, that Isaiah may have had a specific reason
for choosing =u to describe the peaceful co-existence of predator and prey under the reign of the Righteous
Branch, but we can still acknowledge the logic of the LXX translators’ choice.

17 These could generally be understood on a spectrum from most to least transient: Tapoikéw, évotkéw,

kototkéw, Kabi{w, with kedilw having the same sense as 2w of dwelling being a meaning by extension,

oA

conveying one’s intention to settle down since sitting or causing to sit is the primary sense (Liddell and
Scott, A Greek-English Lexicon, 1342, 571, 928, and 854).
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used in place of kafi{w, we can conclude that all four words convey the same sense in
this context. The judgments are given in succession and the interchange of words seems
to cause no semantic confusion. This indicates that all four words are within the same
semantic field, with differences among them as with the verbs in the semantic field with
~m, but also with the possibility that they do share the diagnostic component of dwelling
and so can be used to communicate such action.

Overall, it seems that the LXX translators recognized =m as being distributionally
equivalent to mupotkéw, but in certain cases where the sense could be more specifically
conveyed other terms were chosen. This could be a result of more terms in Greek from
which to choose than were available in Hebrew, and therefore a term with a more narrow
lexical sense will most clearly convey the intended meaning.'®

3.2.3 Journey: Of the 32 passages which communicate a sense of movement by
use of the word =m, only nine of them have been translated into Greek with a verb other
than mapotkéw. This indicates that movement, or at least impermanence of settlement, is
the primary sense of maporkéw. Every passage referring to the sojourn of the patriarchs
calls their action Tapoikéw.

Highlighting some of those different Greek terms helps to illustrate semantic
overlap. Concerning the Israelites in foreign territory, Elijah speaks of the widow in
Zarephath as the one ped’ fic €yw katok®, “with whom I am dwelling,”and three
different verbs, évoikéw, owkéw, and kutolkéw are used interchangeably in Jer 42-43,

describing the remnant left in Jerusalem after the siege by Babylon who are

'* The exception in this category is the translation of 713 in Isa 33:14, where the translators use avayyéiiw
to convey the sense of the fire being reported rather than being dwelt among. But this is an issue of
interpretation, as they are communicating a different meaning of the passage rather than conveying the
sense of the Hebrew with certain Greek terms,
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,,,,,

interchangeably in the Hebrew. This supports the previous assertion of semantic overlap
between these verbs, and does not preclude transience or living as strangers, for both
clements are clear from the context.

For the remaining verses in which in the Hebrew describes the sojourning of
Israelites in foreign territory'® the LXX translators have chosen a form of napotkéw. This
general tendency supports the conclusion that the primary sense of mapotkéw, as , is
dwelling as an impermanent resident, but the exceptions extend the caution that the
meaning is dependent upon context.

Further support of dependence upon context is the translation of = where the
referent is a foreigner in Israelite territory. Of the six passages, three of them are
translated with a form of mapoikéw (Judg 19:16, 2 Kgs 8:1-2, and Isa 16:4), one has a
semantically related term, Sixtpipw, meaning to spend time*® (Jer 35:7), and the other
two are verbs in different semantic domains that reflect the translators interpretation of
the context. In one (Isa 23:7), the translators use mepadidwut, communicating that Tyre
had handed itself over to this distant place toward which its people migrated. The other
passage (Isa 5:17) has already been explained, as it contains an animal referent just as Isa
11:6. We can see from the ways in which =m was translated into the LXX that the
translators paid attention to context and chose terms that would best communicate the
sense of each discourse. There are indeed parallels between = and mapoikéw, indeed the

lexical definitions based upon diagnostic components are identical, but the fact that a

"Asa reminder, they are: Deut 8:6, Judg 5:17, 17:7-9, 19:1, 19:16; Ruth 1:1, 2 Sam 4:3, 1 Chr 16:19; 2
Chr 15:9, Ezra 1:4; Ps 105:12, 120:5; Lam 4:15.

0 Liddell and Scott, A Greek-English Lexicon, 416. The verb can also mean, negatively, to delay, hinder,
or thwart, but that is not in view in this context and so therefore not given as the lexical sense.
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form of mapoikéw was not chosen for every passage in which the Old Testament authors
used a form of ~u indicates that there was not complete overlap from one language to the
next. As implied previously, it could also indicate a more extensive vocabulary in the
receptor language, such that more specific vocabulary could be chosen. For these reasons,
it is important to keep the differences in view as we examine occurrences of mapotkéw in
the New Testament.
3.3 Summary

Greek lexicons identify an agent-action relationship between mapoikog and
Tepotkéw. Because this is the relationship of derivation recognized by Greek
lexicographers and because mapotkéw is the most frequently chosen verb to translate = in
the LXX, this will be the word pair of focus in studying sojourning vocabulary in the
Greek New Testament. All Greek equivalents for Hebrew terms in the semantic domain
of sojourning will be investigated in the New Testament, but we will also be following
the agent-action relationship in order to see if and how it continues. Throughout the
investigation, we must keep in mind that it is a semantic shift from Hebrew, in that
napotkog was the preferred term for ayin rather than ~3. However, the basic diagnostic
components of =3 appear to be present in maporkog. Therefore, we also must be cautious
not to err on the side of drawing rigid distinctions.

The next chapter will examine mpoonivtog, £vog, mapoikog, and Tapemidnuog as
sojourning agents, and mepotkéw as the act of sojourning,. 1 Since it appears from the
lexical data in the LXX that mapoikéw is the only Greek action word in the semantic

domain of “sojourn” used in Scripture, the only possible agent-action relationship of

ZThe one term that will not be subjected to further analysis is yetwpag, because it is not used by the New
Testament authors.
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derivation is mapoikog from maporkéw. We can anticipate the agent terms contributing
more to our understanding of the lexical sense of “sojourn” than the action terms because
of the broader range of vocabulary, but we will need to examine the terms in their New
Testament contexts in order to come to conclusions. It is to that task that we now turn.
The ultimate goal of the analysis is to consider appropriate applications to believers today,

who are still under this administration of the covenant between God and His people.



Chapter 4 — Sojourning Vocabulary in the New Testament: Semantic Continuity
and Discontinuity

Throughout the Old Testament, there is an evident agent-action relationship of
derivation between =; and =m1. Once those terms are translated into the LXX, an agent-
action relationship still exists within the semantic domain of sojourning, but there is a
semantic shift in terms. The agent-action relationship is communicated with the terms
Taporkog and mepotkéw. In the LXX, forms of muporkéw typically translate forms of =,
but mdporkog typically translates awin, which can refer generally to an individual born as a
foreigner to Israel, but more specifically is distinguished from a =3 as not entering into
covenant relationship with Israel. Therefore, although the lexicons indicate a parallel
relationship between =3/~ and napoikoc/maporkéw, we need to keep the semantic
difference in view in order to accurately interpret the Scriptures.'

Given the above observations, it is logical to examine the agent-action
relationship of mapoikog and mapoikéw. However, maporkoc is only used to translate =
twice in the Old Testament. Most often npooniutog is used, and occasionally Eevoc.
Therefore, it is necessary to consider the lexical sense of these terms in the New
Testament and not to exclude them because they are not part of an agent-action

relationship of derivation. The purpose of this study, as stated in chapter one, is to

' BDB 157-158; Liddell and Scott, A Greek-English Lexicon, 1342.

65
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understand the meaning of sojourning vocabulary throughout Scripture and not to merely
trace one particular type of semantic relationship.

Further, to focus only on the relationship of derivation in the New Testament
would not be particularly fruitful, as there is an imbalance of agent-action occurrences;
the agent is prominent, with various apparently synonymous terms, but the action is
practically non-existent.> Perhaps one reason is that the sociological phenomenon of
temporary dwelling has changed. However, minority groups experienced dispersion
during the time of the Roman Empire. Another shift that became indirectly sociological
was the changing demographic of the people of God. With the establishment of the
Christian Church, becoming a member of the people of God no longer meant conversion
to Judaism. The result of a change in lexical data shifts the task from analyzing an agent-
action relationship to observing semantic differences in apparently synonymous terms
and drawing inferences accordingly.® Close examination reveals a relationship of
inclusion, which will be evident as the lexical data is presented.

The action of sojourning will not be neglected in this chapter, but it will not
occupy a prominent place in the analysis due to the scarcity of lexical data, and is
primarily subsumed by the use of the noun mapoikie, which means “a sojourn.”* Rather,
the lexical data lends itself to a field-oriented study of agent terms within the semantic
domain of sojourning with a comparison of the exegetical findings. The degree of

overlap between terms will be discernable through field-oriented analysis. There are two

? The action Tepoikéw is used only once in the Greek New Testament. In Luke 24:18, the two disciples on
the road to Emmaus when they did not recognize Jesus and presumed him to be sojourning through the land
and therefore unaware of the recent crucifixion.

3 There is one term in the semantic field, TpoonAutog, which shifts fields entirely in the New Testament.
That will be explained in the examination of lexical data.

* BDAG, 779; literally the stay of one who is not a citizen in the land in which he is staying.



67

distinct semantic fields that emerge with the vocabulary identified from the LXX. These
are the fields of “convert” and “sojourner.” In the New Testament, there is no longer
semantic overlap but rather complementary distribution, meaning there are no common
contexts of usage.” The details are examined below.

4.1 Convert

Although mpooniutog was the most frequent translation term for 73 in the LXX, its
range of meaning narrows in the New Testament and it becomes a technical term for a
convert to Judaism. Whereas mpooiivtog and other Greek translation terms for =3 are
sometimes used interchangeably in the LXX, mpoonivtog in the Greek New Testament is
not once used interchangeably with other terms previously identified in the semantic field
of sojourning.® By contrast, the other terms are at times used interchangeably with one
another in the New Testament.

In all four New Testament passages containing mpoofivtoc, the referent is a
convert to Judaism. First, Jesus condemns the Pharisees for converting someone to their
own distorted perceptions.” Although Old Testament Scripture indicates Gentiles more
commonly seeking entrance into Israel than Jews seeking converts from among the

Gentiles,® John Nolland explains that Jewish literature does claim efforts to convert

® For further information concerning relationships of synonomy, see chapter 1.3.1.

% Those other terms are yeLpag, neporkog, Tapenidnuog, and Eévog, although the first does not appear in the
Greek New Testament, and so cannot be examined further in this chapter. For further explanation,
particularly concerning the TpoofiAvtog not always being a foreigner to Israel, see Lev 19:34 and Deut
10:19. In those passages, Moses motivates compassion for the TpoofiAutog by reminding the Israelites that
they were mpoofidutor in Egypt. Perhaps this was for the sake of maintaining the rationale of identification,
although, based upon the exegetical data, it seems that during the time of the LXX translation mpooniutog
still had a broader denotation of “sojourner;” context was crucial for discerning conversion as a diagnostic
component of the referent.

’ Matt 23:15.

¥ According to God’s intention for the life of the Israelites as a light to the nations, Deut 4:1-8, and
evidenced from the condition of the =3 in ancient Israel, beginning with the “mixed multitude” that left
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Gentiles despite contrary evidence; Jesus could be referring to such an event in this
passage.9 It is also possible, however, given the dramatic nature of the language in the
passage, that Jesus is speaking figuratively. Further, Scot McKnight concludes that
although the Jews were “integrally related to the non-Jewish society in which they were
related,” ““...Judaism never developed a clear mission to the Gentiles that had as its goal
the conversion of the world.”" In either case, he is referring to a person who entered into
Judaism by conversion.

The other three occurrences are in the book of Acts, and certain discourse markers
make it clear that Luke is identifying converts to Judaism by his use of the term
mpoonAvtog. The first occurrence is 2:11. The narrative unit begins in verse five, with
“Now there were Jews living in Jerusalem.” Thus all of the groups subsequently listed in
the passage are Jews, either by birth or conversion, including the TpoorjAutot in verse 11.
Second is the mpoonAutog listed among the selected deacons in 6:5. The chapter begins
with the mention of a dispute among the Hellenistic Jews and the Hebrews, which
indicates that the concept of a proselyte is still in the context of Judaism, As yet, the
apostles had not expanded their witness beyond the Jews.

While expansion went next to the God-fearers, ¢popotpevol tov Beov, and this
began with Cornelius as recorded in chapter 10, the mention of mpooniutot in 13:43 still
refers to Jewish converts. There are both syntactical and theological reasons for this

assertion. Regarding syntax, Paul addresses two distinct groups, “men of Israel and you

Egypt with the Isrealites (Exod. 12:48). The inclusion of the = into Israel by circumcision is further
evidence. See chapter 2.1.1.

%John Nolland, The Gospel of Matthew: A Commentary on the Greek Text, New International Greek
Testament Commentary (Grand Rapids, MIL: Eerdmans, 2005), 933.

' Scot McKnight, 4 Light Among the Gentiles: Jewish Missionary Activity in the Second Temple Period
(Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 1991), 116-117. The investigation of this issue is beyond the scope of this
study.
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who fear God,” in a synagogue in Pisidian Antioch, recorded in 13:16; mpoofiAutoL were
considered full members of the present covenant community, per Old Testament teaching
summarized in chapter two.'' Therefore, while they may not have had land rights by
lineage, they had full covenant privileges and would be included in “men of Israel.” By
contrast, I. Howard Marshall explains that oi ¢ofoduevoL tov 6edv were uncircumcised
Gentiles who were therefore not considered members of the covenant people of God."
At this historical point in the spread of the gospel, only proselytes to Judaism were
considered full converts. Members of the covenant community, therefore, were
circumcised Jews who recognized Jesus as the promised Messiah. The narrative is
moving toward the climactic turning point of the Jerusalem Council, where a foreigner
who entered the covenant between God and Israel would no longer be distinguished by
physical circumcision from those who remained outside, but as yet mpoonivror would not
carry the connotation of including uncircumcised Gentile believers.

From the contexts described, it is clear that TpoofiAvtog had become a technical
term for a convert to Judaism, and so the meaning had narrowed from its original sense in
the LXX. Confirmation of this is the reference in Stephen’s speech to the captivity of the
Israclites in Egypt. While the LXX translators call the Israelites mpoofivtot in Egypt,
Stephen calls them naporkor. This indicates that, whether or not the LXX translators
were maintaining a parallel relationship between the Israelites in Egypt and the sojourner
in their midst, the use of mpoonAvtor did not create any semantic confusion, even though
the Israelites did not become converts to Egyptian culture during their captivity. But the

fact that Stephen uses a different term indicates there would have been semantic

'"'See chapter 2.1.1.2.
"2 1. Howard Marshall, Acts, The Tyndale New Testament Commentaries (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans,
2002), 183.
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confusion if he had used mposfiAutor."> This combined with the lexical data of
Tpooniutog in its New Testament contexts point toward it being a technical term for
convert to Judaism during New Testament times.
4.2 Sojourner: Synonymy in Syntagmatic Relationships

The other Greek terms used in the LXX to translate =3 contain both a relationship
of distributional equivalence and a relationship of inclusion in the Greek New
Testament.'* This is illustrated by the syntagms in Eph 2:19, 1 Pet 2:11, and Heb 11:13,
which are syntactically parallel to agim =3 in the Old Testament in that each passage uses
a hendiadys to convey the identity of the referent."”> In Eph 2:19, it is £évou kol mdpotkoy
that describes the status of those once outside the covenant brought into it permanently.
Although the passages represent three different authors, and we have noted the potential
fallacy identified by D.A. Carson of disregarding authorial distinction, the lexical sense
of the terms in context indicates their semantic overlap.'® The similarities in context will
make that clear. In Heb 11:13, it is £évor kal mapenidnuol that describes the perspective
of those with faith in God upon the temporal reception of eternal promises. In 1 Pet 2:11,
it is mepotkovg kal mapemdnuoug that describes the rationale for avoiding destructive
passions. In all three contexts, as will be subsequently explained, there is incompatibility
between the referent and the setting, and by logical deduction the referent ought to

remain excluded.

" Stephen also uses mdpotkog in the same speech to refer to Moses in the land of Midian. The LXX
translators also used mapotkog, but its consistent use by Stephen indicates that the people of God who were
distinct from surrounding neighbors and nations were understood as napotkor and not mpoofiAvtor by
Greek-speaking Jews in the first century.

" For further information on relationships of synonymy, see chapter 1.3.1.

'* See chapter 2.1.1.1.2.3.

' For further information, see chapter 1.2.
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With regard to Eph 2:19, the result is the scandalous nature of the gospel, which
gives those who were not seeking entrance and conversion into the people of God a
permanent position and inheritance. Even the mpooniutog under the Old Covenant did
not have an inheritance with Israel; he had access to the means of prosperity, but only to
serve a redemptive function for a period of time.!” Even though he was to be treated as a
full member of Israel, he did not share in the tribal inheritance since he was not born into
the line of Israel. By contrast, with his chosen terminology Paul reminds the Gentile
Christians that they were outside the covenant and yet are now brought near to God
through the blood of Christ.

The &vor kal mapoikor were further outside than a mpooriiutog, for they were
uncircumcised. The background for this group are the Old Testament contexts containing
731 and 2win, two Hebrew terms translated in the LXX as £évog and mapoikog
respectively.'® These were excluded because they had not submitted to the covenant
requirements and therefore posed a threat to Israel’s commitment to serve the Lord
exclusively. Any introduction of idolatry or immorality was excluded from the cultic life
of Israel, and typically the “1o3 and 2uin represented people who had neither pledged
allegiance to the Lord and His people through the covenant rite of circumcision nor
submitted themselves to the Mosaic law, although the ayin was more often shown
hospitality.'® This is evident in Paul’s explanation of the miracle of God’s saving grace
bestowed on those “being estranged from the commonwealth of Israel and strangers to
the covenants of promise” (Eph 2:12) because they were “called ‘uncircumcision’ by

what is called ‘circumcision.”” But the circumcision made without hands has come

"7 Lev 25:47. For further explanation, see chapter 2.1.1.1.2.
'® See chapter 3.1.4 for a distinction between £évdc and grrdTpLog.
" For further explanation, see chapter 2.2.2 and 2.2.5.
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through Christ, and thus those who previously were excluded are now included by means
of grace through faith in His death and resurrection. *° This is the reason for the
acknowledgement by the Jerusalem Council, recorded in Acts 15, that it was no longer
necessary for someone to submit to physical circumcision as a sign of conversion. This
distinction between a convert to Judaism and a convert to Christianity is the key to
semantic disunity with regard to mpoonAutoc between the Old and New Testaments.

In contrast to the Gentile believers in Eph 2:19, the referent of &évor kol
Taperidnuot in Heb 11:13 is the Old Testament believer who trusted in the faithfulness of
God to keep His promises. Specifically named prior to their identification as &évou kal
Tapenidnuor are Abel, Enoch, Noah, Abraham, and Sarah, followed by a host of others
named and unnamed beginning in verse 20. In this context of faith in God’s covenant
promises, those who lived according to this trust by faithful obedience are called £évou
kol Tepenidnuor with regard to the temporal fulfillment of those promises. They are
outside the paradigm of fulfillment indicated by accomplishment within one’s lifetime
because they participate in the means toward a greater end that spans the entire course of
human history and extends beyond.

Interestingly, Peter’s choice of words appears redundant on the surface, but
actually confirms the hypothesis of distributional equivalence in syntagmatic
relationships between mapenidnuog and mipoikog, with these terms subsumed under the
more general lexical sense of évog.  Diagnostically, £&évoc conveys a more general sense

of “strange,” whereas mapemnidnuog and mapoikog denote a specific type of person, namely

2 Cf Col 2:11.



a sojourner, strange to his environment.?! However, the contexts examined have
indicated that New Testament authors used &évog in conjunction with either Tapemnidnuog
or mepoLkog to convey together the sense of a sojourner, estranged from the setting of the
discourse in some manner. This is reflective of the use of ayim =3 as a hendiadys in the
Old Testament. The diagnostic component of being foreign-born complements the
lexical sense of &évog in that it conveys the sense of always being identifiable as one who
at least began as a stranger to the group which he entered. Further, mxpoikoug kot
Tapemdiuoug is the same phrase used by the XX translators to convey Abraham’s
identity as agim™; among the Hittites.** Perhaps Peter is drawing a connection here, as
these are the only two occurrences of this Greek phrase in the Old and New Testaments.
Just as Abraham had not yet received the promised inheritance and so was a sojourner in
the same land that would be received by his descendents, the Christians to whom Peter
writes are sojourners upon the earth, the land Jesus promised to his people.”

Peter identifies his audience as éxiextolc mapemdniuotg, “chosen sojourners,”
which reinforces the synonymy between the terms napoikog and mapemdniuoc, for he is
strongly urging his audience whom he loves, “ayamrol, TapakeAr®,” to abstain from
destructive passions in light of their identity, which is Tapoikoug kel mapemdnuoug,
namely ékAektolg mapemdnuorg. Further support for semantic consistency is Peter’s use
of mupoiking to identify the idea of sojourning in 1:17.2* The term mapemdfuog occurs
only these two times in 1 Peter, once in Heb 11:13, and as a translation for ayin in Gen

23:4. Given its meaning in context, and the fact that ndpotkog is the common translation

*' Liddell and Scott, A Greek-English Lexicon, 1189, 1337, 1342,

*2 Gen 23:4. See the discussion in chapter 3.1.3.

* Matt 5:5; Rom 4:13.

** Paul uses the same term to describe the sojourn of the Israclites in Egypt, Acts 13:17.
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for ayiin, it is reasonable to infer that the terms are distributionally equivalent and convey
the sense of “sojourner.” The people of God have been called out to live in a world that

embraces practices which are contrary to the direction God intends for His people and so
they are exhorted to remain strange to these ways.

From the analysis of these phrases, we can see the overlap between Eévoc,
Tapoikoug, and mapemdnuoug, as well as the distributional equivalence of mapoikovg and
Tapemdniuovc. Every context of mepotkoc and mapenidnuoc has been mentioned and
analyzed. However, the examined uses of £évog have all been in syntagmatic relationship
with either mapoikog or mapenidnuog. Attention needs to be paid to its use as a single
lexeme in other New Testament contexts, in order to determine if its lexical sense varies
with context, as ayin juxtaposed with 53 has a distinct lexical sense from its use alone in
the Hebrew Scriptures.”

4.3 Eévog: A broader semantic category

The uses of Eévog independent of mapoikog or mapenidnuog show continuity in
lexical sense from the Old Testament as a translation of *35; primarily and =3 once.”® First,
it simply means those who are outsiders in a community. This is clear from Matt 27:7, in
which the silver given to Judas for betraying Jesus is used to purchase a burial plot for
toi¢ &vorg. This confirms that they were outside the covenant people Israel, for they had
no land in which to bury their dead. The other instance with this meaning is Acts 17:21,
in which the &évoL were foreigners in Athens. Second, while still referring to outsiders,
the focus is on their need for mercy from the one challenged to show hospitality. Bruce

Malina in Colin Kruse’s commentary on the Epistles of John, remarks that the nature of

% For further explanation, see chapter 2.2.2.
* For further explanation, see chapter 2.2.5.
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hospitality is kindness extended toward strangers,”” which aligns with Jesus’ teaching that
mercy extended toward the &vog was a mark of true discipleship. This mercy toward the
stranger is hospitality, and a Scriptural example of its embodiment is Gaius’ reputation
for his behavior toward toito £évouc in his c:ommunity.28 As was mentioned in Chapter
3.1.2, the Eévog could also be the host, as Paul refers to his host as “6 £évog pov” in Rom
16:23. Finally, the referent can not only be a foreign person but a foreign god or
substance.” The record of Paul’s visit to Athens in Acts chapter 17 states that the
Athenians speculated Paul advocating the worship of évwv dapoviwv (“foreign
deities”),3 ¥ and Peter admonishes his audience to recognize that trials are not to be
received o¢ Eévou (“as foreign™), for they are actually part of the Christian experience
rather than foreign to it.>' Based upon this data, we can see that the meaning of Eévoc
retains its lexical sense in syntagmatic relationships with mépoikog and mapenidnuog, and
also gives a nuance to the referent that might not be evident from maporkog or
Topenidnuog alone,
4.4 Conclusions and Implications

As aresult of analyzing the lexical data surrounding the contexts and semantic
fields of =3 and =m, as well as the Greek equivalents, several conclusions can be drawn

and applications inferred. Some of these conclusions and applications illustrate

" Matt 25:35-44. Bruce J. Malina, in Colin Kruse, The Letters of John, The Pillar New Testament
Commentary (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 2000), explains that hospitality, as understood in the world of
the New Testament, was extended to strangers, for it was “the process by means of which the outsider’s
status is changed from stranger to guest” (215). Thus it was reciprocated not by persons, for a guest is no
longer a stranger, but by communities (1bid.).

** 3 John 1:5.

** This parallels the meaning of *13). See chapter 2.2.5 for further explanation.

* Acts 17:18.

*''1 Pet 4:12, cf. Matt 5:10-12,
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continuity of the semantics across the Old and New Testaments, while others indicate
discontinuity with the expanding demographics of the people of God.

The elements of continuity and discontinuity are intertwined in each concluding
point. First of all, New Covenant Christians have the same position before God as the
Israelites under the Old Covenant. It is a secure relationship characterized by grace and
initiated by God through deliverance. The Israelites were exhorted to remember their
status in Egypt, for they had been rescued and this memory ought to engender gratitude
reflected in love toward God and neighbor. It not only closes the gap between the
sojourner and the Israelite by “depicting the [sojourner] as a person who now occupies
the position that their forbears had,”* but also requires a rgﬂection and retelling in order
to shape and perpetuate their ethic.”

This crucial role of memory in fostering faithful obedience continues for God’s
people. We have been delivered from darkness and death and brought into relationship
with our gracious host.*® As underscored in Chapter 2, sections 2.1.1.1.2.1 and 2.2.2, the
Israelites had an advantage over the foreigners in their midst because of their access to
land and therefore a means of economic prosperity. Moses repeatedly reminded the
Israelites that they were to behave mercifully because the situation had been reversed in
Egypt and the Lord had delivered them from oppression in order to bring them into
freedom characterized by His rule over their lives. Reminders of God’s character,
faithfulness, and promises “stimulate the response of gratitude and obedience consistent

with such undeserved favor.”> By contrast, disobedience begins with forgetting.

32 Christiana van Houten, The Alien in Israelite Law, 54.
3 Ibid.

* Col 1:13-14.

** Christopher J. Wright, An Eye for An Eye, 27.
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Forgetting leads to a lack of gratitude and then to disobedience, which jeopardizes the
relationship, not because we gain God’s favor by obedience but our obedience reflects the
character of God. This enables His light to spread to the nations and thus His kingdom
expands as others submit their lives to His authority. We do well to remember that God
has set His love upon us and offered us the way of life simply because of His own
gracious intention.

This leads to the second point, namely the call to hospitality as a mark of holiness.
Jesus clearly carries this through, and though most New Covenant believers are ethnically
those who were outside Israelite lineage, once we are brought into the people of God we
are exhorted to share the love which has been set upon us and indwells us; that is, we are
to live a life in keeping with our baptism. Recall the power imbalance, discussed in
Chapter 2.1.1.1.2.1, between those born of Israelite lineage, and thus entitled to a land
inheritance, and those outside. Hospitality balances power because it offers to the one in
need access to resources necessary for prosperity. Eternal access and acceptance has
been granted by Christ. Once we become His we become stewards of all that is His. By
means of hospitality, we invite others into that same access and acceptance, to both
belong to Christ and to participate in His redemptive work in the world. We can offer
help from a distance and simply give in the direction of another, but this is not hospitality.
Hospitality offers life, and so it must involve the sharing of life. Therefore, whether we
are the ethnic native or foreigner, we are the spiritual sojourner with God, knowing that
He is our gracious host and that our temporal setting is to be tended in such a way that the

holiness of the God who compels our movement and has secured our relationship with
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Him is reflected in our lives.’® As a result, we offer hospitality in every realm of life, be
it for physical, emotional, intellectual, or political needs, with the aim of drawing those
yet far off into the same covenant relationship in which we flourish.

Our reflection of God’s holy character confirms our identity as ones who
recognize human dignity and thereby reflect the love of God to the nations, which is a
catalyst for their submission to His rule in their lives. This is concretely demonstrated in
acknowledging the potentially vulnerable position of those who are not native-born, even
more emphatically for the greater purpose of bringing all into covenant relationship with
God because we who were &évol kal mapoikor have been brought near by the blood of
Christ. While the distinctions are no longer simply between the native-born and foreigner,
they do not exclude ethnic distinctions. The help given to any who are strangers among a
community of God’s people or to a community estranged from God is mutual, because it
is help for those in need and growth in godliness for those who offer help. As Jonathan
Magonet asserts, speaking specifically of the Old Testament context, that “the =3...gives
something to us,...opens up our own latent generosity,...broadens our sense of humanity,
land] challenges our insularity and selfishness.”’ This can be said for any £évoc in our
midst or to whom we take the gospel, and the goal has been enlarged, as such individuals
are invited not only to join in covenant privileges and responsibilities, but also to partake
in an eternal inheritance through faith in the death and resurrection of Christ for the

atonement of their sins.

* Recall the summary of exegetical findings recorded in chapter 2.1.2.3, namely that the act of sojourning
recorded in the Old Testament was consistently initiated by a source outside the sojourner rather than the
sojourner himself. Further, the exegetical details pointed to the conclusion, recorded in chapter 2.3, that
“the dwelling and movement of one who is sojourning is externally compelled, relying on the stability of
relationships which will sustain the sojourner rather than stability of circumstances or one’s own volition,
and these factors distinguish it from other field-related terms,” 34.

*7 Jonathan Magonet, “Guests and Hosts,” Heythrop Journal 36 (1995): 420.
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In addition to this expansion of inheritance, there is a shift from the Old Covenant
to the New in the direction of the growth of God’s people. The foreign-born in the
ancient Near East could come into covenant relationship with the God of Israel by
submitting to the covenant rite of circumcision included in the Mosaic law. As
mentioned previously, the Council in Jerusalem confirmed that with the salvation secured
by Christ and offered to the nations, one born outside the covenant need not convert to
Judaism to be included. Further, the focus is no longer on outsiders seeking to convert
and join the covenant community but rather members of the covenant community going
to the nations and extending the call to those who have not necessarily sought
membership.

What a deepening of gratitude when we understand more about the place of the
sojourner in ancient Israel, and then see how much more has the one farther outside than
the proselyte, which is us who were far off, been brought near to God by the blood of
Christ. This understanding that deepens our gratitude generates an awe which fuels the
desire to participate in the call of Jesus who has all authority to command us to “go
therefore and make disciples of all nations, baptizing them in the name of the Father and
of the Son and of the Holy Spirit, teaching them to observe all that [he has] commanded
[us],” remembering that he is with us always, “to the end of the age.”® Let us, therefore,
remember our deliverance and live with such gratitude that we honor our Lord by

reflecting His holiness in extending hospitality to all yet to be redeemed.

% Matt 28:18-20 (ESV).
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