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PREFACE

This book proposes to briefly analyze the JELIP documentary hypothesis.

Although not dealing exhaustively with the subject, it does seem feasible

to pick up several crucial threads of the hypothesis and place them in a

different light from what is customary.

This has the disadvantage of opening the author to various criticisms.

The reader mr feel some chagrin at what appears to be a purely negative

project, suesting that the so-called "crucial threads" have been chosen

to do the greatest damage, and if the author had perhaps studied more stren-

uously into the matter, he would recognize a greater depth-in the positive

points for the hypothesis. The author sympathizes with these concerns, and

is only too painfully aware of the inadequacy of his presentation. However,

he feels compelled at this time to register his dissatisfaction with the

regnant literary hypothesis on what he believes to be good and sufficient

argumentation.

The burden of the presentation has been to produce pertinent facts

and then compare and contrast these data with particular central claims of

the documentary hypothesis. Certainly, such a "negative" task is advisable;

since there are many possible solutions to the Old Testament problem of the,

structure and formation of the historical books (particularly the Pentateuch),

it cannot be assumed that the final answer has been arrived at (albeit much

effort has already been put to the task. The conclusion is alarming to say,

the leastz the documentary- hypothesis is so woefully definient in a number

of crucial areas, that the only logical step is to totally reject it. Since

this borders upon "heresy-4' in Old Testament circus, the author requests

that an emotional reaction be suspended in favor of a careful sifting of the

facts.
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Although this book can undoubtedly be classified "negative," there

is a very real implication of a "positive" nature which prevades it. It

is implied throughout that the beat working hypothesis is unified author

ship, specifically in reference to the Pentateuch. A full-blown argument

is certainly not given. However, in opting for this ruling conception, the

author intends to show a reasonable respect for tradition. Furthermore,

he believes the trend in general literary studies is a powerful motivating

factor in the direction of unified authorship, while a careful study of the

particular literary phenomena of the Pentateuch points to a single creative

writer. And since Moses is claimed by the writings themselves to have written

or spoken large parts of the Pentateuch, he would seem to be a very likely

candidate for the authorship of the Pentateuch. But even this very "plausi

ble" hypothesis must be handled cautiously; when the account of Moses' death

is given in Deuterono LS-8, it would appear that more than strict Mosaic

authorship is required to explain all the phenomena of Pentateuch. In any

case, even it the reader may heartedly disagree with this working hypothesis,

it is thought here that many of the supposed incongruities of the Pentateuch

can often be given a more adequate explanation than with the JEDP hypothesis.

There is one area among others to which the author would have liked to

have directed greater attention. This is the vast field of ancient Near

Eastern languages and literatures " Since the Old Testament was composed

over an extensive period of time thousands of years ago, a modern reader

must become properly aware of Israelite culture and milieu in order to

appreciate and understand its literature; it is all too easy to read mean

ings from our own culture into that of another. Much light has already

been thrown upon the peculiarities and characteristics of Hebrew literature

by the rapidly accumulating archaeological and linguistic data. Although
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the author has only been able to make passing reference to various aspects

of this new knowledge as it impinges upon the documentary hypothesis, it

is hoped that the reader will be investigating this area further for himself.

Thanks should also be extended to the many authors whose views are

scrutinized and possibly brought in for occasional criticism in the follow

ing pages. Due attention has been given to a proper representation of

viewpoints, often by extensively quoting. This has hopefully been done

in a spirit of scholarship with a respect for reasoned discourse.
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INTRODUCTION

Many a hypothesis has been widely accepted at one time, but has later

been overturned and possibly replaced by a more satisfactory one. For in

stance, the geocentric theory that the sun, stars, and planets orbit the

earth was well-established for a long time; it was finally proven false in

the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries with the advent of modern astron

omical observation and methodology. Today, the mere mention of the Quantum

Theory of the atom and Einstein's Theory of Relativity indicate the revolu

tionary changes which are taking place in man's view of the universe. It

is generally true that further accumulation of data will interact with our

mental models, sometimes requiring the total abandonment of a previously

accepted theory.

One example of a theory which is widely publicized today, but which

lacks solid support concerns the.structure and formation of the Pentateuch.

Since the publication of Julius Wellhauseri1s Geschichte Israels I in 1878,

it has become commonplace to read and hear that the Pentateuch came into

existence by an extremely complex process of interweaving documents over

almost half a millennium.

Samuel Rofles Driver's Introduction to the Literature of the Old

Testament (1891) popularized Wellhausen's documentary hypothesis in the

English-speaking world

Driver whose description of the documents and their compilation is

representative of the theory as it is usually presented characterizes the

Its recent republication (Cleveland and New York: The World Publishing
Company, A Meridian Book, 196) shows the importance attached to this
book as well as the continued prevalence of the documentary hypothesis.
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four alleged documents of the Pentateuch in the following fashion:

J, a sigluin for Yahweh (sometimes spelled Jahweh), a name for God, is

claimed to have been written by an unknown writer in the Southern Kingdom

of Judah about 850 B. C. J readily impresses any scene upon the reader!s

mind, since life is powerfully delineated and dialogues exhibit an unsur

passed poignancy. There is a conscious ethical and theological posture

throughout the document, as well. J's representation of God is highly

anthropomorphic (i.e. as though God possessed the body and mind of a human

being). Yahweh is used as the name for God.

E, a sigluin for Elohim, a name for God, was written by an unknown

writer in the Northern Kingdom of Israel about 750 B.C. Although almost

the same material is covered in E as in J, E shows less theological reflec

tion and a more didactic presentation than J. God is depicted as convers

ing indirectly with man (e.g. by dreams). Elohim is employed as the name

for God.

D, a siglum for the Deuteronomic Code, was written prior to the reforms

carried out by King Josiah of Judah in 621 B. C. The main purpose of the

document was to centralize worship in Jerusalem by motivating the citizens

of Judah to abandon their thigh places" or local sanctuaries. D produces

an oratorical effect by its long and stately passages of exhortation. The

style is clear and flowing, free from archaisms, and showing a distinctive

coloring by repetitive words and phrases.

F, a siglum indicating the role of the priests in its composition, was

composed in various stages, including Ezekielts Holiness Code (Leviticus

]-26) about 570 B. C., until the final incorporation of the latest priestly

sections by Ezra in the fifth century B. C. P is concerned with a system

atic and thorough account of the origins and institutions of Israel. A
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wealth of details, giving genealogies, chronological notes, and descriptions

of sacrifice and ritual, coupled with an absence of figures of speech as

well as poetical and dramatic content, make P very stereotyped ar prosaic.

the document emphasizes a transcendent God and eschews anthropomorphisms.

Elohim, El Shaddai, and Yahweh are used as names for God.

Driver's presentation of the documentary hypothesis envisions an in

tricate scissors-and-paste procedure. The J document is written many cen

turies after the events which it describes. A century later another docu

ment, rather similar to J, is written, called E. After another century, a

compiler or redactor weaves the two documents together by inserting various

portions of the E document into the older J document. During the seventh

century B. C., another separate document (D) is written, purporting to be

Moses' farewell addresses. During the Babylonian Captivity and the post

exilic period, still another document is composed, the so-called P document,

which parallels much of the material already covered in J and E. At the

time of Ezra, P is divided into large and small sections, between which

parts of the other documents are inserted. The final picture is a compli

cated mosaic of all the documents. In many places, according to the docu

mentary hypothesis, the reader is confronted with several verses of one

document, followed by a few verses of another document, then perhaps another

section from the first document, etc.

How much actual evidence favors this complex theory? The following

discussion will critically assess the documentary hypothesis from several

perspectives. Chapter one, "A Short History of Literary Criticism" surveys

the documentary hypothesis in Biblical studies and general literature; it

is particularly important to note the rise and fall of trends in research.

chapter two, "Welihausen's Development Hypothesis" discusses an important
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contributor to the final success of the documentary hypothesis, which has

been virtually abandoned in the scholarly world today. Chapter three,

"The tDistinctive' Styles of J, E, D, and P" concentrates upon the supposed

individual traits of style of each document (e.g. the names for God).

Finally, Chapter four, "Duplications - Documents?" scrutinizes the claim

that the same event may be recorded two or more times by different documents.







I

A Short History of Literary Criticism

In order to fully understand and access the present views of the

structure and formation of the Pentateuch, it is worthwhile to study the

history of such hypotheses. First, the course of events in Old Testa

ment studies leading up to and following the presentation of the JEDP

documentary hypothesis will be examined. Then these events will be

viewed in the context of similar work done in general literature.

I. Literary Criticism

1. Early Developments

It was a German pastor, Henning Bernhard Witter,' who first advanced

the idea that the variation in the use of the Yahweh and Elohim indicated

that two documents had been fitted together to form the book of Genesis.

Witter's speculation, however, had very little impact at the time. The

next person to advance such a view was a French physician, Jean Astruc,2

who divided Genesis into two main sources and ten small documents. Although

no one paid much attention to Astruc's book for about thirty years, he is

usually recognized as the "Father of Higher Criticism." It remained for

the German scholar, Johann Gottfried Eichhorn,3 to divide all of Genesis

and two chapters of Exodus into two documents which he called J and E,

corresponding to the use of Yahweh and Elohim. He correlated alleged

"parallel accounts" with these sources and determined the stylistic

Jura Israelitarum in Palaestinarn 1711

2




Conjectures sur les memoires . . . de la Geriese 1753

3 Einleltung in das Alte Testament 1780-3
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characteristics of each document. Eichhorn's work was much more influen

tial than Astructs and really marked the beginning of the literary critic

ism of the Pentateuch.

2. The Fragment Hypothesis

The three men so far discussed had rather similar views regarding

the division of Genesis into documents, viz. that there were two main ones

with marked differences in style. However, other theories were appearing

to vie for the approval of Old Testament scholars. The so-called fragmen

tary hypothesis was the next to come forward, as presented by the Scotch

Roman Catholic priest, Alexander Geddes.1 Geddes suggested that the Penta

teuch was compiled in the time of King Solomon (tenth century B. C.) from

many small fragments, some of which dated back to the time of Noses. Ten

years later he was followed by Johann Vater,2 who divided Genesis into

thirty-nine fragments, which he felt had been put together in the time of

the Babylonian Captivity (sixth century B. C.).

3. The Supplement Hypothesis

While debate continued over these hypotheses, Heinrich Ewald,3 pub

lished a work in which he stressed the unity of Genesis, and suggested

that most of it was one foundation-document (Grundschrift) of early com

position. Ewald held that the Grundschrift had been supplemented later

by a writer using the name Yahweh for God, so his view came to be known as

1 The Holy Bible or, The Books Accounted Sacred by Jews and Christians
faiEhfully translated etc., vol. T-,'1772

2 Commentar 'iiber den Pentateuch etc., 1802-5

Die Komposition der Genesis kritisch untersucht 1823
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the supplementary hypothesis. Ewald was later supported by Friedrich

Bleek and Wilhelm de Wétte. Notice that this hypothesis contrasted sharp

ly with the fragment hypothesis, since only two distinct styles were now

recognized in the Pentateuch. Ewald had essentially returned to Eichhorn1s

two-document hypothesis, although they disagreed over whether certain

passages belonged to J or E. Although the work so far described has been

mainly that of Germans, the English were not to be entirely shut out of

the contest. John William Colenso,' the Anglican Bishop of Natal (South

Africa), claimed to have found many "flaws, inconsistencies and contra

dictions" in the Pentateuch, most of them in Ewaldts Grundschrift thus

weakening the supplement hypothesis in the eyes of many.

I. The Crystallization Hypothesis

Ewald 2 advanced the so-called crystallization hypothesis to account

for some of the inadequacies of the supplement hypothesis. Ewald suggested

that there had been an alternating series of J-and E-type writers building

up material around a small core to form the Pentateuch. This also fitted

Ewald's own observation that certain statements in J assumed the existence

of others in E and vice versa. However, the crystallization hypothesis

never became widely accepted.

. Development Hypothesis

While many were thus engaged in the task of dividing the Pentateuch

into small pieces and grouping the pieces into documents in accordance with

various literary criteria, others were constructing theoretical principles

1 The Pentateuch and Book of Joshua critically examined, 1862-1879.

2 Geschichte des Tolkes Israels l813-l8%
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by which to date the documents. The most important of these was the hypo

thesis hat Israel's religion must have developed from an earlier, primi

tive form to a later, advanced type. Views of this kind were given an

impetus by W. N. L. de Wette.' Looking at the reforms instituted by King

Josiah (described in II Kings 22-23), he noticed that they corresponded

very closely to the teaching of Deuteronomy. De Wette went on to say that

the "book of the law" found in the temple (II Kings 22.8) was actually the

book of Deuteronomy. But de Wettts speculation did not stop here; he

claimed that the book was a fraud which had been written by the priests and

hidden in the temple, in order that it might be "found" and used to advance

their own religious views. Thus a development ut Israel's religion is

postulated, an important step of which was alleged to be the "discovery"

of Deuteronomy in 621 B.C. Later critical scholars have held to this date,

although many of them have abandoned the "fraud" idea. The theme of develop

ment was continued in the teaching of Eduard Reuss (18O1-l89l), a popular

professor at Strassburg, who wrote little but had many students who became

influential. Reuss felt that the Biblical religion had developed by a

long process, during which monotheism arose from polytheism, worship became

more formal and centralized, and the laws became more complex. To this type

of development Wilhelm Vatke added a Hegelian-like philosophy of history,

by which one movement provokes a countermovement, the two later combining

(after a long period of struggle for ascendancy) to form a synthesis. Vatke2

reversed the Biblical order of the law and the prophets. He suggested that

1 Dissertatlo critica etc., 1805

2 Die biblische Theologie wisserischaftlich dargest.ellt 1835
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the prophets had developed the idea of one God, then fought the poly

theistic priests in the realm of theology and ethics. Finally, there

was a compromise in which the law was written, retaining both the ethical

monotheism of the prophets and the status and formalism of the priests.

6. Production of the JEDP Hypothesis

The hypothesis that the Pentateuch is made up of several documents

woven together and the hypothesis that Israel's religion developed from

primitive beginnings, combined to form the JEDP documentary hypothesis,

but not until several preliminary steps had been taken. Hermann Hupfeld1

sought to solve the problems of the supplement hypothesis by dividing E

into two sources and E2, so that there would now be three documents in

the first four books of the Pentateuch. Although many had previously

thought that there were two documents, each with a very different style

and a different name for God, Hupfeld now split E in two, claiming that

was filled with minute details including genealogies and statistics

(this document is now called P), whereas was mostly narrative, with a

style very much like that of J, but using Elohim as the name for God (this

second document was later given the old designation E). Thus, Hupfeld up

set an original criterion by which the sources of Genesis had been identi

fied, so that two different docuemnts now used Elohim as the name for God,

and the second Elohistic document was stylistically very much like J which

used Yahweh as the name for God! This was not the first time E had been

split into two documents, but Karl Ilgen2 had done this earlier without

1 Die Quellen der Genesis und die Art ihrer Zusammensetzung 1853

2 Die Urkunden des Jerusalemischen Tempelarchivi, etc., 1798







attracting much attention. Hupfeld also suggested that the documents

composing the Pentateuch had been written in the order P, E, J, D, and

that they had been put together by an editor or redactor. But Hupfeld's

ordering of the documents was not satisfactory to those who stressed the

development of religion. The complex laws of P could not have come first!

Therefore, Karl Heinrich Graf1 suggested that P be split up and the legal

material in it be dated even later than D. The Dutch scholar Abraham

Kuenen2 replied to Graf, arguing that P could not be split because of its

uniformity of style. He suggested that all of P should be dated after D.

With this revision, the stage was finally set for the appearance of

Julius Wellhausen's Geschichte Israels I, published in 1878. This book

contained no significant innovations in dividing the Pentateuch into

documents, but Hepfeld's view was stated brilliantly and the documents

were dated in accordance with the hypothesis that Israel's religion had

developed from a primitive to an advanced state. Welihausen's unusually

readable German style helped give the book a wide circulation, and the

developmental history of religion he presented found ready acceptance in

the Darwinian atmosphere of the latter nineteenth century. In Germany,

Welihausen's presentation of the theory almost immediately gained the

support of the younger scholars. The older men in Old Testament criticism

did not rush to endorse the view, but as men do not live forever, the

theory gained almost complete acceptance within a generation. In English

speaking countries, the JEDP documentary hypothesis spread more slowly but

Die geschichtlichen Biiher des Alten Testaments 1866

2 De Godsdienst van Israel 1869-1870

]-1



the major proponents of the theory, Samuel Rolles Driver arid William

Robertson Smith, eventually gained support for the view. Driver's

Introduction to the Literature of the Old Testament which appeared in

1891, has become a standard work on the documentary hypothesis in English.

7. Recent Developments

Since the time of Welihausen, there have been few changes in the

documentary hypothesis which have gained wide acceptance. However. many

outstanding scholars in Pentateuchal studies have advanced views which

differ on the number of documents from which the Pentateuch was formed.

Thus, Otto Eissfeldt' identified a lay document (L) in J which he claimed

had a nomadic outlook hostile to the Canaanite way of life. Julius

Morgenstern2 claimed to recognize a Kenite document (K), which was similar

to Eissfeldt's L, and was thought to have been used .in the reforms of King

Asa about 900 B. C. Robert H. Pfeiffer3 called the material in Genesis

1-11 (previously assigned to J) by the name S, standing for Mt. Seir in

Edom, much of which corresponds to passages in Eissfeldt's L. He claimed

this document was the earliest of all those in the Pentateuch, but that

it was added to the others last. Georg Fohrer divided Welihausen's J

into N arid J, the latter document reflecting the attitudes of the farmer

and the former those of the nomad. Thus, some of today's leading writers

1
Hexateuch-Synopse (Leipzig: J. C. Hinrichs, 1922)

2 "The Oldest Document of the Hexateuch," Hebrew Union College Annual ),
1927, pp. 1-138

"A Non-Israelite Source of the Book of Genesis," Zeitschrift ftir die
aittestamentliche Wissenschaft 48, 1930. pp. 66-73; Introductrn
the Old Testament (New York:iarper & Bros., 1941)




-

Einleitung in das Alte Testament (Heidelberg: Queue & Meyer, 196)
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in the field of Old Testament studies have felt the division of sources

generally accepted is false. They are each convinced that their newly

discovered document is very different from J In style.

In addition, various scholars who generally accept the documentary

hypothesis have attacked different features of it, so that virtually every

aspect of it has been questioned by several critical scholars. Some have

raised questions about the criterion of divine names as evidence of

different documents. Many have expressed doubt whether J, E and P were

ever separate documents written at different times. Even among those

who feel that J and E were separate, there is controversy over which was

written first. Finally, there have been doubts expressed about the origin

of D in the reign of Josiah, a result once hailed as assured.

It must be admitted that the majority of Old Testament scholars still

hold to a division of documents like that favored by Welihausen, even

though they have abandoned most of his development hypothesis. The

question to be answered is: Do they do so because the evidence favors it,

or are they caught in a traditionalism which will not leave a "sinking ship"?

II. Literary Criticism in General Literature

It will be valuable now to see how similar methods of literary cri

ticism have fared in the study of literature outside the Bible.

1. The Rise of Literary Criticism in General Literature

The beginnings of literary criticism in modern times can be traced

hack to the Renaissance. The first important triumph was achieved when

Loronzo Valla, a Latin scholar and Papal secretary, showed that the

Donation of Constantine was not genuine. This document, which clained to

be an official paper of the Roman emperor Constantine (fourth century A. D. )



and which assigned the central part of Italy to the Pope, was shown to be

a forgery, written several centuries after Constantine.

About this same time, the Dutch humanist, Erasmus, also questioned

the authenticity of a group of 148 letters reputedly written by Phalaris,

a tyrant, who ruled Sicily in the sixth century B.C. However, it was not

until 1699 that the Englishman Richard Bentley succeeded in showing that

these letters were written about 200 A. D. They were not intentional

frauds, apparently, but composition exercises by students.

In 1761 and 1763 two epic poems were published in Scotland, which

were later collected under the title The Poems of Ossian. These were pre

sented by James Macpherson as ancient Celtic epics, which he had found

and translated. In an age of great sentimentality and interest in the

heroism of primitive people, the poems became very popular. Goethe trans

lated them into Germane and Napoleon carried an Italian translation with

him on his campaigns. However, Dr. Samuel Johnson, the noted literary

critic, questioned their authenticity. When he was presented with the

"original manuscripts," he showed they were of recent origin. Nevertheless,

the controversy continued well into the nineteenth century. Today, it is

agreed that the poems are almost entirely Macpherson's own compositions,

with only a few links to poetry he had found in the Scottish Highlands.

2. Extremes of the WolfIan School

With the first flush of success these methods began to be applied

excessively by Frledrich August Wolf (179-l82I) and his followers. Work

ing especially with the Iliad and the Odyssey Wolf1 claimed that Homer

did not write them instead, they grew up by a natural process, being a

1 Prolegomena ad Homerum. 1795
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collection of songs sung by wandering Greek minstrels. Goethe was very

much impressed by Wolf's thesis at first. Later. however, Goethe

eluded that works of this caliber could not have been the result of a

haphazard process of collection. Later. Karl Lachrnann,1 following Wolf,

divided Homer's Iliad into eighteen separate lays, some of which were

supposed to have been intertwined when they were combined. Thereafter,

the prevailing view of the Iliad was that it had formed by "accretion,"

with a short poem, "The Wrath of Achilles" gradually accumulating additional

material in the course of several centuries (cf. George Grote's History

of Greece 1856, which reflects this view).

Another work which came under the scrutiny of excessive literary

criticism was Beowulf the oldest known Germanic epic. This work survived

to modern times in only a single manuscript (now lost), written in Anglo

Saxon. During the 19th century, critics, following the example of Wolf,

decided that Beowulf was the work of six authors, the earlier ones pagan

arid the later ones Christian. Again, it was thought that the material

was compiled rather haphazardly.

Likewise, Piers Plowman an Fkiglish work dating back to the 14th

century, was said to be the work of five writers. J. A. Manley wrote an

article in support of this view early in the 20th century, which may still

be found in the most recently revised edition of the Cambridge History of

English Literature

A somewhat similar situation developed in the study of medieval

1 Betrachungen iber Homers Ilias 1837-Ll

18



ballads. The Grimm brothers (of fairy tale fame) advanced a theory for

the communal origin of folk songs and ballads. These works, they claimed,

were produced spontaneously by the people during folk dances and similar

festive occasions. This view came to be summarized in the phrase. 'dag

Volk dichtet (the community composes poetry)."

Another important area affected by excessive literary criticism was

Shakespearean literature. The plays traditionally attributed to William

Shakespeare are recognized throughout the world as among the finest ever

written. However, not much is known about the life of Shakespeare, and

the fact that he left school at the age of fourteen led Herbert Lawrence,

shortly before the end of the eighteenth century to suggest that Shakespeare

could not have had the qualifications necessary to produce the works attri

buted to him. Thereafter, certain scholars began to suggest alternative

authors. William Henry Smith1 ascribed the literary endeavors of Shakespeare

to a noted contemporary, Francis Bacon. Certain phraseology common to both,

together with Bacon's well-attested intellectual gifts had led to this

suggestion. Later, others extended this reasoning to the point that it

seemed as if most of Elizabethan literature had been written by Bacon.

This suggests that the phraseology was characteristically Elizabethan

rather than an individual style. Further extremes were reached by Donnelly2

when he claimed that Bacon had written secret messages in the plays to

show that he wrote them. Donnelly's methods of deciphering "messages" were

Bacon and Shakespeare, 1857

2 Great Cryptogram 1888
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so arbitrary that virtually anything could be found in the plays. Con

sequently, the Baconian authorship theory is generally discredited today.

In the meantime, other writers or noblemen of the period were suggested

as authors of the plays attributed to Shakespeare but none of these views

has been widely accepted.

3. The Decline of Literary Criticism in General Literature

One of the earliest events to cast doubt on some of the results of

excessive literary criticism in general literature came in 1887 with the

discovery of some old manuscripts in a house where the German poet, Goethe,

had lived as a young man. Goethe had worked on his masterpiece Faust

throughout most of his life, finally completing it shortly before his

death in 1832. Some years later, Wilhelm Scherer,' a noted philologist,

applied the principles of literary criticism to the first part of Faust

showing that some sections were written when Goethe was more idealistic

while others were composed under the greater disillusionment of a later

period. These results were hailed as important achievements of literary

criticism at the time. However, the manuscripts later discovered by irh

Schmidt2 included an early version of Faust showing that Scherer's assign

ment of passages to different periods of Goethe's life using stylistic

criteria was incorrect when objective, external evidence came to light.

In the study of ballads and early prose narratives, the idea that

works were composed by groups has fallen into disfavor. Louise Pound

1 Aus Goethes frihzeit (Strassburg, 1879)

2 Goethes Faust in uraprnglicher Gestalt 1887
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summarizes her findings as follows:

Songs composed and sung by individuals and songs sung by groups of
singers (or "throngs," if you prefer) are to be found in the most
primitive of living tribes. That in the earliest stage there was
group utterance only, arising from the folk-dance, is fanciful hypo
thesis. That primitive song is of group composition

or collaboration,
not individual composition, is quite as fanciful.

Her view is corroborated by Paul Radin:

I think we can safely dismiss all theories of communal authorship.
The evidence at our disposal today proves overwhelmingly that poems
and prose narratives are composed by individuals, no matter how
communal the setting in which they are composed. Nor is there eiy
reason for believing tat at any time in the history of the world
it has been otherwise.

As regards medieval literature. it. W. Chambers and others have

pointed out that, although these works show a combination of ideas from

different sources, the quality of composition does not allow merely stick

ing lays together. Chambers well remarks, "Half a dozen motor-bikes can

not be combined to make a Rolls-Royce car."3 Concerning the view that

Beowulf was the work of both pagan and Christian writers, he says:

But most students have long ago abandoned the attempt, and have come
to agree that 'the Christian elements are, almost without exception,
so deeply ingrained in the very fabric of the poem that they cannot
be explained away as the work of a reviser or later interpolator.
Whilst the episodes are all but free from these modern influences,
the maip story has been thoroughly inbued with the spirit of Christ
ianity.

Similarly, only a few scholars today argue for the multiple authorship

1 Poetic Origins and the Ballad (repub. New York: Russell and Russell,
1962), p. 25

2 "Primitive Literature" in The World Through Literature (ed. Chanter,
Laird, London: Peter Owen fluted. 1959), p. 3

Man's Unconquerable Mind (London: Jonathan Cape, 1939). p. 63-b

Ibid p. 62
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of Piers Plowman most thinking that William Langland was the sole author.

It is true that the recently reprinted Cambridge History of English Lit

erature still contains an old article advocating multiple authorship, but

Helen Gardner is bold to say:

The importance of the single author and the single work dominates
literary studies, as can be seen if the plan and treatment of the
new Oxford History of English Literature, now in progress, i com
pared with that of the old Cambridge History.1

In Homeric studies there has been a strong shift toward the unity

of the Iliad and the Odyssey, although many still think the two have

different authors. Of course, no one argues that Homer made up his

material from nothing, so there may well be sources behind Homer, but

this does not necessarily deny the unity of authorship. C. N. Bowra dis

cussing the criticism of Homer, admits that the Iliad contains some in

explicable contradictions, but these do not indicate multiple authorship:

Homer's name, remembered and honoured, is perhaps the best evidence
for his early fame and influence, and the best answer to those who
think that the Iliad is the work of several great poets and several
bunglers. Even the Odyssey in antiquity was sometimes taken from
him, but the Iliad remained his till scientific criticism strained at
the gnat of some difficulties in composition, and swallowed the camel
of multiple authorship. The credit for the Iliad rests primarily
with Homer who gave the poem its shape, its unity 0±' character and
style, its dramatic impetus and high, imaginative life. Such gifts
come only from genius, and genius does not belong to compilers or
guilds.2

Albert Guerard summarizes the present situation regarding Homer as follows:

internal evidence, of a convincing nature, reveals a commanding
artistic personality. To dissolve Homer into a myth or a committee,

I Business of Criticism (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1959) p. 97

2 Tradition and Design in the Iliad (Oxford, 1930) p. 270







much stronger acid would be needed than the Wolfian school has
been able to supply.'

In the study of Shakespeare, the theory of Baconian authorship was

never widely accepted among scholars and is considered absurd today. The

article "Shakespeare" in the Encyclopedia Britannica says:

Thus a kind of thesis which finds its motive in the assumed impro
bability of the possession of abnormal literary genius by an actor
who left school at lL, has accumulated through all its variants a
mass of improbabiliies not to be matched in speculative research
on any other field.

A somewhat less radical view of the Shakespearean plays is discussed by

Rene Wellek and Austin Warren:

" . . the work of Dover Wilson more legitimately belongs to "higher
criticism." Wilson makes very large claims for the method: "We can
at times creep into the compositor's skin and catch glimpses of the
MS through his eyes. The door of Shakespeare's workshop stands
ajar." No doubt, the "bibliographers" have thrown some light on the
composition of Elizabethan plays and have suggested, and possibly
proved, many traces of revision and alteration. But many of Dover
Wilson's hypotheses seem fanciful constructions for which evidence
seems very slight or even completely lacking. Thus Dover Wilson has
constructed the genesis of The Tempest. He claims that the long
exposition scene points to EE itnce of an earlier version in
which the pre-history of the plot has been told as a loosely con
structed drama in the style of The Winter's Tale But the slight in
consistencies and irregularitieTnline arrangement, etc., cannot
yield evn presumptive evidence for such farfetched and needless
fancies.




'

Not only has excessive literary criticism now been rejected in so

many works of general literature that its application to the Bible almost

stands alone, but the principles themselves by which such "criticism" is

1 Preface to World Literature (New York: Henry Holt and Company, 19140) p.72

2 Encyclopedia Britannica

3 The Theory of Literature (New York: Harcourt Brace & Co., 19149) p. 55
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conducted have recently come under general attack. Richard Altick says:

The determination of authorship requires the gathering and judicious
assessment of as much evidence, both internal and external, as can be
found. Internal evidence is normally more abundant, but it is also
very slippery. The premise underlying its use is that every author's
work has unique idiosyncrasies of style . . . Theoretically, this
manner of proceeding is legitimate enough, and some of the results thus
obtained have won wide acceptance. Many authorship studies, notably
in the later nineteenth century and early twentieth, laid claim to
scientific rigor, arid were published with an imposing panoply of
statistical charts and tables. F. G. Gleay's Shakespeare Manual (1878)
is an easily accessible example of such work.1

If it is to be admitted that "unique idiosyncrasies of style" may be valu-

able in determining authorship, there may still be problems. Altick

continues:

Sometimes, too, the styles of several authors, all of whom may have
contributed to a work, are so similar that differentiation of their
respective portions is impossible. Though we know that half a dozen
men (Swift, Arbuthnot, Pope, Gay, Parnell, and the Earl of Oxford)
composed the Memoirs of Martinus Scriblerus e cannot positively
isolate the contributions of any one of them.

The easy assumption of multiple authorship has come on hard times, as

Helen Gardner points out:

In field after field theories of composite authorship, earlier ver
sions, different strata have been discarded. The kind of analysis
which was once thought to be the particular duty of literary critic
ism is now markedly out of fashion. The assumption today is more and
more in favour of single authorship, unless there is clear external
evidence to the contrary, and of taking works as they stand and not
postulating earlier versions to account for inconsistencies. Even
die the inconsistencies in the work as published are as glaring as
they are in The Faerie Queene most people would agree with Professor

. S. Lewis that it is "quite impossible to reconstruct historically
the phases in Spenser's invention of which particular inconsistencies
are, so to speak, the fossils", and would applaud him for taking the
poem as it exists and not speculating on its growth . . . ."Schools of
influence" are out of fashion. Old disintegrating theories which

The Art of Literary Research (New York: W. W. Norton &c Co., Inc.,l963) p. 69

2 [}id p 71
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assumed that Shakespeare spent much of his career revising other
men's plays, and later attempts to show him as almost continuously
engaged in revising his own, theories of Beowulf being based on
heroic lays, and later theories of a pre-Christian Beowulf were all
in the air, or at least being debated, thirty years ago, although
they were then being increasingly challenged. The modern under
graduate is not troubled with these discussions. Occam's razor has
been applied to the critical postulates beloved by nineteenth
century scholars. The modern scholar or critic concentrates in the
first place on making what he can of his text as it has come down
to him. There has been a strong reaction against the study of even
extant and known sources, much more against the discussion of hypo
thetical ones.'

Even in the case of a work generally recognized to be of multiple author

ship, such as the Indian epic Mahabharata division into component

documents is uncertain. Charles Drekmeier says:

Hopkins many years ago concluded that the original narrative core of
the epic is impossible to isolate from the later mythical and moral
istic accretions, and few pre ent-day students of the Mahabharata
would question this judgment.

L. Conclusion

We have briefly examined the history of the application of literary

criticism to the Pentateuch. In the course of the past 200 years various

conflicting views have been held regarding the number, extent, age and

stylistic characteristics of the documents alleged to make up the Penta

teuch. Following the publication of Wellhausents work, many felt "assured

results" had been obtained. The last fifty years have raised serious

doubts about this, and the diversity of present views should cause one to

ask whether the criteria used to isolate documents are as objective as

popularly claimed.

- Business of Criticism (Oxford, 1959) p. 97

2 Kinship and Community in Early India (Stanford: Stanford University Press,
1962) p. 132
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The sterility of results produced by similarly excessive methods

in general literature have now been recognized. The problem of dividing

a literary work into documents when it is known to be of multiple author

ship is almost impossibly difficult unless known examples of the authoré'

individual writings are available. Without definite external evidence

for multiple authorship, the practice of dividing documents becomes ex

tremely uncertain. Perhaps the proponents of the JEDP documentary hy

pothesis should abandon ship.
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II

Welihausen' a Development Hypothesis

It was Welihausen's genius to combine a particular form of the docu

mentary hypothesis (JEDP) with an irresistible developmental history of

Israel's religion. However, an ever-growing number of today's Old Testa

ment scholars have rejected this theory of the development of Israelis

religion and religious institutions. Many nevertheless still "cling" to

the documentary hypothesis, claiming that it stands or falls apart from

Wellhausens particular theory of Hebrew religious development, but

thorough investigation shows that the two are tightly interconnected. It

would therefore seem natural to suspect the documentary hypothesis when

the evolutionary history is torn away.

1. Alleged Development

Welihausen claimed that there was a development of religious ideas in

Israel's history as one proceeded from the earlier to the later documents.

For instance, in J, God was viewed in an anthropomorphic way (i.e. as if

He possessed the body and mind of a human being), such that He could be

described as taking off the Egyptians' chariot wheels when they pursued

the Israelites in their escape from Egypt (Exodus lb.25). However, P's

representation of God depicted a more transcendent Deity whose glory is

veiled by a cloud (Exodus 21.i.16f).

Another significant illustration of the development of religious ideas

in Israel's history was the purported unfolding of Israel's monotheism from

animistic and polytheistic beginnings. For example, animism was claimed

to shimmer through the account of Jacob sleeping on a stone pillow at Bethel

(Genesis 28.18), since the stone was said to be most likely a cult object.

The revolutionary change to monotheism (i.e. Yahweh was the only God, as
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opposed to the gods of the heathen nations) purportedly came in the eighth

century B. C. when prophets such as Amos and Isaiah injected this idea in

to Israel's religious thought for the first time.

It was also claimed that there was a development of Israel's relig

ious institutions. Whereas in J and E, a grateful man could offer his

sacrifice anywhere to his God, D urged a central sanctuary and the destruc

tion of any other altars, and P constantly assumed that there was only one

proper place for sacrifice, viz. the temple in Jerusalem. Wellhausen

further claimed that J and E made allowance for a refuge at any altar

throughout the land when a man unwittingly committed a crime, while D

specified three particular cities, and P enumerated six cities espec

ially set aside as cities of refuge. Concerning the priesthood, in J

and E, the heads of the family were allowed to offer sacrifices. In D,

the Levitical priest was the only authorized official to carry out this

function, which was further narrowed to the family of Aaron in P.

2. Rejection of Welihausen's Development Hypothesis

Modern Old Testament scholars have reacted against this picture of a

rigid evolutionary development of Israel's religion. W. F. Aibright,

Professor Emeritus of Semitic Languages at Johns Hopkins University and

one of America's foremost archaeologists, has stated:

We may observe that such uncripromising rigidity of unilinear evolu
tion is without good historical parallel and that historical evolu
tionary processes are more given to oscillation than to advance in
a straight line . . . While interpolation is often quite justified
where the line of historical evolution is fixed by earlier and later
data, extrapolation, where only data of later date are known, is per
ilous to the highest degree and ought to be abandoned by historians.1

1 Archaeology and the Religion of Israel(Lith ed., Baltimore: The Johns
Hopkiñ Ps 7l) p. 2OL, Yootnote 37
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Aibright's position is not unique. G. 1rnest Wright of Harvard

University has written a book which undercuts Wellhausenian assumptions

oi unilinear developmental development. He says:

In the first place, it is increasingly realised today that the attempt
to make of the Old Testament a source book for the evolution of re
ligion from the very primitive to highly advanced concepts has been
possible only by means of a radical misinterpretation of the liter
ature. In the history of Israel as in the history of other peoples
there are numerous primitive survivals. I it possible to construct
a system out of them in Israel and thus presume that we have defined
early Hebrew religion? One cannot do this we now know with the con
temporary polytheisms f Egypt, Canaan, or Babylon, nor for any known
religion of the ancient world. Doubt must therefore be thrown on
any picture of the God of Israel which attempts to portray him as a
purely localised, anthropomorphic, nature deity, limited to tribe,
shrine, or mountain, pacified by human sacrifice, a crude, cap
ricious little despot whose hate and cruelty are unlimited by any
moral consistency of character. It would be very difficult to find
a parallel to such a god among any of the gods of the time. One
must therefore become suspicious of the methodology, which claims to
discover such a deity, and to examine more carefully the modifying
and contrary evidences in the oldest narratives and collections of law.

James D. Smart follows suit by saying:

Such a viewpoint is a historical curiosity in the mid-twentieth cen
tury. We are only to acutely aware that the natural course of de
velopment in religion and morals both for individuals and nations is
as often downward as upward. No Old Testament historian of today
would any longer be attracted by the old schema, since for him the
history of Israel's religion follows a zigzag line, with the primi
tive and highly developed forms of religion side by side in most
periods. But it was convincing to an earlier day and contributed
heavily to the triumph of historicisin.2

George E. Nendenhall writes:

The generally accepted account of Israel's history and religion pro
duced by Wellhusen and popularised during the late 19th and early
20th centuries survives, to be sure, today. It is especially among

The Old Testament Against Its Environment (Chicago: Henry Regnery Co.,
TOp. 12-13

2 The Interpretation of Scripture (Philadelphia: Westminster Press, 1961)
x-" '--
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non-specialists, that it is accepted as indubitably valid, and par
ticularly- among those who would claim the label "liberal,," religious
as well as secular. Yet, Wellhausen*s theory of the history of
Israelite religion was very largely based on a Hegelian philosophy of
history, not upon his literary analysis. It was an a priori evolu
tionary scheme which guided him in the utilization o? his sources
Such evolutionary schemes have been rejected nearly everywhere else

it is difficult now to see what excuse there is for accepting
an evolutionary pattern which would have ancient Israel develop from
a primitive animism or even polytheism to ethical monotheism within
a period of five or six centuries, when we now have abundant evidence
to show that the religious community of ancient Israel emerged not
at the beginnings of history, but at the end of a very civilized, sop
histicated, and cosmopolitan era. Though there are many scholars who
still hold to the evolutionary pattern of Welihausen, many adjustments
in detail have been made, and it is at least a justified suspicion
that a scholarly piety toward the past, rather then historical evi
dence, is the main foundation for their position. 1

Frank N. Cross makes this cogent statement:

Today the Old Testament lies in a new setting. The horizons of
ancient Near Eastern history have been pushed back. Israelite his
tory can no longer be made to climb he three-flight staircases of
Welihausen's Hegelian reconstruction.

Finally, John Bright states:

To the theory of documents there was added at this time most notably
by Welihausen himself, a reconstruction of the history of Israel's
religion. This had its ultimate origin in the philosophy of Hegel as
applied to the religion of Israel by certain scholars of the school of
W. N. L. De Wette (l78O-l8L9), notably J. F. L. George and W. Vatke.
It was held by proponents of this school that an evolutionary pattern
was observable in all of human history, and in the history of Israel
no less than elsewhere. . . This was the theory which dominated Old
Testament studies a generation ago . . . It is probable that thirty-
five years ago few could have believed that it would ever be super
seded . . . Yet, secure as this critical orthodoxy may have seemed
then, forces were already at work which would eventually undermine it.
These forces were various, many of them lying beyond the scope of
this paper. Not least of them was the fact that the philosophical
underatructure upon which the whole scheme rested, and which lent to

1 "Biblical History in Transition," The Bible and the Ancient Near East
ed. G. Ernest Wright (Garden City, York: bTay & Co.,Inc., l96l
pp. 32-33

2 "The Priestly Tabernacle," The Biblical Archaeologist Reader, eds. G. E.
Wright and D. N. Freedman (Garden City,New York: Doubleday & Co., Inc.,
1961) pp. 203-2014
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it an aura of self-evidence, fell into discredit . . . More posi
tively, the amazing access of knowledge regarding the ancient Orient
and Israel - which recent years have brought has served to throw the
critical theories of yesterday into question and to show that a re
vision of them is required so drastic as to amount to virtual aban
donment.l

All the above quotations reject Welihausen's reinterpretation of

Hebrew religious history very emphatically. The idea of a unilinear

historical process is a carry-over from nineteenth century thought.

Israelite religion, as well as other historical phenomena, must be viewed

in all their ups and downs. The new appraisal of Israel's religious his

tory is particularly dependent upon the revolution which has occurred in

ancient Near Eastern studies. Archaeology has undoubtedly been the leader

in this progress. Wellhausen had been extremely sceptical of the histor

ical value of the Pentateuch. In fact, his scepticism was so extensive

that he claimed that very little of the primitive history was not adulter

ated and reconstructed to conform with the time in which the history was

written down. Since little extra-biblical data existed to confute his

ideas during the nineteenth century, it remained for twentieth-century

scholars to relate Welihausen's theory to the current upsurge in new know

ledge of Israel and surrounding cultures in the ancient world. The result

was not flattering to Wellhausen's reconstruction of Hebrew religious

history. A full-orbed treatment of recent archaeological advances is not

necessary or desirable here, but their cumulative effect has been to gen

erate a good deal more respect for the historicity of the early narrative,

laws, genealogies, etc. of the Pentateuch.

"Modern Study of Old Testament Literature," The Bible and the Ancient
Near East ed. G. Ernest Wright (Garden City-,New YorkToTedáy &
Company, Inc., 1961) pp. 3-S
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3. Specific Arguments Against Wellhausents Development Hypothesis

Although a radical shift has occurred in modern Old Testament scholar

ship to discredit Welihausen's development hypothesis, remnants of the view

are still very evident in the most recent presentations of Israel's religion

and history. Thus, specialized consideration of several points in Wellhau

sents theory will be presented here.

The alleged development of monotheism in Israel's history has been

questioned from several sides. For example, anthropological studies have

recently shown that many polytheistic groups show monotheistic signs at

an earlier date. Although unilinear development from polytheism to mono

theism was in vogue seventy years ago, anthropologists have now begun to

present an argument which proceeds in the opposite direction, from mono

theism to polytheism.

Furthermore, many of the supposed animistic or polytheistic elements

found in the Pentateuch are either read into the text or supported by an

inadequate methodology- of comparative religions. Jacob's sleeping on a

stone pillow at Bethel says nothing about it being a cult object, possibly

related to the stone pillars which the Canaanites erected beside their

altars on the high places. Many other examples of polytheistic influence

disappear when statements and accounts are examined thoroughly.

The view of different conceptions of God between the various docu

ments will also not stand up under close scrutiny. The seeming differ

ences in the ideas of God between J and P, for example, are expected in

light of the differences in the actual content of the documents. If P is

primarily lists and genealogies, there would be less opportunity in it for

an anthropomorphic representation of God than in J which has long sections
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of narrative material. However, properly interpreted, J's view of God is

lofty. Israel's God is the God who enters into history. In order to con

very this idea to man, more than abstract concepts are required. Anthro

pomorphisms when they are not pressed unduly can be extremely graphic lit

erary devices which capture the power of God in history. It should also

be noted that P does not uniformly give a "transcendent" view of Deity.

One instance of an anthropomorphism in P occurs in Genesis 2.2 where God

is said to rest on the seventh day.

The alleged development of religious institutions according to Well

hausen's reinterpretation has some serious shortcomings. Since 3 and E

are assigned most of the narrative sections in Genesis, it is, of course,

easier to support the view that J and E present a grateful man offering

his sacrifice anywhere to his God, since this view is largely absent from

the rest of the Pentateuch.

The law of the one sanctuary (Deuteronomy l2.) is not necessarily a

later development, since in the immediate context, it is explicitly applied

to the time when God will have given the Israelites rest and safety from

their surrounding enemies (vs. 10). Furthermore, the assertion that P

knows no pre-Mosaic sacrifice but only sacrifice at the temple in Jeru

salem is based on a dubious argument from silence; one cannot be sure P

was a complete document.

In the case of asylum, it isn't explicitly stated in J or E that any

altar throughout the land could serve as a place of asylum. For instance,

2/.t3 Exodus 23.13 (E) is projected into the future when God will appoint a

place. Although an altar is mentioned in the next verse (vs. its), this

need not be equated with the place of asylum.
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The alleged development of the priesthood also breaks down. Before

Israel was a nation, it was natural for a family head to perform the sac

rifices as presented in J and E. The setting apart of Aaron's family to

offer sacrifices in P should then be viewed ceremonially rather than in

a moral light; the ceremonial regulations were conducive to good order

when Israel became a nation. It also should be noted that D does not

state that all the Levites could offer sacrifices.

1. Conclusion

There has been a serious reaction against Welihausen's reinterpre

tation o± Hebrew religious history among Old Testament scholars in recent

years. There is a dissatisfaction with unilinear developmental theories

of the nineteenth century. In no small measure, the new data coming from

the discovery of archaeological materials in the ancient Near East have

challenged the naive historical reconstruction of Israel's religion pro

posed by Welihausen. However, Wellhausents reinterpretation of Hebrew

religious history provided the philosophical underatructure of his docu

mentary hypothesis. Welihausen himself admitted:

It is only within the region of religious antiquities and dominant
religious ideas - the region which Vatke in his Bibliache Theologie
had occupied in its full breadth, and where the ieal battle first

1kindled - that the controversy can be brought to a definite issue.

Since Wellhausen's dominant religious ideas have been challenged by modern

scholars, the next step logically is to question the structure which is

closely tied to his religious ideas, viz. the JEDP documentary hypothesis.

1 Prologomena to the History of Israel, trans. J. S. Black and A. Nenzies
(Edinburgh: Aaa Charles Taciç T88)
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III

The "Distinctive" Styles of J, E, D, and P

As discussed above, documentary
hypotheses

were first formulated by

observing the variation in the use of te Yahweh and Elohim. In fact,

this criterion of the divine names has been used to distinguish two of

the documents, viz. J and E. However, the stylistic differences be

tween the docuineits were much further, elaborated, so that in final for

mulation of the documentary, hypothesis by Welihausen, the criterion of

divine names was only one among hundreds of alleged differences in style.

1. Varying Names for God

From a practical point of view, the varying names for God seem to

provide the clearest proof for the documentary hypothesis. In the history

of Pentateuchal criticism, this phenomenon first caught the attention of

documentarians such as Witter, Astruc, and Eichhorn. It is striking that

in the first chapters of Genesis there is an initial concentration of

Elohim which then abruptly changes to a concentration of Yahweh and Yahweh

Elohirn. Documentary hypotheses could logically explain this phenomenon

by positing documents which used one or the other of the divine names.

One often hears a form of this argument, used with great persuasive

ness, which overlooks the fact that Yahweh is actually used more frequently

than ELohim in all the documents. Even in E, Yahweh is used three or four

times more frequently than Elohim, and in F, Yahweh predominates over

Elohim at least five. As a matter of fact, the stylistic criterion of the

varying names for God only works if it is restricted to the book of Genesis

and the early chapters of Exodus. It is an over-simplified view which

simply states that J is characterized by Yahweh whereas E and P use Elohim.

Nevertheless, the impression is often given, particularly in popular
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presentations, that the varying names for God distinguish the documents

throughout the Pentateuch.

The form of the argument as actually presented in the documentary

hypothesis does not state that E and P were restricted to Elohim. The

real determinative factor is when each document introduced Yahweh for the

first time. E introduces Yahweh at Exodus 3.14: "And God said unto Moses,

I AM THAT I AM: and he said, Thus shalt thou say unto the children of

Israel, I AN hath sent me unto you" ("I AN" is translated from a Hebrew

word which is related to !ahweh). Finally, P uses Elohim until reaching

Exodus 6.3: "And I appeared unto Abraham, unto Isaac, and unto Jacob, by

the name of God Almighty, but by my name JEHOVAH was I not known to them"

("JEHOVAH" translates the same Hebrew word which is translated Yahweh).

In this form of the argument, the varying names for God provide indices

for discriminating the documents only in Genesis and the early chapters

of Exodus. It is important to keep this limitation in mind.

Clearly, the understanding of Exodus 3.14 and Exodus 6.3 is crucial.

Do these verses actually teach that Yahweh was not used previously? Exodus

6.3 appears to definitely state that Yahweh was being introduced for the

first time to Moses. But, before jumping to this conclusion, the verse

should be studied carefully in the Hebrew. One discovers that it is also

possible to translate the last clause in the verse as a rhetorical ques

tion: "By my name LORD was I not known to them?" This slight change totally

reverses the argument that Yahweh was being introduced for the first time.

In Exodus 3.14 the alleged transition from Elohim to Yahweh is even more

obscure. The verse doesn't explicitly state that Yahweh was never used

previously. In fact, in Exodus 3.14, if the name for God was going to

make any sense to the children of Israel, it had undoubtedly been used
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previously by them.

Even granting the interpretation of the verses according to the

documentary hypothesis, a serious problem results. One must believe that

the various compilers of the Pentateuch followed a blind mechanical pro

cess in interweaving the documents. Thus, E introduces Yahweh for the

first time at Exodus 3.14. The compiler of J and E doesntt attempt to

reconcile E's view of when Yahweh was introduced for the first time. He

incorporates this view into the final compilation as well as blending the

documents elsewhere, irrespective of their use of !ahweh or Elohim. P

omits !ahweh prior to Exodus 6.3, but the final redactor of the Penta

teuch is apparently unbothered by this, and proceeds to interweave P into

the already composite narrative. It is highly conjectural that such a

process ever occurred. A programmed computer might be a likely candidate

for such a blind procedure but not intelligent human beings.

Other problems can be posed for the argument of the varying names for

God. It was remarked above that a prime example of the divine names occurs

at the beginning of Genesis (Elohim is used exclusively 33 times in the

first 34 verses of Genesis which is immediately followed by the use of

Yahweh Elohim 20 times in the next 45 verses after which Yahweh is used

25 times in the next 25 verses). Such striking variation of the nanies for

God right at the beginning of the Pentateuch looks like very convincing

proof for the documentary hypothesis. What often goes unsaid is that such

variation is absolutely unique in the Pentateuch. The force of the argu

ment is weakened rather severely if this fact is given proper weight.

Although the varying names for God have been used frequently as a

stylistic criterion for distinguishing the documents in the Pentateuch,

there are other examples of varying personal names which are not used as
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criteria. Consistency of approach demands an explanation of why vary

ing names are applicable in one case but not another. For instance,

Jacob and Israel are names for the same person, but these have never

been used to distinguish documents. The "king of Egypt" is also called

"Pharaoh" and "Pharaoh king of Egypt" in the Pentateuch; what prevents

one from using these variation of titles as a stylistic criterion of

different documents?

But one of the most serious problems which the argument of varying

names for God has to overcome is its virtual destruction by the documen

tary hypothesis itself! In the history of documentary theories, E and P

were at one time part of the same document, which was characterized by the

consistent use of Elohim. However, Hupfeld split this document into El

and E2. E' (which later became known as P) retained its distinctive style

from J, but E2 (later just E) was now claimed to be very similar in style

to J although each document used different names for God. The variation

of the names for God loses all its bite when E becomes closer stylistically

to J than to P (even though this document uses the same divine name as E!).

Since the documentary hypothesis gives a very unsatisfactory explan

ation for the varying names for God, is there another answer? Ironically,

S. . Driver, a proponent of the documentary hypothesis suggests a better

case. He states, "It is true that Elohim and Jahweh represent the Divine

Nature under different aspects, viz. as the Cod of nature and the God of

revelation respectively."1 However, he continues with this qualification,

1 An Introduction to the Literature of the Old Testament (Cleveland and
New York: The WoTdblishing Company, l) p. 13, footnote
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"but it is only in a comparatively small number of instances that this

distinction can be applied without great artificiality to explain the

variation between the two names in the Pentateuch."' Although Driver

explains the vast majority of the instances where there is a variation in

the divine names by multiple documents, the suggestion that Elohiin and

Yahweh have different aspects does much better justice to the outstanding

example at the beginning of Genesis. Thus, in Genesis l.l-2.La, Elohim

is used as the God of nature whereas Yahweh is used in what follows to ex

press the personal revelatory God as He dealt with Adam and Eve. The

suggestion of different connotations for Elohim and Yahweh provides a

reasonable hypothesis in the most striking example of varying names for

God in the Pentateuch. The reader is urged to try this explanation in

other instances where variation of the divine names occurs. Although it

may not hold in every case, other hypotheses should be tried (such as the

avoidance of monotony in style by varying the divine names) before

necessarily appealing to multiple documents. The documentary hypothesis

is eaten through with so many inconsistencies in its explanation of the

varying names for God that it should be employed only as a last resort.

2. Other Stylistic Criteria

The use of varying names for God is only one among hundreds of stylis

tic criteria which are used to distinguish the documents in the documentary

hypothesis. In the following discussion, these criteria will not be taken

up separately, but several outstanding difficulties of a general nature will

be examined.

An Introduction to the Literature of the Old Testament (Cleveland and
w York: The WoTdYiiblisBng CovFanF_,lM) p. 13, footnote
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Abundant evidence has already been given for the trend away from

multiple authorship in general literature. There is a great deal less

confidence today in the ability of the critic to recognize specific

styles, even in cases where the individual styles are known from other

sources. Nevertheless, Old Testament scholars have not given up this

approach when it comes to the Pentateuch. They argue for hypothetical

sources for which there is absolutely no external check. The reader

may recall the excellent statement of Helen Gardner quoted earlier in

1 . . .this book. Again, the pertinent question is: When will Biblical scholar

ship catch up with general literary studies?

The subjectivity of the argument from different styles is also quite

clear when one takes the trouble to trace the meanderings of the documen

tary hypotheses before the final formulation of the documentary hypothesis

by Welihausen. The enormous variability of the hypotheses was described

in Chapter one. As originally advanced, two documents were discerned styl

istically. However, this was soon followed by an energetic "fission pro

cess" which parceled up Genesis into as many as thirty-nine fragments.

The fragment hypothesis, as time and chance would have it, was short-lived.

It was given the death blow by a modified return to the two-document theory,

in which a foundation document (Grundschrift was expanded by another docu

ment which used Yahweh. The supplement hypothesis in turn had its day and

was followed by the crystallization hypothesis which postulated an alter

nating build-up of the Pentateuch by writers using either Elohim or Yahweh.

The gyration of the number of sources continued until HupfeLd split E into

two documents. The three documents of Hupfeldts theory plus the Deuteronondc

pp. 2)-2
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Code rried the day.

The ultimate success of Hupfeld's form of the documentary theory can

only be understood by its close association with the intriguing and popu

lar notion of the evolutionary history of Israel's religion from poly

theistic beginnings to the final triumph of ethical monotheism. Certainly,

the conflicting results and the wild ups and downs of the documentary

theories in the century before its final formulation attest to the faulty

methodology of distinguishing documents by stylistic criteria.

Even though the chamelion features of the documentary hypothesis had

finally assumed a fixed form in the JEDP hypothesis, this did not prevent

refining, which sometimes became tantamount to gross tampering; the docu

mentary hypothesis was always the point of departure, but adjustments came

dangerously close to actually destroying the theory. An important illus

tration of this is the division of J into two documents. Previously, scho

lars had spoken of J as a unit, but recently several scholars have split

the document. Otto Eisgfeldt' refers to a lay document (L) taken from J.
2

Robert H. Pfeiffer does not find J in the first 12 chapters of Genesis,

but rather the document S which has an Edomite origin near Seir. One of the

latest books presenting the documentary hypothesis in detail, Georg Fohrer's3

discusses a nomadic document (N) which has been taken from the original J

document. Although some would magnanimously call the splitting of J "a minor

The Old Testament An Introduction trans. Peter R. Ackroyd (New York and
niEn: Harper & w, 1965) p 169, 194

2 Introduction to the Old Testament (New York: Harper & Brothers, 1941, 1948)

Einleitung in das Alte Testament (Heidelberg: Queue & Meyer, 1965)







adjustment," the documentary hypothesis has come close to adding another

document besides the traditional four.

Another problem is the assignment of passages to J and E. There is a

great deal of difference of opinion about which passages should be assig

ned to J and which to E. G. W. Anderson states: "The difference in style

between E and J is a subtle one, and easier to sense than to describe or

define."' Thus, many scholars have preferred to speak of the complex JE.

The JEDP hypothesis may possibly lose a document in the merger of J and E,

if this trend continues.

An obvious shortcoming of the argument from style is the readiness

with which "fudge factors" are used to support it. In some instances,

stylistic features of one document will abruptly interrupt the progress of

another document with a different style. How can this be accounted for,

while retaining the hypothesis of different documents? The redactor is the

most obvious answer; he has attempted to blend the documents at various

points. The lengths to which this explanation is carried is clear from an

example in the Flood account. The mention of "forty days" in Genesis 7.17

is given to J, but the phrase in which it. appears belongs to P. Of course,

the redactor is responsible for the insertion, it is said. But this ex

planation can be used to remove any and all problems. And it has. Although

it is difficult to remove all the problems from any theory, economy can

often be a literary virtue, i.e. the simplest theory is often most desir

able (assuming it accounts for the important facts).

There is a more adequate explanation for the stylistic differences in

the Pentateuch. Helen Gardner's statements above point to the complexity of

A Critical Introduction to the Old Testament (London: Gerald Thckworth &
o., Ltd., 1959) p. 36
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the task of authorship. Although there are distinguishing features of the

style of any individual, an author also has room for tremendous variety

in his presentation of a subject. For instance, Lewis Carroll is pro

bably best known for his Alice in Wonderland but he was also successful

as a writer of erudite papers on mathematics. The style used in the case

of Alice in Wonderland was utterly different from that used in his mathe

matical treatises. As another example, Martin Luther's writings in 1520

show remarkable variety. His Address to the German Nobility is a polemic,

but in the same year, he also wrote a warm and positive statement of the

essential features of faith in Christ entitled A Treatise on Christian

Liberty. The suggestion is that if variability is found in the Penta

teuch, one should not immediately jump to the conclusion that there are

several different documents written by different authors or schools of

writers. In fact, the stylistic differences of documents which are dis

covered in the Pentateuch can be easily explained on the basis of differ

ences of subject matter. Most of the narrative material is assigned to J

and E. D is marked by exhortation. Statements of time, genealogies, lists,

and enumerations are assigned generally to P. If one begins with such

differences of subject matter it becomes much easier to find different

styles. However, differences of subject matter could be attributable to

the same writer, and apart from clear external evidence, this hypothesis is

definitely preferable to hypothetical multiple documents and unknown authors.

Clearly, advocates of a unitary authorship need be embarrassed no longer by

the pretentions of the documentary hypothesis. Current trends in general

literary studies sound extremely reassuring. Even apart from this renewed

appreciation for the complexity of the writer's task in other literary fields,

the JEDP hypothesis's argument from style shows enough inconsistencies to

remove it from serious consideration.
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Duplications Documents ?

Since variations in the Pentateuch's literary style need not imply

the multiple document theory, and since historically the Pentateuch could

have been written in Hoses' time, two major supports for the documentary

hypothesis may give way. But there is a third support. Advocates of the

multidocumentary hypothesis maintain that a ions in the Pentateuch

indicate several documentary sources. Some words or events seem to be re

corded twice or even three times. Sometimes, according to the theory, the

varient accounts have been inserted separately by the redactor (as the

supposed two creation accounts); and sometimes they have been woven to

gether into a continuous narrative (as the supposed two flood accounts).

Many claim that these various accounts, representing the various documents

behind the Pentateuch, cause many duplications - and even contradictions

in the present first five books of the Bible.

It is the purpose of this chapter, in the light of the foregoing dis

cussion, to show that the most commonly used duplications in the Pentateuch

do not contain contradictions, and need not imply the multidocumentary hy

pothesis. Rather, such duplications would be expected in ancient Oriental

literature, and do occur in writings of undisputed integrity.

1. The Creation

There are said to be two separate accounts, J and F, each with its

peculiar characteristics.

_J P

Gen. 2.Iib-22 Gen. 1.1-2.La

God called Iahweh God called Elohim

Earth originally dry (2.S-6) Earth originally wet (1.2)
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Creation in order of man Creation in order of light,
(2.7), vegetation (2.8-9), firmament, waters, dry land,
animals (2.19), woman (2.22) vegetation, sun, moon, stars,

fish, fowl, animals, man
(male and female)

No tabulation of days Tabular form by days

No peculiar repetition of Repetition of "and it was so,"
phrases and "God saw that it was

good"

These divisions into separate documents are found in S. R. Driver's

recently reprinted work.' The other examples in this chapter are also

frm Driver.

Common arguments for two creation accounts include the different names

for God (Elohim and Tahweh), and the different literary styles. These argu

ments are discussed in chapter 3 of Driver2 under the heading "The 'Dis

tinctive' Styles of J, E, D, and P." It is also said that Genesis 2 not

only duplicates Genesis 1 in many points, but that it contradicts Genesis I,

concerning both the original condition of the earth, and the order in which

vegetation, animals, and man were created. Hence, it is argued, ienesis 1

and Genesis 2 must have come from separate sources.

Concerning the original state of the earth: P -- earth wet, 1.2;

J -- earth dry, 2.5. Genesis 1.2 describes the liquid or vaporous state

of the earth before plants were created. Genesis 2.5 shows the condition

of the earth much later, after the creation of plants.

Concerning the order of creation: P -- vegetation, animals, man, 1.11,

20, 24, 26; J -- man, vegetation, animals, woman, 2.7, 9, 19, 22. Comparing

1 An Introduction to the Literature of the Old Testament (Cleveland: The
Wrl Publishing Company, 1961T
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the two chapters, the reader will see that Genesis 1 is very clear with

its catalogue of "days." Each "day" indicates a new sphere of creative

activity, although it does not preclude resumption of activities associa

ted with previous "days." The Genesis 1 order of vegetation, animals, and

man, seems the more definitive. But the, does Genesis 2 contradict this

order? Genesis 2.7 starts with Adam's creation. Do verses 8-9 imply there

was no vegetation before Adam? Not necessarily, since only the garden is

mentioned. Eden was an extraordinary place, made especially for Adam. Its

special preparation by God does not preclude earlier creation of ordinary

vegetation. But even if all the world's vegetation were included in verses

8-9, God's "planting" still could have preceded Adam's creation. The

Hebrew verb tense for planted usually indicates simple completed action,

without specific time distinctions; hence it is often translated as a

simple past tense, a perfect, a plu-.perfect, and sometimes even as a

future (indicating certainty). Considering the context, a possible trans

lation would be had planted Similarly, the animals mentioned in verse 19

could have been created before Adam: "the LORD God had formed every beast

" . ." Hebrew verb tenses do not always provide chronological certainty,

and can in this case be harmonized within the framework of Genesis 1.

But iB:there undue duplication between Genesis 1 and Genesis 2? Care

ful examination will show that the two chapters are only superficially

parallel. Genesis 1 includes the creation of light, the firmament, seas

and dry land, sun)moon, stars, fish, and birds. None of these is mentioned

in Genesis 2. On the other hand, Genesis 2.!ib-22 contains details not in

Genesis 1, viz. creation of man from dust, the garden of Eden, Adam's test

of obedience, and the creation of Eve from Adam's rib. Genesis 1 gives a
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more general and universal view, from the viewpoint of an uninvolved ob

server. Genesis 2 is more from man's perspective, showing detailed events

surrounding manes creation. The two chapters have been compared to two

maps: one of the world, and one of the USA; while some material is dupli

cated, the two are certainly not parallel.

The Bible, in order to give a well balanced presentation, occasion

ally records a particular event from different viewpoints. The creation

account is one example. Another example would be the story of Jacob's

leaving his home in Genesis 27. His father, Isaac, is concerned that Jacob

contract a desirable marriage. Jacob himself, on the other hand, is anxious

to flee from his angry brother Esau. Rebekah, sympathizing with both view

points, shrewdly manages to convince her family of her plan, which thus

realizes both objectives. The scriptural account is balanced, and shows

the whole picture. There is no need to consider it a compilation of two

different accounts, each giving only one viewpoint.

2. The Flood

Gen. 4.26; 5.29; 6.1-8; 7.l-S, Gen. .28, 30-32; 6.9-22; 7.6,
7-10 (except words "two and 11, 13-16a, 17a, 18-21, 24;
two," "male and female," and 8.l-2a, 3b-, 13, ]J.-l9;
"God," which are a redactor's 9.1-17
later additions), 12, l6b (goes
after v.9), 17b, 22-23; 8.2b
3a, 6-12, 13b, 20-22; 9.18-19

Seven animals of each clean kind, Two animals of every kind (6.
two of each unclean kind (7.2) 19-20)

Seven days to enter ark (7.14) One day to enter ark (7.13)

Flood caused by rain (7.12) Flood caused by great cosmic
events (7.11; 8.]J)

Flood lasts 101 days (7.12; 8.6-12) Flood lasts over a year(7.l1; 8.114)

Noah offers sacrifice (8.20) No sacrifice mentioned
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Proponents of the multidocumentary hypothesis say that duplications

imply multiple sources, and there are enough duplications in the flood

account to enable them to construct two separate (though incomplete)

stories. But here the argument, taken to its logical conclusion, would

prove too much. There are so many duplications in Genesis 6-8 that even

the supposed documents J and P are each filled with duplications. Yet

very- few would postulate several additional sources behind J and behind P.

For instance, the wickedness of Noah's generation appears seven times

6.Sa, b, llb, 12a, 12b, 13. God four times announces His regret for creat

ing man and His decision to destory the race: 6.6a, 6b, 7, 17. Twice He

tells Noah to take two of each kind of animal into the ark: 6.19, 20 (both

these references being in the same document", F). All this repetition

adds to the dramatic effect of the story, and need not imply multiple

sources.

While there is much repetition in the Genesis flood account, some

parts of the story are mentioned only once. As a result, dividing the

account into two supposed documents, leaves each document missing impor

tant details. J, for instance, does not include God's directions for build

ing the ark, Noahts actual construction of the ark, and Noah's leaving the

ark after the flood had subsided. P leaves out Noahts entering the ark, the

beginning of the flood, Noah's sending out the birds, and his final sacri

fice after the flood. The idea of two supposed documents, dated from the

ninth and the fifth centuries B. C., each omitting important details of the

story, has received a serious blow, through an' unexpected archaeological

discovery.

In 1872 a cuneiform tablet that had been excavated from Ninevah twenty

years earlier was found to contain a Babylonian flood story, part of the
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Gilgamesh Epic. This flood story closely parallels the Old Testament

account in striking details, more closely, in fact, than it parallels

either of the so-called J or P accounts. The hero, Utnapishtim, is war

ned by a friendly god of the approaching flood, the result of the god

Enlil's wrath. Utnapishtim builds a cubical ark, and thus rescues himself,

his family, many craftsmen, wild and domestic animal species, arid all his

gold and silver. After the seven day inundation, Utnapishtim sends out a

dove, a swallow, and a raven. The ark ends up on Mount Nisir, and Utmap

ishtim makes an offering to the hungry gods. He and his wife are rewarded

by being made gods and dwelling "in the Far Distance." Although written

long before Moses' time, the Babylonian story is remarkably similar to the

Old Testament record.

The Babylonian story, as the Old Testament account, also employs fre

quent repetition to achieve emphasis and vividness. Fir example, one of

the gods complains to Enlil:

On the sinner impose his sin,
On the transgressor impose his transgression!

Yet be lenient, lest he be cut off,
Be patient, lest he be dislodged!

Instead of thy bringing on the deluge,
Would that a lion had risen up to diminish mankind!

Instead of thy bringing on the deluge,
Would that a wolf had risen up to diminish mankind!

Instead of thy bringing on the deluge,
Would that a famine had risen up to lay low mankind!

Instead of thy bringing on the deluge,
Would that pestilence had risen up to smite down mankind!

In spite of all the repetition seen here, no one claims to see -two accounts

woven together to form this flood story.

Elements in the purported J and P documents that seem to contradict

The Ancient Near East ed. James B. Pritchard (Princeton, N. J.: Princeton
University Press, 1958) p. 71
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each other can with careful study be harmonized into the single narrative,

making a multidocu.mentary explanation unnecessary. God first told Noah,

"Take two of each kind of animal." then later, "but seven of each clean

kind"; Noah would have had little trouble, since clean kinds were genera-1-4

animals. When God told Noah in Genesis 7.4 to enter the ark, there

were seven days left; but seven days later (verse 10) there was only one

day left (Gen. 7.13). The flood was evidently caused by rain plus water

caning up from below the earth's surface. The exact length of months and

years is uncertain in Genesis, but assuming a thirty day month, the length

of the flood can be resolved as follows:

verse occurence time in Nohts life duration total

T. 11 flood begins 600 yr, 2 *0, 17 da I da

7.12,17 rain 140 da 140 da

7.18-20 waters increase (110)

7.214 waters prevail 150 da

8.14 ark on àrarat 600 yr, 7 ma, 17 da 150 da
(figure 1 mo = 30 da)

8.5 mountains seen 600 yr, 10 ma, 1 da 2214 da

8.6 before birds 140 da 2614 da

8.7 raven out (7) 271 da
(implied in term

"other seven days" In vs. 10)

8.10 between dovets #1 and #2 trips 7 278 da

8.12 between dove's #2 and #3 trips - 7 28 da

8.13 cover off 601 yr, 1 mo, 1 da 3114 da

8.114 earth dry 601 yr, 2 mo, 27 da 371 da

Total time in ark: 371 days

So



This chronology is dependent on the dates in Noah's life. The number tO

is often used as an approximate figure in the Old Testament, and 150 might

be an approximation too. But in any case, there is no necessary inherent

contradiction in the chronological statements of Genesis 6-8, and hence

there is no need on that basis to require two contradictory documents

behind it.

The Genesis flood account is a continuous narrative. Comparing it

with the Babylonian story, it is simple and straight-forward. Their

similarities can be traced to some accurate elements in the tradition be

hind the Gilgamesh Epic, which go back all the way to the flood itself.

Many occurrences in life are complicated and involve many separate

factors and details. The Old Testament records many such events; the

flood is one. Others might include Joseph's brothers selling him into

slavery in Genesis 37, Joshua's sending out the spies in Numbers l3-l1,

and the rebellion of Korah, Dathan, and Abiram in Numbers 16. Each of

these stories contains many details and subplots, either expressed or im

plied. Anyone can easily separate these out according to some pre

established criterion, and claim evidence for the JEDP documentary hypo

thesis. But that procedure is arbitrary, as the details can fit just as

well (or better) into the single account. Proponents of the hypothesis

try to strengthen their case by pointing out apparent contradictions with

in each story. By so doing, they make many assumptions; here are a few

of those assumptions:

Gen. 37.28 -- N,idianites and Ishmaelites could not describe the
same group of men.

Num. 13.3, 26 -- Paran and Kadesh must be separate, non-overlapping
geographical territories.
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Num. 13.21-2I -- the entire contingent of spies must have searched
all these places, and could not have divided in smaller groups.

Num. 13.27, 32 -- the phrase, "eats up the inhabitants," must refer
to poor agricultural conditions and not to continuous warfare.
(See Lev. 26.38)

Num. 16.1 -- Korah, a religious leader, and Dathan and Abiram, politi
cal leaders, could not have combined forces to revolt against
Moses.

None of these assumptions is capable of proof. All the stories' details

can fit together into a comprehensive picture. Some accounts, as the flood

account, are complicated; but then, the history of men and nations is

seldom a simple thing.

3. Wife or Sister




--

Gen. 12.10-20 Gen.20.1-17

Abram and Sarai fool Pharaoh Abraham and Sarah fool Abimelech
in Egypt. in Gerar.

Gen. 26.6-11

Isaac and Rebekah fool Abiinelech
in Gerar.

In each of these three stories a patriarch presents his wife as his

sister in a foreign court. And in each case God directly intervenes to pre

serve the Hebrew line. Some say, "That only happened two times, once to

Abraham and once to Isaac, both recorded in J; the E account evolved by mix

ing the two stories in J." The redactor of J and E supposedly was careless

enough to insert the Genesis 20 story as a separate event. But the docu

mentary hypothesis assumes that Abraham could not have tried the same trick

twice -- an unwarranted assumption. Human weakness often falls into patterns

of behaviour, and defense mechanisms develop. The Abimelech of Gerar in
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Genesis 20 need not have been the same Abiinelech of Gerar in Genesis 26;

the name Abimelech simply means ttJVh father is king," and may have been a

common name for Gerar's rulers. Similar recorded events should not

necessarily be interpreted as two corrupted accounts of the same event.

Other events in the Pentateuch show similarity with each other: the

geneologies of Cain and of Seth (Gen. 1i,), the dismissing of Hagar and

of Hagar with her son (Gen. 16, 21), the associating of laughter with the

birth of Isaac (Gen. 17, 18, 21), the naming and renaming of Bethel (Gen.

28, 3). The multidocumentary- hypothesis explains each of these sets of

similarities as two or three different reports of the same event. But

similar events do happen in history. The thinking person will be slow to

prejudice the case by assuming similar events in the Pentateuch to be

contradicting accounts of the same traditional story.

)4. Repetition in Ancient Literature

Often a writer will summarize long sections in one or two sentences.

Sometimes the summary will be at the beginning, as Jacob's good fortune at

Nahor, alluded to in Genesis 31.1 and further described in verses Li-i6.

Other times the summary comes at the end, as the birth of Ishinael, men

tioned in Genesis 16.1S-l6 after being narrated in verses 1-1)4. Often the

summary statement will emphasize a particular truth implied in the narrative;

Genesis 19.29 calls attention to God's mercy shown to Abrahamts nephew, Lot,

when the Lord destroyed the wicked cities Sodom and Gomorrah. Summary state

ments need not imply multiple authorship; rather, they are accepted literary

devices to help the readers picture and remember the material.

The flood account already has been mentioned. Since the flood involves

great and dramatic concepts, one would expect an exciting, descriptive

narrative. Such, indeed, is the fact. Any lively account gains in dramatic
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effect through pictorial words and phrases, repeated often to impress the

reader's mind and imagination. Ancient Oriental literature is known for

that characteristic; remember the abundant repetitions in the Gilgamesh

Epic. The story of Eleazerts finding Isaacts wife gains tremendously in

human interest by using repetition (Gen.

and it is generally assigned to a single document, J. Frequent repeti

tion, either in the form of summary statements or of repeated words or

phrases sprinkled throughout the narrative, is to be expected in ancient

Oriental literature, and provides little evidenoe for the multidocuxnentary

hypothesis.

S. Application Ad Absurdum

Any writing that describes two or more similar events or that uses

repetition for summary and emphasis, will have sufficient duplications £

wording to enable the interested reader who is so inclined to "divide"

the writing into two or three "sources." Yet in many oases multiple

authorship would be absurd. Realization of this fact has helped lead to

the abandonment of source criticism in general literature, as discussed

in Chapter 1, "A Short History of Literary Criticism." With all its dup

lications, the Gilgamesh Epic has found few scholars desiring to define

its contribution documents.

William Henry Green, the famous Old Testament scholar, and for many

years Professor of Oriental and Old Testament Literature in Princeton

Theological Seminary, has humorously applied the documentary technique to

two of Jesust parables -- The Prodigal Son and The Good Samaritan. Follow

ing each of his examples are Dr. Greents remarks (written tongue in cheek,

to be sure):
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The futility of the methods by which the Pentateuch has been par
celled into different documents may further be shown by the readi
ness with which they can be applied, and with equal success, to
writings the unity of which is indisputable. The fact that a
narrative can be so divided as to form from it two continuous
narratives, is reckoned by the critics a demonstration of its com
posite character, and a proof that the parts into which it has been
severed are the original sources from which it has been compounded.
This may be tested by a couple of passages selected at randon -
the parables of The Prodigal Son and of The Good Samaritan.

The Prodigal Son, Luke xv. 11-32

A B

11. A certain man had two sons: (A certain man had two sons:)
12. and the younger of them said
to his father, Father, give me the l2b. and he divided unto them
portion of thy substance that fall- his living.
eth to me . . . 13. And not many
days after the younger son gather
ed all together, . . . and there l3b. And (one of them) took his
he wasted his substance with riot- journey into a far country.
our living . . . . iLi. And when he had spent all

there arose a mighty famine in
that country

lIb. and he began to be in want.
l. And he went and joined him

self to one of the citizens of
that country; and he sent him in
to his fields to feed swine. 16.
And he would fain have been filled
with the husks that the swine

16b. And no man gave unto him. did eat . . .
17. But when he came to himself

20. And he arose, and came to he said, How many hired servants
his father; . . . and he ran, of my fatherts have bread enough
and fell on his neck, and kissed and to spare, and I perish here
him. 21. And the son said unto with hungerl 18. I will arise
him, Father, I have sinned against and go to my father, and will say
heaven, and in thy sight: I am no unto him, Father, I have sinned
more worthy to be called thy son. against heaven, and in thy sight:
22. But the father said to his ser- 19. I am no more worthy to be
vants, Bring forth quickly the called thy son: make me as one of
best robe, and put it on him; and thy hired servants
put a ring on his hand, and shoes 20b. But while he was yet afar
on his feet: . . . 24. for this off, his father saw him, and was
my son was dead, and is alive moved with compassion: . . . 23.
again . . . And they began to be and (said) Bring the fatted calf,
merry. and kill it, and let us eat, and

make merry . . . 2Ib. he was lost,
and is found . .
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A B

2. Now his elder son was in
the field: and as he came and
drew nigh to the house, . . . 2gb. (And the other son) heard

music and dancing. 26. And he
28. he was angry, and would called to him one of the servants,

not go in: and his father came and inquired what these things
out, and entreated him. 29. But might be. 27. And he said unto
he answered and said to his him, Thy brother is come; and thy
father, Lo, these many years do father hath killed the fatted
I serve thee, and I never trans- calf, because he hath received
gressed a commandment of thine: him safe and sound
and yet thou never gayest me a
kid, that I might make merry with
my friends: 30. but when this thy
son came, which hath devoured thy
living with harlots, thou kill
edst for him the fatted calf. 31.
And he said unto him, Son, thou
art ever with me, and all that is
mine is thine. 32. But it was
meet to make merry and be glad:
for this thy brother was dead,
and is alive again. 32b. and he was lost and is

found.

There are here two complete narratives, agreeing in some points, and
disagreeing in others, and each has its special characteristics. The
only deficiencies are enclosed in parentheses, and may be readily
explained as omissions by the redactor in effecting the combination.
A clause must be supplied at the beginning of B, a subject is want
ing in ver. 13b, and ver. 2gb, and the verb "said" is wanting in
ver. 23. As these omissions ocour exclusively in B, it may be in
ferred that the redactor placed A at the basis, and incorporated B
into it with only such slight changes as were necessary to adapt it
to this purpose.

A and B agree that there were two sons, one of whom received a por
tion of his father's property, and by his own fault was reduced to
great destitution, in consequence of which he returned penitently to
his father, and addressed him in language which is nearly identical
in both accounts. The father received him with great tenderness and
demonstrations of joy, which attracted the attention of the other son.

The differences are quite as striking as the points of agreement. A
distinguishes the sons as elder and younger; B makes no mention of
their relative ages. In A the younger obtained his portion by soli
citation, and the father retained the remainder in his own possession;
in B the father divided his property between both of his sons of his
own motion. In A the prodigal remained in his fathers neighborhood,
and reduced himself to penury by riotous living; in B he went to a
distant country and spent all his property, but there is no intimation
that he indulged in unseemly excesses. It would rather apjear that
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he was injudicious; and to crown his misfortunes there occurred a
severe famine. His fault seems to have consisted in having gone
so far away from his father and from the holy land, and in engag
ing in the unclean occupation of tending swine. In A the desti
tution seems to have been chiefly want of clothing; in B want of
food. Hence in A the father directed the best robe and ring and
shoes to be brought for him; in B the fatted calf was killed. In
B the son came from a diatnat land, and the father saw him afar
off; in A he came from the neighborhood, and the father ran at
once and fell on his neck and kissed him. In Be he had been en
gaged in a menial occupation, and so bethought himself of his
father's hired servants, and asked to be made a servant himself; in
A he had been living luxuriously, and while confessing his unworthi
ness makes no requestto be put on the footing of a servant. In A
the father speaks of his son having been dead because of his pro
fligate life; in B of his having been lost because of his absence
in a distant land. In A, but not in B, the other son was displeased
at the reception given to the prodigal. And here it would appear
that R has slightly altered the text. The elder son must have said
to his father in A, "When this thy son came, which hath devoured thy
substance with harlots, thou didat put on him the best robe." The
redactor has here substituted the B word "living" for "substance,"
which is used by A; and with the view of making a better contrast
11th "kid" he has introduced the B phrase, "thou killedst for him
the fatted calf."

The Good Samaritan, Luke x. 29-37

A B

29. But he (the lawyer, ver 25)
desiring to justify himself, said
unto Jesus, And who is my neigh
bor 30. Jesus made, answer and
said, A certain man was going down
from Jerusalem to Jericho;. . . 30b. And (a certain man) fell

among robbers, which both
and they beat him, stripped him . . . and departed

" . . leaving him half dead. 31. . .
And by chance a certain priest was
going down that way: and when he
saw him, he passed by on the other
side . . . . 32. And (in like manner)' a

Levite, (also) when he came to
the place, (and saw him, passed
by on the other side)*

33. But a certain Samaritan, as
he journeyes, came where he was: 33b. and when he saw him, was
" . . moved with compassion

* Inserted by R
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A B

34. and came to him, and
bound up his wounds, pouring
on them oil and wine, . . . . 3Lib. And he set him on his

own beast, and brought him to
and took care of him. an inn .

35. Arid on the morrow he
took out two pence, and gave
them to the host, and said,
Take care of him; and what
soever thou spendest more,
I, when I come back again,
will repay thee.

36. Which of these (three)*,
thinKest thou, proved neighbor
unto him? . . . 37. And he said,
He that showed mercy on him. 37b. And Jesus said unto him

" . . that fell among the
robbers, " . . Go, and do thou
likewise

*Inserted by R.

Both these narratives are complete: only a subject must be supplied
in B, ver. 30b, the omission of which was renuered necessary by its
being combined with A. "Three" is substituted for "two" in A, ver.
36, for a like reason. H has tampered with the text and materially
altered the sense in ver. 32, from his desire to put the Levite on
the same plane with the priest in ver. 31, the language of which
he has borrowed; the genuine text of B will be restored by omitting
the insertions by H, which are (indicated). He has likewise trans
posed a brief clause of B, in ver. 37b, and added it at the end of
ver. 36. These changes naturally resulted from his making A the
basis, and modifying what he has inserted from B into accordance
with it. Hence the necessity of making it appear that it was not
the Levite, but the Samaritan, who befriended the injured traveller,
and that Jesus spoke not to the traveller, but to the lawyer. In
all other respects the original texts of the two narratives remain
unaltered.

Both narratives agree that a man grievously abused by certain parties
was treated with genercus kindness by a stranger; and that Jesus
deduced a practical lesson from it. But they differ materially in
details.

A relates his story as a parable of Jesus in answer to a lawyer's
question. B makes no mention of the lawyer or his question, but
seems to be relating a real occurrence.

The spirit of the two is quite different. A is anti-Jewish., B is
pro-Jewish. In A the aggressors are Jews, people of Jerusalem or
Jericho or both, hnd a priest pitilessly leaves the sufferer to his
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fate; while it is a Samaritan, with whom the Jews were in perpetual
feud, who takes pity on him. In Be the aggressors are robbers, out
laws whose nationality is not defined, and it is a Levite who shows
mercy.

Both the maltreatment and the act of generosity are different. In
A the sufferer is beaten and half killed, and needs to have his
wounds bound up and liniments applied, which is done by his bene
factor on the spot. In B he was stripped of all he had and left
destitute, but no personal injury was inflicted; accordingly he was
taken to an inn, and his wants there provided for at the expense of
the Levite who befriended him.

The lesson inculcated is different. In A it is that the duty of
loving one's neighbor is not limited to those of the same nation,
nor annulled by national antipathies. In B it is that he who has
been befriended himself should befriend others.1

Professor Greents point is clear. No one disputes the parablets unity.

Duplications, even with apparent contradictions, do not imply multiple

authorship. As Dr. Green says,

The, ease with which these results can be accomplished.where obviously
they have no possible signification, hows how fallacious and in
conclusive this style of argument is.

This writer, after reading Greents treatment of the parables, decided

to try finding "documents" for an Old Testament story. The Tower of Babel

episode in Genesis 11 is supposedly from the single J document. Yet it

contains sufficient duplications and details to allow a division into

two separate accounts:

X -Z

(1) And the whole earth was of
one language and one speech. (2) And it came to pass, as

they journeyed to the east, that
they found.a plain of Shinar,
and they dwelt there. (3) And
they said one to another, Come,
let us make brick, and burn

1 The Higher Criticism of the Pentateuch (New York: Charles Scribnerts
Sons, l395) pp 7187U-47-

2 Thid p. 12S
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them thoroughly. And they had
brick for stone, and slime had
they for mortar.

(la) And they said, (1b) (And they said,)*Come,
let us build us a city and a

tower, whose top may reach
unto heaven;

(Ic) (And)* Let us make
us a name, lest we be scattered
abroad upon the face of the
whole earth. (S) And the LORD came down to

see the city and the tower,
which the children of men
builded.

(6a) And the LORD said, Behold
the people are one, and they have
all one language. (6b) (And he said,)* And this

they will begin to do: and now
nothing will be withheld from
them, which they have imagined
to do.

(7) Come, let us go down, and
there confound their language,
that they may not understand one
another's speech. (8) So the LORD scattered them

abroad from there upon the face
of all the earth; and they
ceased building the city.

(9) Therefore is the name of it
called Babel, because the LORD
did there confound the language
of all the earth; and from there
did the LORD scatter them abroad
upon the face of all the earth.

* Inserted by the Redactor

The writer spent about thirty minuets with Genesis U. Perhaps the

reader himself would enjoy trying his luck with various New Testament

stories, or admittedly united Old Testament accounts, as Genesis 24, for

example. Some of these examples could be divided into two or even three

fairly reasonable accounts.
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6. Conclusion

Duplications in the Pentateuch may be there for several reasons.

Sometimes two or three similar but separate events are recorded; occas

ionally material is restated from a different viewpoint or with a

different emphasis; often the writer uses repetition to strengthen and

enliven his narrative, a common technique, especially in ancient Orien

tal literature. A single writer, conscious of literary style, could

have produced all the duplications. There is no more reason to infer

from duplications the multidocumentary hypothesis for the Pentateuch,

than there is for accepting similar theories for all other ancient

literature. To answer the question posed by this chapter title,

Duplications Documents I
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CONCLUSION

The conflicting results and absurd lengths to which literary critics

had gone, prior to the twentieth century, in splitting up writings into

hypothetical documents, often composed by unknown writers, has been demon

strated. There was finally a reaction against such an arbitrary method

ology in general literary studies. However, Biblical studies have shown

very few signs of retreating from documentary analysis. As shown in

Chapter two, the developmental history of Israelis religion and religious

institutions from primitive beginnings to an advanced level is now seen

to be simplistic and highly subjective. However, since Welihausen's

development hypothesis largely paved the way for the acceptance of the

documentary hypothesis, it would seem justified to suspect the documentary

hypothesis when its developmental history is torn away. The next two

chapters show the internal literary weaknesses of the documentary hypo

thesis.

A fair appraisal of the facts presented here indicates that the JEDP

documentary hypothesis will not stand up to a critical examination.

Although the essays have not attempted to make a thorough case for another

hypothesis to explain the literary phenomena of the Pentateuch, the impli

cation is that the best working hypothesis is unified authorthip. The

reader is again requested to let the facts speak for themselves; the

evidence which has been marshalled by the essays shows that the JEDP

documentary hypothesis should be totally rejected.
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OUTLINE FOR BOOK ON PENTATEUQ-IAL CRITICISM

[Prefacel

I. Importance of the Subject

Types of readers

Reasons for interest of each

Recent wide dissemination of J, E, D, P theory

Extreme dogmatism with which it is presented

Effect on Christian faith

Comparison of Marco Polo and Sir John Mandeville

II. Exactly What the Theory is

Statement of view as held by most of its adherents

Great complexity of the view

Nothing comparable in non-Biblical literature

III. The Theory actually a Relic from the Attitudes of a By-gone Era of Thought

A. Tendencies of the 19th century, important in fonnation and
acceptance of theory, but now generally discarded except in
Biblical studies.

B. Welihausen's views preserved mainly unchanged by present-day scholars

C. Discussion of specific tendencies

1. Extreme skepticism about ancient facts and writings

Wolf and his followers

Attitude toward Troy and Mycenae

Attacks on Cicero's orations

Allegro and the Gospels

Welihausen on unhistorical nature of Moses, Abraham, etc.

Far-reaching change as a result of archaeology

Schliemann at Troy

Egypt and Mesopotamia

Old Testament history
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2. Historicism--writings as merely expressing the spirit of the age

Ballads

Idea of Prof. F. B. Guninere

Refutation by Dr. Pound and others

Welihausen' s attitude

Recent strong reaction against this phase

3. Source hunting

Initiated by Wolf and others

Extremes to which carried

Prof. Guerard of Stanford Univ.

Statement of A. E. Housinan

Strong recent reaction

Situation in study of IIc*ner

Variety of Views--no such dogmatism as in
Graf-Welihausen theory

Homer destroyed in thought of a few years ago

Now largely reestablished

Effect of work of Milton Parry

The Indic epics

The Nibelungenlied, Beowulf, Piers Plowman, etc.

Even applied to Goethe

The disintegration of Shakespeare

Present wide-spread repudiation of such views
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D. After three-quarters of a century of constant change and flux,
the Graf-Welihausen view captured the younger scholars,
and remains relatively unchanged since that time

Great dogmatism of its supporters

Absurdly minute dissection that is advanced

Illustrations, especially from EissfeldtFlexateuch Synopsis

IV. Examination of Arguments for the Theory, as Presented in Recent Books

The claim that it is the result of fifty years of intensive research

The fact: no research in recent years has added further strength
to the theory, but the contrary has been the case

the theory as now presented in most books is identical
with the view presented more than sixty years ago

The claim that it is the result of two centuries of intensive research

rd The facts: tremendous variety of views held before 1878

The Graf-Welihausen theory very different fri previous
views




Actually worked out by a very small group of scholars

Not accepted by most of the older scholars

Taken over without change by the younger scholars

Reason for its wide rapid acceptance

Wellhausen's theory of development Of religion

This fit with the spirit of the time
but is now generally abandoned or ignored
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The claim that it represents the consensus of opinion of all trained scholars

I actually this is the argument that is used most

The facts: this agreement was never absolute - many differences of
detail - no two scholarly books agree exactly

Evidence on this point

most of the older scholars, many of whom were highly
esteemed, never accepted it

today the Scandinavian critics reject it completely

iny of today's scholars suggest important reservations
or revisions

the two most scholarly presentations to appear in English
in recent years make sweeping changes, and also differ
from each other

Pfeiffer's S theory

EissfeldVs L theory

V. Examination of the original literary arguments, as now presented:

The First Argument - use of Divine Names

The first argument to be presented

Why this argument is still important

Great stress still laid on it

From it come titles of two of the documents

Pronunciation of YFIWH

Still a constant means of source division

Why the argument is not valid

Analogies in other writings and in other parts of the Bible

The unreasonable character of the Wellhausen rearrangement as far as
the divine names are concerned

Origin of the name YHWH

Discussion of Exodus 3:14 and Exodus 6:3
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A false impression

Failure to continue alternation similar to Genesis 1 and 2 -

A difference in meaning

H the Graf-Wellhausen theory breaks up this criterion and greatly
weakens it

The criterion of no use after Exodus 6 anyway

VI. The Second Argument - Complete Document

Not nearly so prominent now as formerly

but constantly assumed

Skinner's claim that P's narrative of Abraham is complete
Detailed examination -incompleteness has always been
admitted, even though the opposite has been constantly
assumed

Examples of glaring incompleteness

Completeness logically required by the theory as held

VII. The Third Argument - Parallels and Repetitions

Apparently the strongest of the arguments, but needs careful examination

Types of alleged parallels

Repetition in thought for emphasis

Genesis 30:22 divided into 3 alleged sources

Common feature of Hebrew writing

Short summary statement either introducing or concluding

Analogy of newspaper lead

Alleged complete parallels

Considered by critics as two contradictory accounts of same event

Parallels in modern life

Illustration of the two Kelsos

Illustration of the Graf Spee

Illustration of Lincoln and Kennedy
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The so-called two creation accounts

Not both accounts of creation of universe

Analogy of map

Alleged contradictions examined

Two different starting points

No real difference in order of events

Genealogies

Abraham and Sarah

Really three, not two

Why this is not unnatural

Exaggerated argument about divine name

Hagar

No reason why both could not occur

Call of Moses

Instances of giving or explaining names

Principles involved

Ten Ccinmandnients

Number of events for which there is no such parallel

Interwoven parallels

The prime example story of the flood

Literary use of repetition in first part

Lack of repetition in last part

Suggested parallel of one bird - not usually followed

Great difficulty of separation - frequent breaking up of
verses

Alleged contradictions

Examined, and shown to be imaginary

Number of animals
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chronology
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Source of flood

Rencarkable similarity to Babylonian story of flood

Differences noted

Reason for similarity

Both J and P required to make full comparison
)'IJ

ç L Departure of Jacob

Both parts needed for full picture

K - Story of Joseph being sold

No real proof of contradictions

Pest of story of Joesph

WeiThausen's hesitation

-Exodus 3

_Sending of spies

Rebellion of Korah

-----'Easy to make similar division of many other stories

Actually not a sound method

Claim of ability to make such division quite unwarranted

VIII. The Fourth Argument - Difference of Style

Importance of this argument

Quotation from Gunkel

If so easy to distinguish these styles, why so much difference
opinion

Show detailed differences between different critical writers

Examine Skinner's statement about P sections on Abraham

r
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Note changed attitude toward B before and after Hupfeld and Welihausen

Quote statements about similarity in styles of J and E

Note views of Pfieffer and Eissfeldt et al. on J -- S and L

Note extreme disintegrating tendencies of fifty years ago

Claim that style of P is ccnpletely different

Discuss this

Show divergences here also

Really a difference of subject matter rather than of author

Absurd to say same author couldn't write both

The entire theory built on assl.illption of ability to distinguish styles

Wellek on Pater, etc.

on chaucer

9" on Shakespeare

on impossibility of separating even in certain known
instances of cooperation

Wellek and I-lyman on Dover Wilson

No such Maim made elsewhere - in any comparable way

Possibility of sources not denied

Develop and clarify this

Ability to distinguish simply non-existent
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IX. The Book of Deuteronomy

DeWette's claim that it was written to produce Josiah's reform

Examination of situation

Doubtless included in book found in temple, whether that
book was the entire Pentateuch or just Deuteronomy

Idea of pious fraud

Difficulties with this idea

Statement of W. F. Albright

General abandorment of idea that it was written in 621 B.C.

Welch and others - alleged northern origin

What does this do to relation to Josiah

Other arguments in favor of late date

Alleged discrepancies and anachronisms

r Discuss development briefly here, leave mainly for next division

Features inconsistent with claim of late date

X. The Real Basis of WeiThausenism - Theory of Development

Said to show successive stages of religious ideas, institutions, etc.

Question of anthropomorphism

J not primitive, as claimed

Note misrepresentations of Genesis 2

P also has anthropomorphisms, even in Genesis 1

P claimed to be more advanced, and yet panned as inferior!!

Institutions - formerly given major stress - now not so much

Give quotations
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Survey recent literature to show neglect of, or denial of development
argument

Complete reversal of previous ideas was based on development theory

cf. Welihausen and W. Robertson Smith

Give quotations

Recent statement of denials

With foundation gone, whole superstructure floats in air

Examine idea of northern and southern origins

Show weakness of this idea

XI. The Erosion of Wellhausenism

Gunkel

r
Albright's comments

Denial of development theories

Revision of claims re. Deuteronomy

Attitude of the Scandinavian Critics

Admissions by Rowley

by George Landes of Union Seminary

by others

Extreme disintegration theories
reductio ad absurdum

Morgensteui

Recent developments
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XII. Our Attitude toward the Pentateuch

A. Did Moses write it

B. The transmission of the text

C. The Christian and Jewish belief that God is the real author

How produced

What this means

D. Various attitudes that can be taken toward the Pentateuch

E. Conclusion regarding multi- docunentaty theory



GENRAIJ INTRODUCTION

This book has a very limited purpose. It is not concerned with the authorship

of the first five books of the Bible, nor is it particularly interested in questions

relating to their accuracy or dependability. It has only one very definite purpose:

to destroy the myth that has been established, and that is now being disseminated

more widely than ever before even when leading scholars are beginning to lose faith

in it, the myth that there was once a separate document (which might be designated

as flJlt) that included a sizeable part of the material in the present books of Genesis,

Exodus, and Numbers; that there was also a separate document (which might be called

"Ell) that contained a sizable amount of material in these same books; and that

there was also a separate document (which might be designated P) that included a

sizeable proportion of the material in these three books, plus the Book of Levitious;

that these documents were written at periods of more than a century and circulated

separately until finally they were interwoven one with another, and that it is

possible to separate out precisely the sections which were in each of these docu

ments. This idea is very widespread today, and it is being taught in many colleges

and seminaries as an established fact. It is the purpose of the present book to

show that there is no solid basis of fact for the separate existence and independent

dissemination of any one of these alleged documents (J,E,D,andP).

During the nineteenth century a method of thought became widespread among

literary scholars by which it was thought that every ancient or mediaeval document

had come into exIste by fitting together selections from other documents, and

that it was possible to divide each narrative up into the separate sources from which

it had originally come. It is readily admitted that some works have come into

existence in exactly this way, but it is questioned that it has been true in any

large number of cases, and it is very definitely the contention of the author of

r this book that if such a process did occur it would not be possible for one to

separate out the various documents into their sources unless at least one of these



documents had continued to exist as a separate entity. The J, E. D, and P theory

as it has been circulated is a very complex theory. There are details of it upon

which there has been much variety of opinion, but there are a great number of aspects

of it which are taught by numbers of scholars as established fact, and on which,

especially during the first half of the present century, there was a widespread

agreement among Biblical scholars.

It is the purpose of the present book to show that the documentary theory is

just as much a myth as the ancient idea that people could be divided into four

groups according to the amount of the four alleged fluids or humors each possessed,

and it is on the basis of this measurement of these fluids that we derive our

present word Ittempermenttt. The idea was that the attitude of each person was

determined as falling within one of the four distinct types of temperment. The

idea was just as erroneous as the concept behind the practice of blood-letting

which in 1800 was the common remedy for almost all diseases, and which continued

f' to be widely used even into the present century. Both of these erroneous ideas

which were widely held for a time, have been completely given up by modern medical

science. The J, E, D, and P theory has just as little foundation in fact, and if

people are willing to look at the evidence, it too will doubtless be completely

abondoned.
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I. RE IMPORTANCE OF ME SUBJECT
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Most of those who look into this book are apt to fall into one of three

groupings.

1. People who are convinced that the Old Testament is a true revelation

from God, consider that its first five books were written by Moses, and see

little point in learning about the theories of the "Higher Criticism" regarding

the J, B, D and P documents.

2. Those who believe that scholarship has proven that the first books of

the Bible came into existence through the combining of documents J, B, D and P,

and think that the matter is so definitely proven that there is little point in

examining arguments against it.

3. Those who do not know anything about the matter.

r
It is the conviction of the present writer that he has a considerable

amount of material to present that should be of great interest and importance

for each of these three classes of people. I would like, therefore, to present

reasons why each group ought to be interested in learning about this subject.

First, I would like to discuss the matter from the viewpoint of those who

see no reason why they should bother about the theories of the "Higher

Criticism." Such persons are doubtless unaware of the tremendous dissemination

that is being given to these theories in recent years. Seventy-five years ago

the "Higher Criticism" was practically unknown except for the studies of a few

scholars. During the succeeding years, however, the teaching has been spread
'It

more and more widely until today is a force that must be reckoned with by

anyone who deals with the Bible. If a person himself is not interested he is

sure to have contact with others who are interested, and with whom it is
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important that he be able to discuss the matter intelligently.

If one has children who go to almost any college or seminary today he will

find that they will come face to face with these theories. Even in some of our

high schools the multi-documentary theory of the Pentateuch is being taught as

fact. During the last two or three years nearly all of the larger denominations

have had prominent articles in their official magazines presenting these

theories, often accompanied by charts with such a heading as "Time Line of the

Bible." Sunday School lessons sent out by most of the larger denominations

have presented the teaching about these documents as established fact. There

have been published or reprinted in the United States during the last fifteen

years more than a score of books in which these theories have been presented.

These include not only books by Protestants, but also a number by Roman

Catholics and by Jews. Many of these books are rather popular in approach; some

are very scholarly in their manner of presentation. Most of them are extremely

positive in their assurance that these documents actually existed.

Thus the one who believes that Moses wrote the Pentateuch, and that it is

entirely true, is face-to-face with a growing, spreading idea which came into

existence through the spread of what is called the Graf-Welihausen Theory. This

is a movement which cannot be avoided if one has contact with many other groups

in Christian work today. It is imperative that one know something about it, and

be able positively to present evidences in relation to it. The present book

aims to enable any intelligent reader to understand exactly what the theory is,

to know exactly what the bases are upon which it rests, and to be able to judge

fairly as to the strength or weakness of these bases.

For those in the second category it should be mentioned that many a theory
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has been held by large groups of people for long periods of time, and then

proven to be completely false and utteTdiscarded. This multi-documentary

theory affects one's attitude toward the Old Testament in a most thoroughgoing

way. If it is true it is vital that everyone become informed about it. If

it is untrue one is doing himself a great disservice by accepting it

uncriticially. It is likely that most of those who accept it have simply done

so on the authority of others, and have not examined the evidence to a

sufficient extent to be able personally to form an intelligent judgment about

it. It is the aim of this book to give an understanding of the exact

situation of the evidences, so that a person can accept or reject it, not on

the basis of authority, but on the basis of factual material.

For those who know nothing about the theory the remarks already made should

r
be sufficient to show its importance. It is widely taught, and being more

widely taught all the time. It greatly affects one's attitude toward the Old

Testament, and eventually also toward the New Testament. One's relation to the

Bible can have tremendous importance so far as his eternal destiny is concerned.

Anyone who goes through life without investigating this matter and coming to a

definite conclusion regarding it, is in the same situation as a man who would be

in a country upon which a hydrogen bomb was scheduled to fall in the near future'

who did not look about for means of getting away from it. An intelligent person

will surely investigate the evidences and be able to make a fair judgment on

matters which can affect his eternal destiny most crucially.

For individuals in the second class mentioned we might at this point simply

state a few facts which will be examined more fully later on. We shall point

out that this theory represents an approach to literature which was widely held

in the last century, but is almost entirely abandoned today. We shall mention

that there is no new material of any kind that has been discovered in the last
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fifty years adding to the support of the theory, but that a great deal of

material that has come to light in these fifty years raises great doubt about

the bases upon which it rests. We would also mention the vital but often

forgotten fact that no ancient copy of the J, E, D or P manuscript, as separated

out from the Pentateuch by the divisive critics, has ever been discovered

anywhere, and that no reference to any one of these documents, as a separate

entity, has ever been found in any of the great amount of ancient material that

has come to light. In view of this fact, the extreme dogmatism evinced by many

of its supporters is utterly unwarranted. An intelligent person should be

willing to examine the facts carefully, and fairly, and to reach a just

conclusion regarding them.

91h
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ATTITUDFS TGIJP.RD THE BIBLE

r

There are four general viewpoints which may be taken toward the Bible

and toward the Pentateuch which is that part of the Bible with which we are

especially concerned in this study. Of these four viewpoints, two of them may

be characterized as scientific and two of them as definitely unscientific. The

two scientific viewpoints may be characterized further as (1) a thoroughly

religious viewpoint, and (2) as a non religions viewpoint, or a viewpoint which

is not affected particularly by any religious background of presupposition.

The other two views which are characterized as unscientific can be broken down

likewise into (1) a religious viewpoint, aithQuh entirely different from the

religious viewpoint found in the first scientific approach, and (2) a definitely

anti-religious view.

Before describing these four viewpoints specificially, let us take an illustra

tion. Let us suppose that there was another world almost identical with our present

world except that this imaginary world is now substantially in the condition our

world was about 100 to lO years ago. Now to this world there comes a man from

outer space, and he comes from our world as it exists today. He leaves a manuscript

there in which he tells about some of his experiences in our world of today. These

people who are living in a world exactly like our world lO years ago look at his

manuscript and undertake to form a judgment of its value and validity. The attitudes

they take toward this manuscript could be said to parallel the four attitudes mentioned

above which may be taken toward the Pentateuch.

First there is the religious and scientific view which causes the reader, who

has come to have implicit confidence in the author, to accept what the manuscript

states. The readers who take this view have complete confidence in the author.

r
He may make statements that differ very strikingly from their own experience; never

theless they have such confidence in his veracity and in his knowledge and wisdom

that they accept these statements as true. Thus their confidence in the author
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leads them to accpept the statements of this manuscript as true even though these

statements do not seem to them to fit with their own general experience. Of course

those people do not necessarily understand everything in the manuscript. There may

be many things in it they do not understand at all. They may also have problems

as to the copy of their manuscript - whether it is exactly like the original copy

as it came from the hand of the author. There are some possibilities of variation

in the copies and their convictions regarding the correct interpretation of the

text at certain points may vary.;. But they are all agreed in this, that they can

have perfect confidence in the author whom they know from personal knowledge to

be a person of great wisdom and absolute integrity. They all believe that if they

can find what he actually said that they can depend upon it as being true. So

as they read in the manuscript they find that one day the author left Seattle in

the morning and on that afternoon he ad supper in Philadelphia and then attended

his son's high school commencement in Philadelphia that same evening. Now anyone

f' living 150 years ago would say, "What a fantastic, silly-thing to suggest!" At

about that time Lewis and Clark had just returned from their expedition to the

Northwest. It took them approximately a year to travel from the East to the

region of Seattle. How silly to think that a person could have breakast in

Seattle and then could have supper in Philadelphia! Such nonsense! Yet because

these people have confidence in the author they believe what he says is true even

though they cannot understand how it could be. This attitude taken toward the

Pentateuch is the religious attitude, the attitude of one who looks at the record

scientifically because his view of it is based upon his confidence in the integrity

and wisdom of its author. After all, the greater part of what any one of us knows

in any science we have received from others, and we accept these statements as true

because we have confidence in the accuracy of their observations, the clarity of

their thought, or the integrity of their expression.

Illustrative of the second view, which is the scientific non-religious view,

would be the man in this world as it was exactly 150 years ago who picks up this
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manuscript and says, "1 don't know whether this manuscript is true or not. It

talks about all sorts of seemingly impossible things. It represents a man as

having taken breakfast in Seattle in the morning and as having his supper in

Philadelphia on the same day. It represents people as being thrown up into the

air and shot clear around the world so that in the course of a day and a half

they go as many as twenty times around the world. Then in some queer way they

are brought back on to the earth in safety without any real injury. This sounds

utterly fantastic. Yet, I am not ready to cast the manuscript aside and say it

is utter nonsense, nor am I ready to cut out of it those sections which do not

sound to me to be sensible. I will look into the evidence. I will try to learn

something about the author and whether he is a reliable character. I will see

whether there is any satisfactory basis for believing that this report may be true,

even though there are many details in it that I simply cannot understand because

they do not accord at all with my present experience." This is the non-religious

9' scientific attitude. It is the attitude which approaches the book to examine it

and to see what is found there.

It is the present writer's contention that if one takes this attitude toward

the Bible, he will pick up the book and start reading. He will read in it that

God spoke to Abraham, that He gave messages to the prophets and that the prophets

passed on the messages they said God had given to them. He will find that God re

vealed Himself in the Person of His Son, the Lord Jesus Christ, that He spoke

through His Son. He will read all these things which are very different from any

thing that the average man experiences in ordinary human life. Having a truly

scientific viewpoint he does not say, "These things are simply impossible. I

cannot accept them." Rather, he says, "Let us examine the record. Let us take

a definite critical attitude but let us examine the matter carefully and see what

the evidence is for the manuscript's dependability. Let us decide whether there is

real ground for thinking it is a forgery, or that it represents someone's dreams

and wild imaginings, or represents the ideas that developed among primitive peoples,
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Or, let us decide that there is no such evidence against the manuscript's

f' genuineness and authenticity but that the evidence in favor of its authenticity

is sufficient to believe that God actually did speak as described in it... The

one who starts with this approach, and goes to the Bible as it stands, and examines

it thoroughly, will eventually come to the religious approach to the Bible for

he will find its author speaking to him and leading him to faith and belief in

the Lord Jesus Christ.

Anyone who approaches the Bible objectively, impartially, and without prejudice,

will, I believe, come to this conclusion unless his mind has already been conditioned

by the attitude and arguments of those who take what I consider to be an unscientific

approach to the Bible. If he has already been convinced that the book represents

an accidental collocation of various imaginary thoughts or myths, or that there

is some perfectly natural explanation which can account for its coming into existence,

his mind may be insulated from coming into contact with the real message of the

book, and thus he is prevented as it were by a haze from seeing the Bible as it

really is. This leads us to notice the other two viewpoints which are unscientific.

Reverting back to the example of the man from outer space who has brought a

manuscript telling about events occurring in the world as it is tody for a people

who are living in a world exactly as it was on this earth lO years ago. Again

there are two unscientific approaches just as we have seen that there are two

scientific approaches.

The first unscientific approach is by the one who says, "This manuscript con

tains utter impossibilities. No one could possibly have breakfast in Seattle, and

have supper in Philadelphia. No one could possibly be thrown up into the air with

sufficient force to shoot round and round the earth for twenty times in the course

of a day and a half. Even if such a thing were remotely possibly it is utterly in

conceivable that any way could be found to bring back such a person to this earth

without his being broken to bits when he landed, or, being burnt up as he came back

into the earth's atmosphere. This book abounds in such utter absurdities, as for
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instance the idea that President Johnson could speak in Washington and someone in

Seattle could even see the expression on his face as he spoke, and could hear the

very quality of his words at a distance of hundreds of miles away. This is so

utterly impossible and fantastic that we simply refuse even to admit its possibility."

This is the anti-religious view. It is the view which characterized the attitude

of a number of the founders of the Graf.-Wellhausen theory regarding the Pentateuch.

They were sure that God could not speak as the Bible says He did. They were sure

that the supernatural could not make itself known in this world as the Bible

describes. All these things were utterly fantastic to them. However, the Bible

was in front of them. Here was a book. How did this book come into existence?

It was natural to try to work out some theory explaining how it came into existnrice.

Once it is determined that the Bible cannot possibly be true, it is easy to develop

theories about different sources conflicting with and contradicting one another,

and then being put together in a rather clumsy way eventually resulting in the Book

as we have it.

Now the other view, the last view, is the view which is just as unscientific as

the anti-religious view except that this view is religious. It also agrees with

the third view which says, "God could not have spoken." It may not actually say this,

but it assumes it throughout. The attitude expressed is, "God did not speak to

Abraham and tell him to-lout of Ur of the Chaldees. God did not speak to the pro

phets and give them messages. God did not take the initiative in bringing Israel

out of Egypt and establishing them in the Promised Land, and so on. Such things

do not happen in the world." This view simply assumes at the start that such

things could not happen, that they are impossibilities. However, those who hold

this view refuse to take the anti-religious approach of those who consider the Book

to be simply a group of unhistorical legends. Instead they start from a religious

viewpoint, but a very different religious viewpoint from the first view to which

we refered.. They say that this Book, although it tells of many impossible things,

and has many myths and legends in it, which of course are not to be taken at their
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face value, has nevertheless lying somewhere behind its statements and words that

which is a wonderful spiritual significance. They believe that they can receive

glimpses into the spiritual nature of the human mind and human soul from these

legends, learning how man has reached out and developed an idea of something beyond

himself. Wheyl they read that God spoke to Abraham and told him to leave Mesopotamia

and go over into Canaan, they do not even discuss whether actually God did such a

thing but assume that, of course, God does not speak in such a way. They may think,

however, that it shows that Abraham had a marvelous insight, that the Babylonian

idea of many gods simply was not satisfactory, and that instead there must be one

great force. Thus through all these stories they claim to get an insight into human

spiritual qualities, into human observations, into human reaching out after truth;

but it is man who is acting, it is man who is thinking, it is a religion of man rather

than a religion, or revelation, of God. It is a definite religion, but a different

religion from the Christianity of the Scriptures. It reads one thing in the Bible

but the interpretation given by those who hold this religions viewpoint is something

entirely different.

To further illustrate this unscientific religious view it is possible in the

imaginary situation we have before described for some to say that the idea of a

man having breakfast in Seattle and supper in Philadelphia gives us a glimpse of

the marvelous outreach of the human mind so that a person in his imagination could

travel clear across the country and visit old friends and partake with them in

their activities, even though, of course, actually and physically that person re

mained in Seattle all the time. There might be other lessons too that could be

drawn from the account, stories entirely different from what first may appear

on the surface.

It is the contention of the present writer that if a person approaches the

Bible from the viewpoint of those who know Jesus Christ as Lord and Saviour that

then we must take the whole Old Testament as true and as God's Word, because that
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is the attitude Christ took toward it. We do not necessarily understand what

everything in it means. There may be things that we are told in brief, and

behind these things are facts and factors about which we know nothing just as a

person living iSo years ago, hearing that a man flew from Seattle to Philadelphia

in one day, might imagine that person waving his arms like a bird and doing other

things utterly different from the jet plane situation of today. To imagine the

man either eating or sleeping as he flew would be yet more difficult for the

person living 150 years ago to do. But the central fact would be true, that the

person did travel through the air from Seattle to Philadelphia in one day.

Even so, there may be many things we do not understand ihthe Bible. There

may be cases where we are not sure of the exact text, or where we have uncertainty

as to the precise meaning of the words. But we know the Lord who is the Author

r
of this Book. We believe that He oversaw the activity of the writers so as to

keep them from error in what they wrote. We believe that this Book expresses

the very mind of God for us, and that we can accept whatever it says and if it

does not fit with our present-day experience or observation, we can search in order

to find the reason for this, but we do not cast aside anything that we find clearly

taught in it. This is the thoroughly scientific and religious viewpoint which we

mentioned first.

Secondly, a person can take the thoroughly scientific yet non-religious view

point of the one who does not know whether this Book is true or not. He must

approach the Bible and see what is there. He must not assume that these things are

impossible. He tries to find out how genuine the Book is, how far bad-' our manu

scripts go, and how much or how little we can depend upon the accuracy of the text.

He finds that it says that God spoke, that God led the Israelites, that God opened

f the way for Israel to enter the land of Canaan. In it he finds that God sent His

Son, Jesus Christ, into the world. He studies these things and tries to find out

whether they are true or not. He is not prejudiced against accepting the statements
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of God's Word; he is simply determined to investigate and see whether it is true

or not.

Then there are the two unscientific attitudes. One is the attitude of those

who assume that such things could not possibly happen, and that they therefore

must find a purely natural explanation of how the writing came into existence,

how such thoughts could have developed, and how various sources could have put

them together. It does not take much positive evidence in such a view to reach

a conclusion, since one has already adopted presuppositions that rule out any

acceptance of the Book as it stands.

The other unscientific attitude while turning away from an anti-religious

viewpoint, adopts a thoroughly religious viewpoint but an entirely different

religion from that taught in the Bible. It teaches a religion which glorifies

the human spirit and sees in all the desc±ptions of Divine acts actually descrip

tions of human insight and of human development.

9" In this book it is our purpose to show that the unscientific attitudes are not

grounded in fact, to examine the theories that are advanced by those who hold these

attitudes, and to see whether they stand the test of careful objective investiga

tion. We want to see just how much or how little evidence there is for the theories

of the Pentateuch which would say that it came together through the joining of such

alleged documents as J, E, P, and U, and whether there is any real evidence that

such documents existed.

r



The Complexity of the Multi-Document Theory 2.1

If a person is to examine the Graf-Welihausen theory (otherwise known as the

multi-document theory), as it is being widely disseminated today, it is very

important that he have a clear idea what it is. It has been my observation that

many, not only of those who oppose it, but also of those who support it, have

little idea of its real teaching, and particularly of the complexity that it

involves. During the nineteenth century it was the regular practice to divide

ancient and medieval books into alleged sources. I have examined many of these

theories about early writings, but have never come across a case in which the

theory advanced was nearly so complex as the present widespread teaching about the

five books of Moses.

The fact that an idea has been held for a long time is no reason why it is

necessarily true. The fact that a great many people believe there were such

documents as J, E and P does not prove that they ever actually existed. It demands

investigation. In most matters that have been discovered further investigation

brings to light new and simpler arguments so that it is possible to put the

evidence into very clear, plain, and yet convincing language.

Stripped to its bare essentials, and giving only what is agreed upon by

practically all who hold to the theory, it can be said that according to the theory

there was a document to which the name of J might be given because of certain

peculiar characteristics it is said to possess, which was written sometime between

1050 and 800 B.C. Some scholars are very dogmatic as to the particular century,

but there is a certain variation on this. This manuscript would contain about a

fourth of the material in the first five books of the Bible.

According to the theory, another document was written about a century later,

9" which, because of certain of its characteristics, might be called the E document.

This document paralleled the J document to quite an extent. Both documents
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circulated separately for a time; then someone combined them. This man, who is

called a "redactor", and is often spoken of as the "Redactor of JE", or represented

by the symbol R, is supposed to have so interwoven the two accounts that sometimes

a chapter would be taken from one, and then a chapter from the other, sometimes as

little as half a verse from one, and than a half verse or more from the other.

After this combined work, now generally called JE, had been circulated for a long

period, perhaps as much as two centuries, a new document was written which somewhat

paralleled it. This document was called D, and includes the greater part of the

present Book of Deuteronomy. After it had circulated separately for a time it was

combined with JE. After this second combined work, now called JED, had been in

circulation for a time, an entirely new document was written, which is said to have

paralleled JED to a remarkable extent. This document has cane to be called P.

another redactor combined JED with P,

interweaving P into what had already been composed, starting the whole thing with 33

verses from P, then adding three chapters that had originally belonged to J, but

were now included in JE, then about a chapter from P, then more material from J,

then a verse from P, then a few verses from J, and so on, sometimes as much as a

chapter from each, often only a few verses or perhaps only half a verse from one or

the other.

Those who hold the view are generally very precise and specific in their claim

as to exactly which words of the Pentateuch belonged originally to a particular one

of these four documents.

There is a certain amount of variation in the theory as held, but the above

summary would correspond to what is stated by nearly all who accept the theory, even

though some would add toit still other complexities, and a few of its present

promoters would reverse the order of combining the last two documents.







Comparatively few people know how complex is the process that goes in

to the production of one of our modern leading news magazines. It is a very

involved undertaking. Dozens of reporters from all over the world send in

accounts of events taking place. Researchers gather past facts that may be

of help in interpreting these events. A rewrite man takes the material

which is sent in by perhaps a dozen correspondents and the material gathered

by half a dozen researchers, summarizes it, puts it together and writes a

preliminary draft of an article. Then a committee composed of several men

goes over this article making changes here and there, rearranging, changing

emphasis, and forging the whole into something written in the particular

catchy and interesting style for which the news magazine is famous.

Let us suppose that someone who never had any connection with the produc-

tion of the magazine, who never had it explained to him just how it is done,

and who had never talked with any of the people who did it was handed a

completed copy of this magazine. Can you imagine what success he would have

in trying to determine simply from the finished product exactly what were the

sources from which the material had come. Could he determine what had been

written by one writer and what sections were written by another writer?

Could he point out to you ht :2hmes 1-,c. bn-n 1: br b1 fn iitor a1

committee? And what particular statements were gathered together by which

particular researchers? If someone could do all this and publish the results

of his work in which he specifies how this copy of the magazine came into

being, it would be strange indeed if even one of his suggestions as to the

source of the various parts of the magazine were to prove to be true.

The situation would be quite different, however, if an article were written

by three men each of whom had already authored several large books. By
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studying these books it would be possible to learn something of the particular

style of each man, then with this as a background there would undoubtedly be

particular sentences which could immediately be allocated to one or other of

the writers. There would be many sentences of which it would be impossible to

tell from which writer they had come. But if no other writings by these men

were available and there was nothing with which to compare the article except

the complex product that they had made in working together, it is highly

questionable whether any one would be able to make any substantial progress

in determining the sources from which these writings had come.

Recognition of the extreme difficulty of the task of thus dividing a

complex writing into its sources has led most present researchers in most

fields of literary study to give up all such attempts except when they have

an original writing before them with which they can make comparrisons. In

the case of the Pentateuch, and in fact of all the books of the Bible, we have

no existing previous writings by its authors, nor do we have original separate

productions by the various writers to guide us in the task of disentangling

one writer's composition from the writings as a whole. Supposing that the

finished product was formed in a very complex way, the difficulty of disen

tangling the complex product would be very great indeed. It is doubtful if

any present day writer would attempt the task of separating the sources in

any new writing, especially while its writers are still living and able to

refute an incorrect analysis.

One hundred years ago there were many who thought themselves capable of

doing this sort of disentangling. It was then assumed that practically all

writings were complex, and it was assumed that they could be thus disentangled.

Today we know that most first class writings are written by one writer even

if he gets much of his material and many of his ideas from various sources.
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There are simply not enough highly capable writers for many books to be

complex in origin. And when they are complex, unless we have available other

material by the same men with which we can check, it is practically an im

possibility to attempt to disentangle the sources.

Now, as the critical view is presented in popular writings or in semi

popular writings or even sometimes in college text books, it is made to seem

like a comparatively simple thing. These writers sometimes speak as if it

were possible and really quite simple to distinguish between the style of

J, E, D, and P and to tell what was written by one and what was written by

another of these alleged writers. Actually the critical theory as it developed

is far more complex than the impression of it that is received from popular

writings.
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Originally it began as a rather simple thing. Astruc and later Fchorn(1S26)

suggested that Genesis was composed of two different sources which had been

interwoven. After a series of very great and sweeping changes in critical

opinion lasting through three fourths of a century, eventually the system

which has prevziled during the subsequent ninety years came to be presented.

This system, known as the Graf-Welihausen theory, took the original idea of

the two writings, one of which used the name Yahweh for God and the other of

which used the title Elohim of God, and tremendously increased the complexity.

According to this view, what was previously considered to be the E document

and the earliest document is actually itself a composite writing made up of

two distinct documents which are called E and P, and which were written at

very different times and which are alleged to have a very different viewpoint

and extremely different style.

According to the Graf-Wellhausen theory, there was an early writing which

is called J which used the name Yahweh for God. A century or so later there

was another writing which told substantially much the same material as did the



2.2h

J document, but told it from a somewhat different viewpoint and which always

used the name Elohim for God instead of the name Yahweh. This document the

critics call E. According to their view a redactor combined these two into a

new document and this was called JE. This combination was done so skillfully

that often it is very difficult to disentangle J from E. Frequently the only

basis on which the division can be made is the use of the Divine name, arid

there are many sections in which no Divine name at all is used. It is admitted

that the style of J and the style of E are so similar that it is often very

difficult to tell on the basis of style what belongs in each document. The

claim is sometimes made that E has a slightly more advanced theological view

point than that of J. Thus, it is said, that J is markedly anthropomorphic

while E is more apt to be anthropopathic. According to the critical view the

combined JE document circulated for a number of centuries. Then a new document

called D was written. This document, however, is not to be found in Genesis

but is found in the later books of the Pentateuch, especially Deuteronorr.

In these later Pentateuchal books, JE was united with D by a redactor so that

the resultant work combined JE and D and this work was circulated for a time.

Then it happened that quite separately from this development, a group of

priests produced a writing which most critics consider to be not the work of

one individual but the work of a whole school of priestly writers. In this

particular work the name Yahweh was not used for God, but simply the name Elohiin.

This work also circulated by itself for a time, and then a redactor came along

who combined it with J, E, and 13, or JED, so that now in Genesis there were

three strands J, E, and P all united together, while in some other parts of the

Pentateuch there were four strands united together, according to this theory.

Thus the various redactors who made this union are sometimes represented as

having simply done a oioooo and paste job uniting together sections which
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Often overlap, or which often contradict each other and are often so Poorly fit to

gether that one wonders how anyone could be so stupid as to have arranged them

this way. Yet at other times it is claimed that the sections are so skill

fully united that the features of each are carried over in the wording of

the other to some extent.

During the first three quarters of the nineteenth century there were many

critics who carried on the attempts to divide the Pentateuch into documents

just as they did with most other ancient writings, and even with some modern

ones. Most of these critics claimed to do this purely on the basis of liter

ary form and structure and style and variation of types of ideas.

Quite distinct in the main from this was another movement which attempted

to account for the origin of Christianity as being purely the result of natural

development. An outstanding leader in this movement was Professor Reuss of

91 Strassburg. As early as /g33 Professor Reuss advanced the idea that the

Prophets preceded the Law while the Psalms came much later than the Law. Thus

he alleged that there was a developmental process by which the idea of the

Pentateuch came into existence. During most of the nineteenth century this

development idea was not particularly thought of by the men who were trying

to divide the Pentateuch into documents. But toward the end of the third

quarter of the nineteenth century, these two movements were united largely by

the efforts of a scholar named Professor Graf. Graf took up the theory,

advanced in 1853 by Hupfeld, that divided the old E document into two docu

ments (now called P and E). Graf said that E was actually more like J than

like P. When this theory was first presented most scholars paid little

attention to it, but in Graf advanced the idea that in the latter part

of the Pentateuch the so-called P sections, which most previous critics had

thought to be the very earliest and oldest part of the Pentateuch, were

actually the latest, most advanced stage of the development. The literary
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f' critics immediately criticized Grafts theory saying that it was impossible

to separate the style of the F secti ns of the latter books of the Pentateuc'

from the P sections of Genesis. answered this by saying that the P

sections of Genesis. which practically all scholars before this time had

thought to be the very earliest part of Genesis, were actually the very lat

est, most recent part.

Previous to this time most scholars had thought that the section known as

F, comprising the later P and F, was the very first writing of the Pentateuch

and was its foundation for its general structure. Grafts theory completely

upset this idea making the main structure of Genesis, as far as it is supplied

by the P document, to have come much later and to have been added on to some

thing alleged to have been written as a far earlier time.

r
The development theories of Reuss and others fit in with the generally

wide-spread idea that religious beliefs were not revealed by God, but that

they represent a natural human development. Whatever one believes about the

Almighty God, the existence of the Pentateuch is a fact. How are we to explain

this fact? Graf presented an explanation on naturalistic terms to show how it

had developed. This was taken up by Welihausen and published after Graf's

death. In a very clear and attractive German style, Wellhausen presented this

development concept, and it carried by storm the younger scholars who had

looked upon the development iiea as oppod to the idea of religion having been

revealed by a living God. Consequently the younger scholars adopted the whole

Graf-Welihausen theory of development regarding the religious ideas of the

Pentateuch and the development of the various alleged documents. But most of

the older scholars including the great scholar Dillmann never accepted the

Graf-Welihausen theory. So the younger scholars accepted it, and as the older

scholars died off, the Graf-Welihausen theory completely carried the field.

T b''it rs the methods used to divide the Pentateuch into these
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f" alleged main documents came to be applied to each of the documents themselves,

and scholars claimed to be able to divide up J, E, D, and P into Ji, J2, J3.

JL, El, E2, E3, EI, Dl, D2, D3, Dt, P1, P2, P3, and Pt, etc. This was simply

applying the same method to the various documents that had first been used

to divide up the Pentateuch to prove the existence of these douments.

However, we have no evidence to support the theory that such a process was

carried on anywhere whereby the Pentateuch was written by dozens of different

writers whose writings came together in a process of constant edition, re

uniting and re-editing over a period of centuries. We have no evidence that

in acient time documents were thus broken up, edited, and united together

in such a fashion.

Many leading critical scholars in recent years have moved away from some

or the basic principles of the Welihausen theory, although not from its idea

r of documents. To a large extent the idea of the development of the laws and

of the documents is ignored. In fact, many of these scholars, while holding

to the Wellhausen idea of the time when these documents are supposed to have

come into existence, maintain that each of the documents contains a great deal

of material from very early times. All are now ready to admit, for instance,

that the P document contains a great deal of accurate historical information

from a time even long before the alleged production of the D document. Thus

the latest document P contains accurate historical material that is earlier

than almost anything in the D document, said to be earlier. The date of

the documents hardly tells us anything according to the critics present ideas

about the origin of the material or ideas in them. Thus the foundation of

the development idea is to a large extent given up as a result of new dis-

coveries and new understandings about the ancient civilizations and ancient

beliefs and practices.
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III A MEflOD FROM A BY-GONE ERA

Anyone who lives beside the ocean or near a large river is apt, at

some time in his life, to have experienced a great flood, when the water

rises and completely changes the landscape for a time. Then the water

recedes, and the landscape looks substantially as it did before, except

that often bits of wreckage that have been deposited by the flood waters

remain stationary unless a considerable effort is made to remove them.

Sometimes these changes are good, and worthy of preservation. Generally,

however, what the temporary tide has deposited needs to be removed as

merely the symbol of a by-gone state that has now passed away.

It is the purpose of the present chapter to show that[this is the

- situation regarding the theorythatever the-re existed as separate

documents anything corresponding to the so-called J, F and P documents of

Pentateuchal Criticism.' Such an idea is the result of certain trends of

critical thought which were extremely prominent in the study of literature

in the period between approximately 1790 and 1930 but which have now almost

entirely receded. The results of these trends have by this time largely

disappeared in the various fields of literary study from which evidence

will be brought. It is only in the field of Biblical study that one

particular stage of the result of these movements of thought became

crystallized and remains as petrified evidence of a by-gone attitude.

In the case of Biblical studies many of the ideas and background

principles upon which these results were based have receded with the tide

of the ideas of the nineteenth century. Also, many of the alleged

evidences have been eradicated by advances in thought and in research

during the twentieth century. Yet the theory described above remains in
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crystallized form and is now being popularized and distributed far more

91
widely than ever before.

The application of these theories to Biblical studies was begun by a

comparatively small group of scholars in Germany at about the beginning of

the nineteenth century. During that century they were applied in a series

of ever-changing theories by various groups of scholars in Germany and

other countries. In 1878 the brilliant writing of an outstanding German

professor, Julius Welihausen, crystallized one particular phase of these

theories into a definite form, and this form has been preserved ever since,

unchanged in any major regard. Meanwhile the trends and tendencies that

gave birth to this constantly changing flux of ideas and attitudes in the

nineteenth century has spent its course. Many present-day scholars mot1y

simply take over the documentary theory of the Pentateuch as presented by

Wellhausen and reproduce it with little change.

Let us examine some of these tendencies that were so prominent in the

study of literature in the nineteenth century. Let us see to what extremes

they then ran, and note how largely they have disappeared in the course of

the present century. All three of the tendencies of which we wish to speak

find a strong expression in connection with the work of Professor F. A.

Wolf, a noted German scholar and lecturer, who lived from 1759 to 1824.

They did not originate altogether with Wolf. Evidences of their rise were

already visible before his time, but he presented them in such a brilliant

and forceful way that later supporters largely considered themselves as

following in his footsteps. The first of these was a tendency toward

extreme skepticism as regards ancient history and ancient documents in

general. Wolf did not believe that writing had been in existence when the

great epics of ancient Greece were originated. He questioned that there

had ever been such a city as Troy, and suggested that various pomp formed
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by the imagination of a great number of different minstrels had gradually

been gathered together to form these great epics. Some scholars welcomed

his ideas; others were shocked by them; but for a number of decades the

tendencies that he represented generally won their way.

The followers of this attitude took the approach that nothing in

ancient history was to be accepted as true unless it could be absolutely

proved. In 1439 Lorenzo Villa had proven that the donation of Constantine

was a fraud. It had been demonstrated that the Decretals of Silvester,

so far from coming from Bishop Silvester in the early part of the fourth

century A.D., actually represented ideas and phraseology of the ninth

century, 500 years later. These and other exposures of various frauds and

forgeries led naturally to an extreme attitude in this direction.

PIA An interesting illustration of this attitude is seen in the denial of

Cicero's orations against Cataline, of the genuineness of which there is

indubitable proof. It began with F. A. Wolf who cast doubt in a general

way upon several of Cicero's orations. Then in 1802 Eichstaedt reviewed

Wolf's book, and took the position that at least one of Cicero's orations

against Cataline should be included in the condemnation that Wolf had made

against certain other orations. Wolf quickly followed Eichstaedt and

condemned the Third Oration. In 1826 Clude, misunderstanding Wolf's

statement as to which oration he was denying, proved to his own satisfaction,

and that of some others, that it was the Second Oration that was spurious.

In the meantime certain other critics attacked the genuineness of the Fourth

oration, and in 1832 Ahrens declared that both the Third and Fourth Orations

were not genuine. In 1836 Orelli decided that the Second, Third and Fourth

were all spurious. Now attention was called to a book of Cicero's letters
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in which he siminarized each of his consular orations and enumerated one by one

the four orations against Cataline. Orelli proceeded thereupon to say that

this passage in Cicero's letter was spurious. He suggested the hypothesis

that a forger had supplied the three orations and'i&fl ) inserted in a

letter of Cicero a forged summary of these same orations. Now other critics

entered into the discussion and pointed out that since Cicero's letters were

already in circulation it would have been utterly impossible to have inserted

this statement in them, and that therefore the suggestion was actually

ridiculous.

This is one of many instances that might be given of the extreme

skeptical attitude that was so cannon in the early part of the last century.

Later in the century Welihausen declared that we could not learn anything from

the Pentateuch about the life and attitudes of the periods that it claims to

describe. He even suggested that Abraham was really the last of the patriarchs

instead of the first. Today this extreme attitude has generally disappeared

as far as non-Biblical material is concerned. The discovery by archaeologists

of actual ancient materials in Greece, Asia Minor, Mesopotamia and Egypt,

illustrating and corroborating various statements in ancient documents, has led
2.

to a complete change of attitude. It is recognized that many myths, legends

and erroneous ideas have developed through the ages, but the present tendency,

whenever a new document is discovered, is to assume that it is true until

proven false, rather than the reverse, as was formerly done.

Schliemann's excavations in Troy and then at Mycenae on the Greek mainland

showed that a great civilization had existed in ancient Greece prior to the

Dorian migration and that in some respects this civilization was superior to

r
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the later civilization of classical Greece. Many hints in the Homeric epics

were thus shown to be actual fact, and not merely conjectures or poetic

imaginings of various minstrels. The attitude of of extreme skepticism which

had so much to do with the development of the Pentateuchal criticism is now

merely an interesting historical episode of the last century, except in

relation to its fruit in the development of the multi-documentary theory of

the Pentateuch, and also in its application to various other parts of the

Bible.

While this tendency to extreme skepticism has largely disappeared, there

are still remnants of it in the Biblical field, one of which was strikingly

illustrated in an article in Harper's Magazine for August 1966 by an English

scholar, J. M. Allegro. In this article Professor Allegro points out certain

similarities between ideas or events in the New Testament and inferences which

he draws from the Dead Sea Scrolls--many of which inferences, incidentally,

are denied by most other students of the Scrolls. After pointing to these

alleged similarities Allegro asks the question about the New Testament: "How

far are these stories on the surface representative of real history?" and

continues with the following sweeping denial of the facts about Christ

recorded in the Gospels: "Is it conceivable that such amazingly intricate

literary compositions, woven from so many strands of text and tradition, can

also be authentic descriptions of actual events of the first century? My own

answer is no. Nevertheless same core of history probably exists in the

stories of Jesus and his followers, and we might reasonably seek it in the

history of the Essene movement and its leader, the so-called Teacher of
/

Righteousness."
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Thus Allegro would throw out the entire historicity of the New Testament

narrative of Christ and His apostles because of certain alleged similarities

to statements in the Dead Sea Scrolls--and even these similarities are denied

by most other scholars.

Few indeed are those scholars today who would take so extremely skeptical

an attitude toward the story of Christ as Allegro here suggests. The extreme

skepticism regarding history of the ancient world that was common among the

followers of Wolf has been to a large extent dissipated by archaeological

discoveries. The Old Testament history also is today viewed in an entirely

different light than a century ago, as a result of extensive discoveries

corroborating most of its principal points and many of its details.

Just as this extreme skepticism regarding the ancient world in general

has been to a large extent dissipated by archaeological discoveries, the

skeptical attitude of Welihausen and of many others of the last century, has

largely been removed, so far as Old Testament history is concerned. This is

mainly due to the results of archaeology. As Professor Aibright points out,

Welihausen was not the least bit interested in archaeology, and makes no

mention even of the few striking discoveries that had already been made in

his day. Since Welihausen's time tremendous discoveries have been made in

archaeology, bringing to light knowledge of a great many events in the

ancient world that were previously unknown to us, and illuminating innumer

able aspects of the background of centuries long before the time when

Welihausen thought that the documents of the Pentateuch had been written.

At point after point these discoveries fit with surprising accuracy

into the statements in Genesis and other Old Testament books, and the

rol
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attitude of most scholars today is no longer one of surprise when a

statement in Genesis is found to agree with ancient facts. Welihausen

believed that the various documents represented only the ideas of the days

in which they were written. However, in B. W. Anderson's book, which is said

to be a textbook in 1400 colleges, a chart is presented showing the time of

alleged origin of documents J, E, D, and P, and indicating their eventual

interweaving, but an element is added which Welihausen never would have

thought of. This element consists in a series of broken lines preceding each

of these documents, going back many centuries, representing oral tradition.

The reason for this is that so many of the facts and background statements in

the parts of the Pentateuch attributed to these different documents, even to

the parts that are supposed to have been written extremely late, so frequently

coincide with historical facts as discovered from archaeology.

The second nineteenth-century tendency that should be mentioned is a sort

of historicism. This term is used to cover a variety of ideas, but one

attitude that is often suggested by it is the belief that all writings,

expressions, and ideas are simply the reflection of the attitude of the times,

and that books have grown out of the consciousness of the people rather than

through conscious artistry and intelligent thinking by individual authors.

This particular attitude did not have a great part to play in most of

the documentary theories of the Pentateuch that prededed Wellhausen' s theory,

but was active in another area in the attitudes of certain scholars by whom

Graf and Wellhausen were greatly influenced, and it comes to full fruition in

Wellhausen's idea that the documents represent only the ideas and tendencies

of the particular period in which they were said to have been written.
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This attitude of historicism finds an early expression in the ideas of

the brothers Grim with their great collections of folk tales, legends, and

folk songs from early Teutonic life. The Griimis said that a story would grow

out of the consciousness of the people, and thus would gradually assume shape.

In 1901 Professor F. B. Guninere elaborated this theory as regards ballads,

saying that they were developed in the course of dances in which people rather

naturally began to sing, and songs developed as one person and another would

add a line, and thus the ballads of various nations came into existence.

In 1921 Professor Louise Pound, a sister of the noted legal expert,

Professor Roscoe Pound, Dean of the Harvard Law School, wrote a book on the

origin of ballads in which she strongly opposed this view. Professor Pound's

ideas have been rather generally accepted, and her book was reprinted in

1949. She maintains that a ballad has an author; that ballads do not spring

up spontaneously. People with literary ability may naturally be influenced by

the ideas of those around them. The ideas of the people of an area may affect

their willingness to accept or reject the work of an author; nevertheless, a

literary production requires literary ability. Most present scholars agree

with Professor Pound at this point. Thus Albert Guerard, Professor of General

and Comparative Literature at Stanford University, in 1940 said, "It is not

denied that literature uses the same stuff as folklore; but it is claimed that

folklore is turned into literature only through an individual act of conscious

organization. A book is a piece of work, not an accident."

Similarly, Professor R. W. Chambers of the University of London wrote in

1939: "Fortunately, twenty years ago, that great teacher of English, Sir

Arthur Quiller-Couch, gave his answer to the problem:
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Gentlemen, I would I could persuade you to remember that
you are English, and go always for the thing, casting out of
your vocabulary all such words as 'tendencies', 'influences',
'revivals', 'revolts'. 'Tendencies' did not write The Centerbury
Tales Geoffrey Chaucer wrote them. 'Influences' dinot make
The Faeriie Queene Edmund Spenser made it:.

". . . I hope to satisfy the reader that Tendencies did not write Piers Plowman

that a man called William Langland wrote it.
-

While effects of this movement of historicism still remain among literary

students, there has been a very strong reaction against it. Its part in the

development of the multi-documentary theory of the Pentateuch needs to be

recognized.

A third tendency which became very pronounced during the past century, and

continued to be rather strong during the entire period from around 1795 until

around 1930, is often designated by the German term "Quellenforschung." This

was the theory that the greater part of what a man wrote was apt to be simply

taken over from sane other writer or from various writers, so that many books

were simply mosaics, composed of material from other books, and that one of

the principal purposes of literary research was to determine these sources.
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In examining the precise division into documents given in many recent books dealing

with the critical theory, we have not been able to find any two books of scholarly

type that have exactly agreed as to which verses they would attribute to each

document, even though in general following very closely the lines laid down by

Wellhausen ninety years ago.

It is not true to say that all critical scholars have accepted this

theory. Most of the older scholars, many of whom were highly esteemed, including

such men as Dillman, Baudissin, and others, never accepted it.* Such a man as

Professor Theophile J. Meeke of the University of Toronto states in the PreThce

to the Second edition of Hebrew Origins (New York Harper and Row, 1950) that he

has "always felt that the hypothesis, as usually understood, is too artificial"

and he indicates some great questions he has about certain vital features of the

theory, such as his belief that it is "impossible, except in a few instances,

to separate E from J." (Hebrew Origins 1960,pp. xi-xii) Today, a

large group of Scandinavian critics completely rejects the theory.

C. R. North in OTMS pp. L-83

E. Neilsen, Oral Tradition, 1954

Harrelson, p. 33

B. W. Anderson, p. 155

S. H. Hooke, "Introduction to the Pentateuch", Peake's Commentary, p. 170







Chapter IV Arguments for the Theory page

ri
As a result of archaeological developments of recent years many of today's

scholars, even while holding to he theory in general, suggest very important

1
reservations or revisions.

In this connection it is interesting to note that of the books that have

presented the theory to the English-speaking world in recent years the two which

have the fullest presentation of evidence, and which, from the viewpoint of careful,

thorough dealing with the Pentateuchal problem, could be considered as the most

scholarly, are Pfeiffer's, Introduction to the Old Testament and Eissfeldt's

Introduction to the Old Testament Most critical scholars today would consider

one or other of these two books to contain the fullest and most complete recent

presentation of the Documentary Theory. Yet each of them proposes a sweeping

alteration in the theory. Pfeiffer advances the idea that the so-called J

document is actually made up of two distinct documents, one of which he calls

'IS". He traces S as distinct from J through the Book of Genesis, attributing to

the S document many sections that others would place among the most distinctive

J sections. Pfeiffer asserts that this S document,which is also supplemented

by editorial accretions he calls S2, was inserted into the Pentateuch after P

added last of all instead of having formed a part of the very earliest document

of the Pentateuch, as is claimed by most others who hold thth theory. Cf" 'Z iT

1 Glock, Albert E., "The Study and Interpretation of the Old Testament",CTM,

February, 1967 (Vol.XX.XV.LII, No.2)

Abba,Raymond, "Priests and Levites," 1DB, pp. 886-7 (1962)

Abright,W.F.,ArChaeOlogy and the Religion of-Israel, 4th ed., 1956, p.3

ri Smart, James, D., The Interpretation of Scripture (1961), p. 250

Aibright, W.F., New Horizons in Biblical Research (1966), p. iL
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Similarly, Eissfeldt divides the alleged J document into two different

documents, one of which he calls the "L" document. His theory of the L document

is very different from Peiffer's theory of the S document, and similarly makes

a very extensive revision in the whole documentary analysis. In Genesis, Eissfeldt's

L overlaps more than is included in Pfeiffer's S and it is traced on through

The Hexatuch into the Books of Samuel and possibly as far as the Books of Kings.

Eissfeldt claims that "the Octateuch narrative work extended beyond the end of the

books of Samuel" and "It remains in dispute how far it extended,". p. 299).

Eissfeldt says that "L clearly appears as the oldest, and P equally clearly as

the youngest" (p. 19)4). So in so far as Pfeiffer's S and Eissfeldt's L overlap

in Genesis, these scholars are clearly in disagreement over what forms the

earliest and what forms the latest parts of the Pentateuch. LThat which Pfeiffer
-;;

_(_,L_t.1 s.C.
dates betc:-' a th yount ooont Eissfeldt places in

the two centuries between the end of, the reign of David, c. 96)4 B.C. and the

appearance of Amos and Hosea, c. 750 B.C. and assigns to the "oldest narrative

strand." (p.l9). Thus each of the two men who have made the most thorough

recent study of the theory and who have presented it in the most scholarly fashion,

have introduced a very sweeping alteration which has not won the acceptance of

other scholars. This, in the opinion of the present writer, strikingly suggests

that the frequent statement that the theory represents the consensus of opinion

of all trained scholars is hardly accurate.
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A third argument found in recent books is the clair that the theory repre

tents the consensus of opinion of all, trained scholars. Actually this is now the

most commonly used argument. It would be quite safe to say that most people who

have accepted the documentary theory today have done so on the basis that "it is

what a].1 ahclare believe," or that it "is so obvious that all, scholars accept it,"

rather than because of any carefully detailed analysis or xaxnination of evidence.

Driver, LOT, 1913, p.11 In Genesis, as regards the limits of P, there is practically
no difference o opinion amcngst critics.

Anderson, 1966. . by general agreement, the story found in Gen. l.l_2.14
comes from the priestly writer . . . ( p. 167)

Anderson, G.W. ClOT 1959 In spite of considerable diversity uf view on such points,
comparatively few acholars would deny the existence of these four main blocks of
material. (page 30)

Anderson, BW.?9. 1957, p.86 In recent years, critical historians have agreed
almost unanimously that these scattered statements are fragments of an older, more
reliable source (J) which the Deuteronomic writer ignored because it did not
accord with his theo1cical interests.

Crossroads Oct-Dec., 1964, p. 3. It is clear to modern Old Testament Scholarship
that not all these laws were literally given at Sinai, not even a large majority
of thea. They come from all. periods of Israel's history.

Hooke,S.H. In Peace's 1962, p. 16 The Documentary Hypothesis - This line of
approach to the problems of the Pentateuch, generally associated. with the names
of C'raf and Welihausen, has been accepted for weilnigh a cent'iry as critical
orthodoxy.
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Yet this argument is really far from solid. As a matter of fact, th c.greernent

was never absolute.- There have been many differences of detail. In case after

case a verse which one scholar declares to be "very obviously the peculiar style"

of a particular document is attributed by other equally scholarly books,to a

different document.

LI Von Had., Genesis p. 332 In his opinion Gen. 35.15 belongs to H axi. not to P.
The rest of the critics give it to P.

Ibid. p.L1.17 The blessing of Jacob's is generally attributed, to the source J.
But to consider S the author is impossible, for is not even the author of the
prose narratives attributed to him; one must then think of him as the collector of
the aphorisms. But there are no clear signs which lead. one to connect J with this
collection. The text is often obviously damaged and. scarcely understandable.

Speiser, E.A., Genesis xxii . . . Genesis is not affected by the special problems
that. beset the Book of Deutèroxy: it shows no trace whatever cf source D. However,
Harrelson in his , p. 63 indicates that Gen. 15.12-16 are a part of the

- I deuteronomistic history.. See also Harrelson's 2b19U Pentateuchal Sources in
his Appendix, p. 488. B. W. Anderson, Q.T 1957 ed. p. 71 and 1966 ed. p. 77 says,
"Since D material is not found in the first four books of the Old. Testament, Genesis
through Numbers. . .

Anderson, B. W. 1966 ed., p. 172 . . . scholars differ somewhat on the -material
in Genesis that should. be assigned to 3, . .

Gray, G. B., Numbers ICC, p. 426 A strict analysis of the chapter [Num. 32,]as
between SE and P cannot be stisfactor1a1y carried through.

Rowley, H. H., From Moses to Qumran p. 90 notes there is disagreement among
scholars as to whom to assign Ex. l9..5

Von Had, Gen., p.LI.03 Notes that the question as to which source the section Gen.
Lf7.13_26 belongs is disputed. It i.. usually attributed, to the Yahwiet, but one
cannot be really sure about it.

Bower, 3. ,., LOT, 3rd ed., p. R5-6 As in the case of the Uahwist it is doubtful
whether the Elehist's strand continued beyond Thmbers. Scholars are currently much
divided in this matter.
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Speiser, 266 states that all critics are agreed that the coreof Gen. 314.]
stems from 3 . . In contrast to this S. H. Hoolce in Pake's p. 200 states
11t is generally recognized a the result of.docuinentary analysis that 314. does
not long to the J-E narrative, and that its point cf view is that of a later
period than the patriarchal age.

Driver, IQ p. 11 states that "In Genesis, as regards the limits of P. there i
practically no difference of opinion amongst critics. It embraces the
purchase of the family burial-place r.t Machpelthi in Hebron (.23) . . . Contrast
this with Spelser's staternnt (Genesis p. 267) that Gen. 23 as a whole can no
longer be credited to P.

Driver,LOT,18 "The narrative of Joseph in ch. 39ff. consists, as it seems, of
long passages exerpted alternately from J and E, each, however, embodying traits
derived from the other. The ground of this conclusion is . . . .
In contrast to this, Von Rad, Genesis, 39 writes: "Gen. 39 is Yahwistic. Real
doublets cannot be demonstrated in it."

( Stalker, 227 (191f) On Ex. l9-2t Into the combined narrative of JE has been
worked, probably by a Deuteronomic redactor, though Eissfeldt, Beer, etc., think
it is from E, one of the most beautiful passages of the OT, 3b-6, stating the
method and purpose of election.

r
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EINTICi OF 31UENTS ADVCED IN SUPPORT OF T ILTI-DOCTNTY T1ORY

In our last chapter we saw that the rulti-documentary theory of the Pent

teuch was simply one application of a certain trend of thought that was common in

the last century, but now practically is idoned oy literary and histcrical

scholars. We saw that this theory went beyond all the various treads which gave

it birth in that it ws developed to a degree hardly to be equaled in the study of

axw ctier ancient writing, and that it was presented with an extreme dogmatism

going far beyond anything to be found in the study of other ancient literature.

Today those tendencies have largely disappeared, but this theory remains a vital

and widespread force today. Just within the last twnety years many books in

English have been published., to say ncthing of works in other languages which

dogmatically present the theory as if it were established fact.

It is now necessary to look at the arments which today are advanced, for

the theory. e shall try to examine them very fairly to see exactly what the

evidence is and to note just how much weight is to be given to any of the 1argu

nents upon which this very complicated theory is supposed to rest.

1. The Claim that it Represents the Consensus of Scholarship

In most books that present the matter today, particularly those more or

less popular in appeal, we find a statement like this:

Among biblical scholars, the dominant view is that the Pentateuch
is a composite work in which several major traditions have been blen
ded together. According to this hypothesis, which rests on the
critical labors of more than two centuries of intensive stuo.y, there
are four main iterary strands, to which are assigned the symbols
3, E, D and P.

A130 the following statement is typical:

Thus there was established, to the satisfaction of a large
number of scholars, the view that the Pentateuch contains four
main sources, 3, E, D, and p, which are to be dated in that order,
with D, as the fixed point, assigned to the 7th century. '

1. 3. W. Anderson, Understanding the Old Testament(].966), p. 16
2. G. W. Anderson, A Critical Introduction to the Old. Testament p. 30
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Thus it is claimed that " . . . comparatively few scholars would deny the

existence of these four main blocks of material."3 The claim that &1 who

know anything accept the theory, is probably the actual basis upon which more

people have accepted. it today than any other. In fact, it may be questioned.

how many critical scholars there are today who are in a position to give a really

strong defense of the theory, since the general attitude has become one of say

ing sip1y, "This is what all scholars believe. If one is a scholar he must

accept this theory."

It is evident that this is not really a proper basis noon which to accept

anything. It is true that as human beings we do not have time to examine every

idea that enters our heads. Inevitably a great part of the ideas that people

have are often simply taken over from others without any critical examination of

evidence. But it is extremely unscientific to take over a theory as elaborate

and. as complicated as this one and accept it as fact simply on the allegation that,

"Most scholars believe that it is true."

Truth is not to be discovered by counting noses. Time and again most of the

people of the world have believed something which has been proved' to be completely

false. The Encyclopedia Britannica states that during the 19th century most

scientists believed that there was a substance which they called ether which

prevaded all space. Today hardly any scientists holds such a view since they

no longer believe in the existence of this so-ca-led ether. Popular books

and articles may sometimes refer to the ether waves or make an allusionto such

a belief, but, as a scientists wrote me recently, "If there any scientists today

who eti!i. believe the ether theory they are keeping extremely quiet about It.!'

Take another example. A century ago it was thought that electricity was a

current which moved in a certain direction. Believing that it moved in this

direction, charts were made with arrows pointing in that direction. The plus

3.' G. W. Anderson, be. cit.
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p
sign was used for the side from which the electricity came, and the minus for the

side toward which it was moving. Today a11 electrical scholars know that so

called electricity consists of the movement of electrons, and that these electrons

move in exactly the opposite direction to that which is indicated in all the

charts. The device of saying that electricity moves from the positive to the

negative is sometithes resorted to, but. upon questioning it is always explained

that when it is said that electricity moves from positive to negative, what is

really meant is that there is a flow of electrons in the opposite direction.

So all electrical scientists today hold to a view which is the exact opposite

to that which electrical scientists once held.

Even if it were a fact that the Graf-'!el1hausen theory was unanimously

accepted by scholars, this would not necessarily make it true. It would still

need to be examined.

en the theory was first presented nay of the older critical scholars

refused to accept it, but held to various other views which had been current during

the 19th century. It is true that most of the younger scholars living at that time

adopted the theory, but among critical scholars today there is a sizable group of

Scandinavian critical scholars who completely reject the Ittocumentary theory.1

Such a man as Theophile 3. Meeke of the University of Toronto states that' he has

Ualwrs felt that the hypothesis, as usually understood, is too artificial"- ~___id

he indicates some great ques9.ons he has about certain vital features of the

theory, such as his belief that it. is "impossible, except in a few instances, to

separate E from

When it comes to this matter of consensus, ii-, is interesting to note that

of the books that have presented the bet'!cholr1y and comprehensive treatment

of the theory in recent years, two outstanding English language works are

C. R. North in O4S pp.L.iJ4_3; . Teilsen, Oral Tradition (l99-');
of. 1. Earrelson, yrretin p.33; B. f. Anderson, Understanding p.155
S. H. Hooke, Peake's p. 170

5. Hebrew Origins pp. -±i
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Robert H. Pfeiffer's Introduction to the Old Testament and. Otto Eissfeldt's

The Old Testament .n Introduction Most critical scholars today would con

sider these books to have the fullest and most omplete recent presentation of

the Documentary Theory. Yet each of these scholars have proposed sweeping

alterations in the theory by calicating it yet further in adding a fifth

document which tTsrmed. by taking material out of the 3 document, as

accepted. by other echolrs.

Pfeiffer advances the idea that the so-called 3 document is actually

made up of two distinct documents, one of which he calls "S". He traces

as distinct from 3 through the Book of Genesis only, attributing to the S

docuinnt many sections that others would place among the most distinctive

3 sections. Pfeiffer asserts that this S document was inserted into the

Pentateuch after P --ad gives as the most likely date for 5, the time of Solomon

in the tenth century.

Similarly, Eissfeld.t divides the alleged J document into two different

documents, one of which he calls '1L". His theory of the L document is very

different from fejffr theory of the S document, and similarly makes a very

extensive revision in the whole documentary analysis. In Genesis, Eissfeldt's

L overlaps more than is included in Pfeiffer's S and Eissfeldt continues to trace

L through the Hexateuch into the Books of Samuel and. possibly as far as the Books

of Iiugs. That material which according to Pfeiffer dates in the tenth century

B. C. and is known to him as "S", is tken by Eissfeld.t and placed in the two

centuries between the end of David's reign, c. 96 .C., and the appearance of

Amos and Hosea, c. 750 B.C. and assigned to "L", "the oldest narrative

Thus the two most recent comprehensive scholarly presentations differ at a vital

-
. Pfejffer, p. 166, 167, 288
. Zissfeldt, p. 195
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point from the view generally held among critical scholars. Thisá in the

cpinion of the present writer, strikingly suggests that the frequent statement

that the theory represents the consensus of Biblical scholarship is hardly

accurate.

In addition, it may be noted. that in the last few years even those who

hold to the theory have given up quite a number of the basic points upon which

elThausen and. his assocites originally advanced it. This has occurred to so

great n extent that one prominent scholar saiO. that there was no one in a

Chair in a univerity in America or Europe who still held. the Welihausen theory.

This maxi, however, (Ad. not deny the multi-documentr'ry theory, so he did not mean

that the theory had been riven up today, but rather that the Wellhausen idea of

development which originally und.ergird.ed the theøry has beer, largely given up.

This phase of the matter will e discussed later on in the chapter dealing with

Cl ~"The Erosion of ellhausenismtI. For the present we summarize our discussion of

this argument by swing that the unanimity of scholarship never was complete.

As a result of archaeological developments in recent years many of today's

scholars, even while holding to the theory in general, sust very important

reservations or revisions,& The clm that the theory represents the concensus

of scholarship falls short of the truth and even if such a statement were true

still counting noses does not establish the truth. Even if, all the world believes

something, that a no reason for it to be accepted, unless there is solid evidence

in its favor.

9. Albeit £'.oG'lóck, "The Study and Interpretation of the Olu. Testament',
0TH, February, 1967 (Vol. =VIII, No.?); Raymond Ahba, "Priests and Levites, 11
1Db, 962),. 886-7; w. F. Albrght, Archaeology and the Religion Israel
4th ea.(l956), p.3; W. F. Albright, New Horizons in Biblical Research (1966),
p. 114.; James D. Smart, The Interpretation of Scripture (1961), p. 250.
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Equally important of notice is the fact that the areernent erong critical

scholars was never absolute. There have been my differences of detail. In

case after case a verse which one schoiLrs declares to be very obviously the

peculiar style of a particular document, is attributed by other eoually scholarly

books to a different doc.uiicnt.

For instance, E. A. Speiser declares that "Genesis is not affected by the

special problems that beset the Book of Deuteronon; it shows no trace whatever

of source D." 13. W. Anderson agrees that "D matérial is not found in the

first four books of the Old Testament, Genesis through Numbers . . . tim

Walter Harrelson, however, finds a part of the deuteronomistic history in Gen.

l.l2-l6 which he holds to be "easily separable from the old covenant story"

of E found in verses 7-11 and l7.-2l) Harrelson is alone in his view at this

point.

Likewise Von Bad is alone in his opinion that Genesis 3S.l belongs to

E and not to P?The rest of the critics give tltisvërse to P. Considering

the dictum of Driver that "In Genesis, as regards the limits of P, there is

practically no difference of opinion amongst crlticsnl3 due to the supposition

that "the literary style of P is strongly marked"l*, Von Rad's analysis is not

without significance.

Again, Speiser states that all critics are agreed that the core of Genesis

34 stems from J. but S. H. Hooke says, "It is generally recognized as the result

of documentary analysis that LGenesis] 3) does not belong to the J-E narrative,

and that its point of view is that of a later period than the patriarchal age.tt1

). Spelser, Genesis p. xxii.
10 W An4ion,Understandi1g the OT,,(966) p77
1. W. Harrelson, Introduction to O.T, p.63 cf. Appendix, P--488
12... Von Bad, Genesis, p 3
13. Driver, LOT p'Il
l. Ibid p.__l2
:io-. Ibi4 p. ?66
14. S. H. Hooke, Peake's Commentary, p. 200
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When Driver declared that "In Genesis, as regards the limits of F, there is

practically no difference of opinion amongst critics," he went on to say in the

next sentence: "It embraces the . . . purchase of the family burial-place at

Machpela in Hebron (c.23) . . . " In contrast with this Speiser thinks that

Genesis 23 "as a whole can no longer be credited to

Driver contends: "The narrative of Joseph in c. 39 ff consists, as it

seems, of long passages exerpted alternately from J and E, each, however,

embodying traits derived from the other."?9 He procedes to give the grounds

for his conclusion. Von Rad, on the other hand, finds Genesis 39 is "Yahwistic."

He says, "Real doublets cannot be demonstrated in

Stalker sees the hand of the Deuteronomic redactor in Exodus 19.3b-6,it."

2-0
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2..
but Eissfeldt places the passage in E.

G. B. Gray believed that a strict analysis of the thirty-second chapter of

Numbers as between JE and P could not be satisfactorily carried through.
2,3 Eiss

feldt alone (and possibly Kuhi) find no P in the chapter, but Carpenter and Har

ford n their treatment and Brightman in his give all but the last four verses

of the chapter to P.

These are just a few instances of lack of agreement among critical scholars

regarding the multi-documentary theory which is presented so dogmatically as

representing the consensus of Biblical scholarship.

17. Driver, LOT, p. 11
IL Speiser,nesis, p. 267
1. Ibid p. l
ao. Von Rad, Genesis p. 359
21. Stalker, Peake's Coimnentary, p. 227
2 Eissfeldt, Hexateuch-Sopse(l962), p. 1)46
23. G. B. Gray,uthers, ICC, p. 426



5.17

2. The Result of Sixty Years of Intensive Study by Scholars

A Professor of English in a certain University had been assigned to

teach a course on the Bible, and he was presenting as fact the ideas of the

once independent existence of the so-called J, E, D, and P documents. He

asserted that the reason he did this was that this theory was the result of

the last fifty years of intensive study by scholars.

How often such a statement as this is made I do not know. We do find

C. A. Simpson writing on "The Growth of the Hexateuch" in the Interpreter's

Bible stating:




The Graf-Welihausen hypothesis has commanded the assent of
the great majority of Old Testament critics for more than sixty
years, and has served as the point of departure fo investigation
of the internal structure of the several sources.2'

The fact is that the theory as presented today in most books that teach it

V.'
is almost identical with the theory presented by Wellhausen in 1878. There is

a small amount of difference about the dates of the documents and a certain amount

of shifting as to what belongs in each document, but otherwise the view today is

just about identical with that which was presented in Welihausen's day.

Furthermore, it can be safely said that no solid evidence has come to light

in the last fifty years, or, in fact, within the present century, that provides

any new support of any substantial nature for the theory. Most of the new evidence

that has come to light actually points against the theory rather than in its favor.

The theory does not represent intensive work of scholars in the last sixty years,

but it has simply been passed on almost identically as presented nearly ninety

years ago by Julius Welihausen.

3. The theory is the Result of the Intensive Research of Scholars during

the last Two Hundred Years.

This statement which is found in a number of recent books comes nearer to

the fact than the other, but it is also very far from the actual situation.

24. C.A.Simpson,Interpreter's Bible p. 190
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Von Rad says:

The preceding discussion presupposes the recognition of
a fact that has become accepted in contemporary Old Testament
science after almost 200 years of reserach: The books of
Genesis to Joshua consist of several continuous source document
that were woven together more or less skillfully by a redactor.

Kuhi says:

Knowledge of the origins and composition of the Pentateuch
is still relatively new. The foundations were laid over 200 years
agg, when it was observed that in the Book of Genesis the name
Given to

G056
varies, apparently quite arbitrarily, between Yahweh

and Elohim.

D. N. Freedman declares that "The systematic, critical investigation of the

Pentateuch has been carried on for the past two hundred years."27

B. W. Anderson states that the view that the Peritatuech is a composite

work in which several literary sources have been blended together "rests on the

r
critical labors of more than two centuries of intensive study.2

Otto Eissfeldt says that 'Modern' Pentateuchal criticism is "now more than

200 years old .

Actually the period when divisive theories and intensive study of sources

led literary scholarship in general up a blind alley, was marked by many such

approaches to the Old Testament. Most of these started out on the basis laid down

by Astruc in 1753 and by Eichorn in 1795, that the use of the two most common

Divine names would give a basis for division, but from that start they moved out

in various directions. Many different theories were presented during the period

prior to 1878. One theory would be held for ten to thirty years and then be

utterly abandoned. Other theories would replace it. There was a constant change

in the views of those who wished to divide the Pentateuch up into alleged documents.

25. Von Rad, Genesis, p. 25
26. Curt Kbhl, The.T., Its Origin and Composition p. 52
27. D. N. Freed-man, Tnfer ters DicTnary of the Bible, "Pentateuch", p.723
28. B. W. Andern, Understanding the O.T. j. T7-,IT-
29. 0. Eissfeldt, The O.T.,An__Introduction p. 2Ll.
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Arguments went back and forth. Eventually most of these views were given up

when Wellhausen, with his cogent German style and argument that fit into the

philosophical and historical attitude of liberal scholarship of his time,

swept the field with his Prolegoinmena

The present theory may be said to represent mainly the ideas of four

men. Hardly anyone else who works in the field of literary criticism can be

said to have contributed much to the theory as it has been taught for the last

eighty years.

The first of these four men, and the one who made the least contribution to

the theory, though perhaps it was the most necessary of all, was a German scholar

named Hupfeld. In 1853 Hupfeld presented an idea which was very similar to the one

which Ilgen had presented thirty years before, but which had received very little

r
attention from other scholars. Hupfeld presented again the general idea that Ilgen

had presented, an idea which actually flatly contradiction the main basis of the

division as previously held. (For a full discussion of this see Chapter on

the Divine Names). This view of Hupf1d's in 1853 did not impress most scholars

as being a step forward, but it was utilized by Professor Graf in his book in 1863

in which he presented the basic idea of the Wellhausen theory in an elementary

stage.

A Dutch professor, Abraham Kuenen, of the University of Leyden, criticized

Graf's idea, but accepted its main portion, and carried it further than Graf had.

In 1869 Graf accepted Kuenen's suggestions, and thus the Graf-Kuenen theory

acquired definite form. Nine years later Julius Welihausen presented the theory

in almost exactly the form in which Kuenen and Graf had worked it out, but he

dso in a beautiful German style with a compelling presentation that fit exactly into

f'
the general atmosphere of liberal scholarship of the day, and began to sweep the

other theories into discard. Thus the theory, while based to some extent upon the

philosophical and historical ideas of such men as Reuss and Vatke, so far as the
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literary theory is concerned, really represents the working out of the ideas

of three men, Hupfeld, Graf, and Kuenen, .th a minor amount of alteration

by Julius Welihausen in what constituted the great contribution of his cogent

presentation. So the theory represents the ideas of only a few men, worked out

over a comparively short period of time, and it cannot be said to be the result

of the intensive research of a great number of scholars over a period of 200 years.

The bases worked out by these four men represent the foundation upon which

the theory is generally presented today. Usually, even in the more scholarly

books, there is a rather brief and superficial presentation of certain arguments

which summarize some of the bases that were originally presented by the supporters

of t1 theoryi Pressed into active discussion or debate on it, those who hold

the critical view would doubtless go back to these same bases, for there is really

no other on which the theory is founded.

Consequently we shall examine this foundation which can quite well be summar

ized in four main agruments. First, that a clue to the division of the alleged

documents can be found from the use of two particular names for God in different

sections of the Pentateuch. Second, that when the four documents are divided out

each of them is said to be a continuous and practically complete narrative. Third,

that the documents parallel one another and with substantially the same story told

in a different way and with greatly contradictory and conflicting detail in the

various documents. Fourth, that the style of the documents so differs as to

necessitate the idea that they were originally distinct documents.

We shall next examine these four agruments in full, starting with the

argument from the Divine names.
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V. EXAMINATION OF THE ORIGINAL LITERARY ARGthIENTS, AS NOW PRESENTED:

THE FIRST ARGII4ENT- -USE OF DIVINE NAMES

The higher criticism of the Pentateuch began with the suggestion made

by Astruc in 1753 that Moses might have used documents in the preparation

of the Book of Genesis, and that the two main documents that he used could

be distinguished from each other by finding that one of them always used

the Hebrew word "Elohiin" for God, while the other regularly used the name

"YHWH." Thus this was historically the first argument presented.

A few of the books that present the critical theory minimize this

argument, saying that the use of the different names for God is merely one

feature of style. Nevertheless, there are a number of reasons why this

argument deserves to be treated separately.

The first of these reasons is the fact that many of the critical books

lay great stress on it. This is particularly true of the Sunday School

helps and related booklets which often give the reader the impression that

it is quite easy to divide the Pentateuch into sources simply by its use of

the various names for God. Since this mistaken impression is rather wide

spread, it is vital to point out what is the real situation, so far as the

names for God are concerned.

Another reason why this argument deserves separate treatment is that

it is the criterion that is employed in giving two of the titles that are

applied to the documents. Thus the letter J originally came from the

German writing of the divine name that is represented in Hebrew by the
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consonants YHWH. This name is indicated in the American Revised Version by

the word "Jehovah," which also occurs at a few points in the Authorized or

King James Version. The King James Version usually represents it by the

words "the LORD," with the word "LORD" written entirely in capitals. We

do not know how this name was pronounced in ancient times. It might not

help a great deal if we did, since in any language pronunciations are

always gradually changing. Someone has said that if we were to hear

George Washington speak today we would hardly understand a word he said.

I do not know whether pronunciations are changing quite as rapidly as that

would suggest, but there is no doubt that they do constantly change in all

languages, so it would be impossible, anyway, to say just how the name of

God was actually pronounced when the Bible was first written. At a later

time the Hebrews adopted the custom of not pronouncing it at all, for fear

of taking the name on unclean lips. Instead, for a time they substituted

the wdrds "the Name." A little later this custom was replaced by the habit

of reading the words "The Lord," whenever the sacred name of God occurred,

unless it was preceded or followed by the ordinary word for "Lord," in

which case they would simply say "God." In such cases the King James

Version represents it by the letters "GOD."

We can be rather sure, however, that this feeling was not present in

the early days of Israelite history, since the names of a number of the

Hebrew kings very evidently have this particular name of God as one of

their components, either at the beginning or at the end. Thus in Jehoiakim

and Jehoahaz it is at the beginning, while in Hezekiah and Josiah it is at

the end.
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From these and other evidences many scholars have thought that the

original pronunciation of the name was something like 'TYahweh." Whether

this is so or not, no one knows today. At any rate, in this book we have

decided not to present any pronunciation but simply to put the capital

letters "YHWW' which represent exactly what is found in our Hebrew Bible,

leaving the reader free to pronounce it in any way he desires.

Thus one of the documents into which the critics divide the books of

the Pentateuch is called J, as originally standing for this name of God

that is now represented as YH. Another of the documents, the one that

they consider to have been the second earliest,they call F to represent the

Hebrew word Elohim.

Another reason for considering this argument separately is the fact

that in practically all of the critical books such statements as this

occur: "we can tell that this section is part of the J document because it

contains the name YHWH," or "this is clearly part of the E document, as is

seen by its use of the name Elohim."

Thus the argument from divine names is still widely used, even by

those critics who do not give it the great prominence in their general

discussion that it receives from others.

WHY THIS ARG1ENT IS l'K)T VALID

Actually, however, the argument is not really valid. In the first

place, to say that one document would always use one name for God, and the

other document would always use the other name, goes contrary to normal

human usage. It is true that there might be a situation in which a man was

known by only one name among a certain group of people, while another group
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would know him only by another name. It cannot be said, however, that this

was the case in regard to the alleged documents of the Pentateuch. All of

then use the name YHWH constantly after the first few chapters of Exodus,

so the name YHWH must have been known to all of then. Is a supposed

preference for one name a sufficient basis for assuming the existence of

different documents?

Habits of using names differ from time to time. It has been customary

in most periods to use various proper names for the same person in

different situations. Thus if a man is speaking to his own wife he is apt

to call her by her first name. If he is in any sort of public life he is

quite apt, when he speaks about her to others, to refer to her as "Mrs.

Smith." If he speaks to their child he is apt to call her "Mother."

However, these usages may not be carried through consistently. When one

form has been used for a little time, there may be a tendency to keep on

using it unless a reason for switching to another usage forces itself on

the speaker's attention.

In many types of writing and in many periods of history it has been

coninon to use various names for the same individual, interchanging then

often for the sake of variety. Anyone who has read the novels of

tbstoievsky has probably found it hard at times to be sure who was being

referred to, because the person would be called by one name, and then by

another name, and there would be considerable interchange. In the Old

Testament the name of Jacob is always used until God said that his name

would be changed to "Israel." After that, however, the names of Israel and

Jacob are both used: sometimes one is used, sometimes the other. In the

course of one verse both names may be used, even in cases where no one
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would think of suggesting that the two parts of the verse came from

different sources.

In the Ugaritic documents, discovered at Ras Shamra in the years

following 1927, we find the same deity often represented by two names which

occur repeatedly in parallel and with much interchange. The same is true

in various portions of the Koran where the Arabic word for "Lord" and the

Arabic word for "God" are frequently interchanged. A sports article in one

of our college newspapers is quite sure to refer to the home team by

various titles. It is a matter of style that creeps up in many different

places, and there is no reason why it should not have been used in writing

the Pentateuch just as it is in other portions of the Old Testament.

In some presentations of the critical theory, the impression is given

that division according to the use of various divine names is a sufficient

criterion to divide the Pentateuch into original sources by itself. This

comes near to being the first approach of Astruc and Eichhorn, and most of

the critical scholars during the period from 1798 to 1870 tried to follow

through along this line. However, the suggestion made by Hupfeld, and

eventually adopted by Wellhausen, and since then accepted as part of the

dogmatically held theory, actually breaks up this criterion rather badly.

It does not consider the sections of Genesis that use the name Elohim as

forming one document with a distinct style and a strikingly different

viewpoint from those which contain the name WM. Instead it divides the

sections that predominantly contain the name Elohim into two groups, one of

which, in opposition to the ideas of practically all critical scholars

before Hupfeld, is said to be really much closer in style to the sections

using the name YHWH than to the other sections using the name Elohim. Thus
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the Welihausen theory so shatters "Astruc's clue" as greatly to diminish

its usefulness.

Another fact that often is not realized is that all of the alleged

documents, after the early part of Exodus, use the name YHWH most of the

time. Thus this criterion is of no use in separating documents in the

last two-thirds or more of the Pentateuch.

ThE UNREASONABLE CHARACTER OF TIE WELL!-IAUSEN RARRANGEMENT

AS FAR AS ME USE OF ThE DIVINE NAMES IS (X*ICERNED

That part of the present multi-documentary theory that relates to the

use of divine names became quite confusing and unreasonable, as a result of

the complete overturning of the order of the documents from that which had

been advanced by nearly all critics before Graf and Welihausen. Since this

argument is a bit involved, it will be necessary to make a special effort

to indicate clearly what is meant.

As Astruc in 1753 and Eichhorn in 1796 expressed their theories, each of

them believed that a portion of Genesis consisted of a document written by

someone who always used the name Elohim as the name of God, while most of the
of Genesis

rest/represented another document that had been written by someone who had

almost always used the name YHWH for God. Thus it was easy to tell what parts

of the book belonged to each of these two documents. Eichhorn thought that

the division could not be carried beyond the first few chapters of Exodus,

while Astruc dealt only with Genesis.

Before long, however, other scholars carried the division clear on

through the Pentateuch even though after Exodus 6 all the documents generally

f used the name yHM-1. According to the views held by many critical scholars



during the greater part of the nineteenth century, the first document written

was the one that used the name Elohim for God in Genesis and the early

chapters of Exodus. According to their view this had been the principal name

by which God had been known up to the time of the call of Moses, and the name

YHWH did not come into use until that time. Therefore the earliest document

used Elohim up to that point, and used YHWH from there on. Later on, they

thought, supplements were added by someone who had forgotten this, and added

sections here and there, giving further events or duplicates of events already

included, and in these additions he did not think to keep out the name YHWH,

but generally used it all through his portions of Genesis and early Exodus.

Now this view, so far as the divine names are concerned, does not seem

utterly impossible. Other considerations have led to its complete abandonment,

so that no scholar since 1900 has held such a view.

According to the Welihausen view, which swept the scholarly world about

1878, and which has been held by most critical scholars since 1900, the oldest

document is not the one using the name Elohim, but the one using the name YHWH.

When this document was written, according to the theory, hundreds of years had

passed since the time when Moses lived. By this time all Israelites used YHWH

as the principal name for God, and this name they used generally in writing

the story of creation, of the patriarchs, and of the call of Moses, and

continued to do so throughout the events of the departure from Egypt and the

journey through the wilderness. According to the theory, about a century

or more later another document was written, which they call the "E document"

because in the early part of Genesis it uses the term "Elohim" for God.

However, this document, like the J document, uses the term YHWH after

the early chapters of Exodus. According to the theory, the men who composed
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this document thought that the name YHWH had not been known to the Israelites

until the time of Moses, many centuries before their day, but that after the

call of Moses it had become the usual name for God. With great care they

worked it out so that their account of the days of the patriarchs and of the

events in Egypt prior to the call of Moses should use only the name Elohiin,

while after that point they generally used the name YHWH. Then, according to

the theory, someone combined these two documents, the J and the E documents.

Whoever combined them (the redactor, as he is called) must have been unaware

of the theory of the E document writers that before the call of Moses the

name YHWH was not known to the Israelites. Therefore, he simply included

parts of the J document and parts of the E document, interweaving them, and

not noticing particularly that one of them used the name YHWH and the other

ell
used the name EloKim. After this document had circulated for a few centwries

another document was written which the critics call the "P document." The

men who composed this document in some way came to adopt the same theory that

had been held many centuries earlier by the framers of the E. document. They

believed that the name YHWH had been unknown to their ancestors prior to the

call of Moses, but had only then been revealed to Moses, and that this fact

was explained in their document in the verse which is now numbered as Exodus

6:3. Therefore they used even more care than had been used by the writers of

the E document to keep from using the name YHWH in the first part of this

story. The writers of the B document would seem to have slipped up on this

point only six or seven times, while the writers of the P document did so on

only two or three occasions. This P document then circulated for quite a

time, but was eventually combined with the JE document, which had already

P been circulating for centuries. Thus P and JE were interwoven, and, strangely
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enough, the redactor who combined them was unaware of the theory of the

E document and of the P document that the name YHWH had not been used before

the time of the call of Moses, and therefore he simply kept whatever name he

found in each of the three documents. In fact he must have been a very

obtuse individual indeed, because, according to the theory, he included in

his combined manuscript the statements in Exodus 6:3 which, they claim,

sharply contradicts every use of YHWI-i prior to that time, and declares that

the name had never been known until then.

I hope that the above statements will make clear the utter unreasonableness

of the critical theory regarding the use of divine names in Genesis and early

Exodus, and the illogical nature of the deductions. The deductions drawn in

the early years of the last century were far less illogical; their idea of

9'
documents having become established, Welihausen and his associates simply

reversed the order of documents while keeping the same theory as before, not

realizing that this made the whole idea rather absurd.

ORIGIN OF ThE NftSIE YHWI-1

It is claimed by the supporters of the multi-documentary theory that the

difference in the use of divine names between J, E, and P reflects a different

idea as to the time when the name first came into use, and that this shows itself

in a sharp contradiction between certain specific statements. Thus it is

claimed that the J document considers the use of the name as begiimin in Genesis

4:26, while the E document represents it as first given in Exodus 3:14, and the

P document Exodus 6:3.

Genesis 4:26 reads as follows: "And to Seth, to him also there was born

a son; and he called his name Enos: then began men to call upon the name of the

LORD."
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It is reading something into the passage to say that these words mean that

this was the first time the name YHWH was revealed. Yet they clearly indicate

that the writer believed it to have been known from a very early time. It is

hard to think that a redactor would combine this with documents that explicitly

declared something quite different.

There are various problems in the exact understanding of Exodus 3:14, but

it is hardly reasonable to say that it asserts that the name YHWH was now being

given to the Israelites for the first time. The context makes it clear that

Moses is asking for a way to convince the people that he has been sent by the

God of their fathers, and therefore asks what name to give. Revelation of an

entirely new name would hardly fit the purpose. Thus the argument that the

E document here contradicts the J document rests upon an extremely weak basis.

When it conies to the P document, the evidence at first sight seems much

stronger. Exodus 6:3 reads: "And I appeared unto Abraham, unto Isaac, and

unto Jacob, by the name EL SHADDA!, but by my name YH1 was I not known to

them.

It should be noticed, however, that this does not say that God had

hitherto been called ELOHIM, but is now revealing the name YHWH, but rather

that he appeared to the patriarchs under the name EL SHADDAI. This

particular designation, which occurs in GeneSt only a few times, is translated

"God Almighty" in the King James Version.

It is true, though, that at first sight the verse does seem to say that the

name YHWH had previously been unknown. When any book is studied it is only

reasonable to see whether sentences can be interpreted in such a way as to

harmonize with one another. This is particularly true when we deal with a

book written at another period and in another language. There is always the
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possibility that the words do not have exactly the same meaning as similar

words in our own language would have.

If the verse is to be interpreted as the critics assert, surely the

redactor who put the documents together must have been extremely lacking in

intelligence. The contradiction with the many sections in Genesis and early

Exodus that use the name would be so glaring that he would either have to

change all of these or to leave out this verse. If he was simply a man who

cut up the manuscripts in a rough way and then interwove them without much

intelligence, it would be hard indeed to account for the striking unity,

clarity and progress that most investigators have found in Genesis and

Exodus. If, however, he felt that Exodus 6:3 could properly be so interpreted

as not to contradict the use of the name before that time, why should not the

original writer of the Pentateuch equally well have understood it that way?

It is easy to show that the word "know" in Hebrew is not exactly identical

with our English word "know." Thus we read in Genesis 4:1, "And Adam knew

his wife." This does not mean that Adam had been completely unacquainted with

Eve during the course of the events in Genesis 3. It expresses a different

type of knowledge or experience than simply intellectual understanding of the

existence of something.

Similarly, we read in Hosea 6:3: "Then shall we know, if we follow on to

know YHWH." Does Hosea mean that the people of his day, many centuries after

the time of Moses, did not yet know that this was God's name? It is very

evident that what he means is that to really know God is to understand His

character and attributes, rather than simply to have an intellectual awareness

that He may be called by a certain name. Similarly, when Exodus 6:3 says that

r
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He appeared to the patriarchs by his name El Shaddai it may very well

mean that the particular aspect of His character that is emphasized by the

name El Shaddai was most prominent in his relation with the patriarchs, but

that now a different aspect is to be the one emphasized by the name YHWH-

God's character as Redeemer, as the One who is in close covenant relationship

with His people. If this is what the verse means, there is certainly no

contradiction between Exodus 6:3 and Genesis 4:26.

To the present writer this seems an altogether reasonable explanation of

Exodus 6:3, fitting in with the use of the word "know" in many other passages

in the Old Testament, and not at all contradicting the frequent use of this

name in the Book of Genesis. It seems entirely natural if the whole Pentateuch

was written as one unit that the writer should have included this verse, and

that God should have spoken it. However, some conservative interpreters,

perhaps thinking this explanation a little complicated (which I do not believe

it to be), have instead suggested that the passage should be taken as a

question: "Was I not known to your fathers as YHWH?" This would represent

God as simply mentioning two names, both of which occur in Genesis--El Shaddai

occasionally, and YHWH a great many times.

It must be said of this other interpretation that from the viewpoint of

Hebrew granvnar it is altogether possible. Hebrew does not use the question

mark as we do in English. Ordinarily the phrase ha is prefixed to a sentence

to indicate that it is a question, but this is not always done by any means.

There are quite a number of cases in the Old Testament where there is no

doubt that a statement is a question, but where this particular indication is

not used. This has a counterpart in English where we frequently express a
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declarative statement with a tone of voice that shows that it is a question.

Thus in response to the statement, "So-and-so is in New York today

one might answer, "You mean I wouldn't find him at home if I were to call?"

In writing we indicate this by a question mark. In speaking we indicate it

with a rising inflection. It is altogether possible that the sentence in

Exodus 6:3 was to be read similarly.

The present writer prefers the other interpretation, that it uses the

Hebrew word translated "know" in a sense rather different from our ordinary

English word "know." However, this second interpretation is certainly not

impossible. In either event there is no necessary reason to take this verse

as contradicting what we find so frequently in Genesis, that God is spoken

of by the hane YHWH.




A FALSE IMPRESSION

As noticed above, the development that preceded, and to quite an extent

conditioned, the Wellhausen hypothesis began when it was noticed that the

first 34 verses of Genesis use the name Elohim exclusively (35 times), and

that the next 22 1/2 verses (Genesis 2:4-3',lá)use the name YHWH 12 times.

It is easy to gain the impression that a similar alternation of names, with

one name used exclusively for a chapter or so, and then the other name used

for a chapter or so, continues throughout the Pentateuch. We have noticed

that after the first few chapters of Exodus the name YHWI-I is used most of

the time. In the previous sections, the names are both used many times, but

such long sections with one used repeatedly are comparatively rare. It will

be interesting to look at the way the names are used in the remainder of the
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first eight chapters of Genesis. Thus in Genesis 3:lb-5 (4 1/2 verses) Elohim

is used Utimes. In 3:8-4:16 (33 verses) YHWH is used 15 times. In 4:25

(1 verse) Elohim is used once. In 4:26 (1 verse) YHWH is used once. In 5:1-24

(24 verses) Elohiin is used 5 times. In 5:29 (1 verse) YHWH is used once. In

6:2 (1 verse) Elohim is used once. In 6:3 (1 verse) YHWH is used once. In

6:4 (1 verse) Elohim is used once. In 6:5-8 (4 verses) YHWH is used 4 times.

In 6:9-22 (14 verses) Elohini is used 5 times. In 7:1-5 (5 verses) YHWH is

used twice. In 7:9-16a (7 1/2 verses) Elohiin is used twice. In 7:16b (1/2

of a verse) YHWH is used once. In 8:1-15 (15 verses) Elohim is used 3 times.

In 8:20-21 (2 verses) YHWH is used 3 times.

Similar alternation of names continues in Genesis. Some chapters have no

divine name used in them. Some have only a few occurrences of one name or the

other. In many cases both names are used in the same chapter, and sometimes

in the same verse. It is a far more complicated matter than the usual critical

introductory statement would seem to imply.

A DIFFERENCE IN MEANING

The critics assign Genesis l:1-2:4a to P and 2:4b-4:25 to J. As we have

noticed above, 2:4b-4:25 does not use YHWH exclusively, but has 4 uses of

Elohim in the 4 1/2 verses from lb-S. These verses are so tightly knit to the

context that it would be difficult to consider them an insertion from a

different document. It is generally agreed that it is not out of place to

find Elohim used here in the J document, since it would be strange to put the

sacred name YHWH in the mouth of a serpent. Once this is admitted, it must be

recognized that one document could use both names, and that there is a

difference in their meaning. On page 13 of his Introduction to the Literature

of the Old Testament (1913 edition) Professor S. R. Driver admitted as much,
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saying in a footnote: "It is true that Elohim and Jahweh represent the Divine

Nature under different aspects, viz. as the God of nature and the God of

revelation respectively;"

Once this has been admitted, it seems that the argument for use of divine

names as a means of distinguishing documents has lost most of its power. The

word Elohim stresses God's power as the great Creator. In chapter 1, which tells

of His powerful acts in creating the mighty universe, this is the natural term

to use. After 2:3 the new section tells of His relation to man in creating him,

placing him in Eden, and laying down the conditions of his existence. Here the

more personal name is the natural one to use, stressing God's relation to His

people. Sometimes it is natural to stress God's power, and sometimes His

relationship to His people. Many times either term would be equally applicable,

and it is natural, either to continue using the term that has been recently

used, or to make a change simply for variety, as is so often done in later

portions of the Bible.
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'O.TTINUOUS NARFATIVE

I Important argument in the development of the documentary theory but now

not nearly so prominent.

A. The completeness of the various documents is still assumed

Kuhi, B. W. Anderson, Eissfeldt

B. The argument as originally stated by Astruc, Eichhorn, Graf-Weithausen

Eichhorn and Astruc divided Genesis mainly into two documents. Each of

these was said. to give a complete story. Each is able to stand alone and does not

need the other. It was claimed that the First Elohist was a complete account from

creation right on through the conquest in the book of Joshua. The J document was

almost as complete but not quite, and it must have been added to the First Elohist.

The supplementary theory came along M hal-Lil-.to'-btLt,ane-4iocuTnetit, the'

fouati.n' rii or.. E1QJ1 st,. which -ws1uplemei'ted'by.. the t;Jehovist:whowrote

,at-4 later time.

The Graf-Welihausen theory swung back to the idea of multi-documents.

It divided up the First Elohist and took the greater part of the material from

Genesis 20 on and made it into a Second Elohist. The remainder of what had been

First Elohist was called P. Thus the continuity was destroyed and it was not the

most complete by any means, although the attempt was mad.. to preserve it by

attributing isolated verses or phrases to P. J which previously had been questioned

as being a complete continuous document now took the field as being the most com

plete document we have, even though it was no more complete tian it was before the

division of the First Elohist. Both P and. E are far less complete.

II There are great gaps in the continuity of all three documents

P begins with the account of creation in Genesis l.l-2.1M. It tells

the story of creation rather fully bit it does not give much detail concerning the

creation of man. Then it jumps to chapter 5 which is all given to P with the

exception of verse 29 which is given to 3. In Genesis l.l2.Li.a P described the
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creation of the world and he describes it as very good. Everything God made

was good.. After that P jumps to a list of men in chapter 5 telling how long

they lived and. that they died but one wonders where does death come from. There

was no mention of death in pt account of how God created man. There was no

mention that he was going to die. The 3 portion includes chapter 3 which tells

about the fall of man and the death resulting from man's sin, but the P portion

makes no mention of death until chapter 5 and. it does not mention the fall of

man which is how death entered. into the world.

The critics take verse 29 out of chapter 5 and give it to 3 and leave

the rest of the chapter, which is genealogy, to P because P is interested in

genealogy. But you will notice what that does to the .1 document which started

with 2.Lb and continues on to +.26 before the next break. 4.26 says that to

Seth there was born a son a he called his name Enos: then began men to call upon

the name of Jehovah. The next verse in the J document is 5.29, "And he called

his name Noah, saying, This seine shall comfort us . . . Certainly the J document

is far from complete at this point jumping as it does all of a udden from Seth's

time down to the tile of his great-great-great-great-great--great-great grandson

Noah. This is quite a sharp jump and it shows that 3 is not a continuous document.

From chapter 5, P skips to 6.9-22, "These are the generations of Noah:

Noah was a just man and perfect in his generations, and Noah walked with God. . .

The earth also was corrupt before God, and the earth was filled with violence. And

God. looked upon the earth, and, behold., it was corrupt; for all flesh had cnrrupted

his way upon the earth. And God said unto Noah. The end of all flesh is come before

me; for the earth is filled with violence through them; and, behold., I will destroy

them with the earth." What has happened to the earth which P said God described.

as good? Now all, of a sudden God sees it corrupt and filled with violence and God

says He is going to destroy it. What a sudden decision on God's part. No reason

is given for God's sudden change. P does not give any reason. Surely this is
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far from being a complete continuous narrative. But if you take the inter

vening passages which the critics have assigned to J you read. about the fall of

man and there you have the reason for the flood that came later on. Although

the critics say these are continuous documents, nevertheless we have seen that

a matter which is a very vital feature of the whole history is taken out of the

one document and. given to the other document. In the P document this wonderful

world which God made is all of a sudden filled. with corruption and violence

while in the 3 document no account whatsoever is given of all the some seven

generations of people living between the time of Seth and the time of Noah.

So neither P nor 3 is at all complete at this point. We need the story of the

Fall (in J) in order to understand the story of the Flood. (in P), and we need

the record. of the genealogy (in p) in order to be able to understand the coming

of Noah (in 3).

,'
The account of the Flood itself will be considered under the study of

interwoven parallels.

Going on to chapter 9 we find that verses 1-17 which tell about God's

covenant with Noah and. the bow of promise are given to the P document together

with verses 28 and 29 which record the death of Noah. Chapter 10.1-7,20,22-23

with its list of genealogies and enumerations is given to P because P is in

terested in such lists. J, who is said to b" interested in narrative, has the

rest. J gives the story about llimrod going out and becoming a mighty hunter

before the Lord. (chapter 10) and the story of the tower of Babel (chapter 1].)

but P gets the list of nations and. the genealogies mentioned, in those chapters.

Again we see that neither P is complete without 3 or 3 without P.

Following the generations of Shem and Terah, P jumps to 12.LI.b_5 and tells

how old Abraham was when he went out from Haran and took Sarah his wife and. Lot his

brother' son, and all the substance they had gathered, and the souls they had

gotten in Haran and. they went forth to go into the land of Canaan; and into the
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land of Canaan they came. Then P skips to 13.6, "Arid. the land. Was not able to

bear them, that they might dwell together: for their substance was great, so

that they could not dwell together." Then to llb-12a, "and they separated

themselves the one from the other. Abram dwell-ed. in the land. of Canaan, and.

Lot dwelled in the cities of the plain . . . " Thus the account of P skips

all about Abram's sojourn in Egypt and the account of the strife between the

herdsmen of cattle and. the herdsmen of Lot's cattle followed by Abram's

magnanimous offer and. Lot's choice of the plain of the Jordan. P knows nothing

of these things which again shows how incomplete P is without J.

W. B. Addis (Documents of the Hexateuch Vol. II, p. 221) writes, "It

is the habitual practice of P to ignore all scandal in the families of the

Patriarchs, who are to him men of ideal virtue. Thus he is silent about the

fall of Adam, Noah's drunkenness, the cuse of Canaan: he knows nothing of Sarah's

incredulous laugh or of Abraham's deceit: represcnts the parting of Abraham and.

Lot as a friendly agreement . . . : he is silent about the expulsion of Hagar

and her son, and on the contrary speaks of Isaac and Ishmael as together bury

ing their father . . . In P Jacob departs at the bidding of his father who, like

Rebekah, has been vexed by Esa's marriage with Canaanite women, and is determined

to save Jacob from the same fall, and secure him a wife among his kinsfolk in

Padd.an- aram ""

Naturally P would not know anything about a dispute between Abraham and

lot if you gave those portions to J. But when critics speak this way about the

ignorance of one account concerning information contained in another document

they are assuming that each document is complete. However, the characteristic

views of P and. J differ so widely that neither document is actually complete

without the other and it is only because the critics have taken some verses from

one document and. given them to another that the documents become incomplete.

The B document chiefly begins with chapter 20 although most critics find
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scattered portions of B in chapter 15 also. But the B document takes most of

the material that was assigned to the First Elohist from chapter 20 - 50, and

whereas there are occasional long portions in P from chapter 20 on, most of it is

just an occajonal.verse here and there, a tiny fragment that seems to provide

so-me connecting, thread. It is the tiniest bit of a thread and. to speak of it

as a continuous narrative would make one wonder what kind of a "book" it ever

was. Presumably one could write a book that was just a list of names and

genealogies with a fact scattered here and there as to where some of them want

and what they did., but p is much more than that. P is a long account of creation,

a long account of the flood, a long account of the burial of Sarah, and an

account of the Kings of Edom. It has a few things like this that are given at

length. What sort of a document would it be that had a few things given at

length and. only a brief word about the rest? It could hardly be considered a

continuous or complete document and so the continuous document idea falls to

pieces pretty badly when it is divided up into the First and. Second Elohist.

When you see how very slim is the material given to P, you wonder why

it should be given to be at all. It appears to be an attempt to make the story

or document look continuous by connecting it up with a couple of words that have

been taken out of another document. Chapter 21 gives further illustration of

this. It begins, "Ad the LORD visited Sarah as he had said, and the LORD did

unto Sarah as he had. spoken. For Sarah conceived, and bare Abraham a son in his

old age, at the set time of which God. had spoken to him." The critics give verse

la and. 2a to J, and they give lb and 2b to P. SP the J account reads, "d the

LORD visited Sarah as He had. said And Sarah conceived and. bore Abraham a son in

his old. age. On the other hand the P document is said. to be the last half of

verses one and two and read, "And the Lord did unto Sarah, as he had. spoken at

the set time of which God had spoken to him." So they divide up the two verses

giving half to one document and half to another and. these are said. to be two
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complete parallel accounts.

It is evident that the division here is not on the basis of divine

names since "Jehovah" occurs in both halves of verse one. Cozisequently we

find, as in presentation, the name "LORD" in verse lb changed to "God"

with the explanation, "The editor put together a fragment of the Jahvist(21.la),

and, of P (21.lb), in one verse, and naturally objected to a change of the divine name

in such close connection." (The Documents of the Hexateuch Vol. II, p. 218)

So whereas the present text of the Pentateuch has "Jehovah", we find. that Addis

says that this is the work of the editor when he put together a fragment of the

J and a fragment of the P into one verse because he "naturally objected to a

change of the divine names in such close connection." The redactor has changed

the divine name from "God." to "LORD". The question naturally arises as to how

the critics can follow the divine names when it suits their purpose and then

throw them out when it does not. Such a proceedure puts a question over the

whole matter.

Another good illustration of the actual incompleteness and serious

mutilation of the text by critical methods which are designed to show an

allegedly continuous narrative is given by Oswald P. Allis in his discussion

of the narrative (Gen. 29.15_3O.2L.) which tells of Jadbb'a marriages and. of the

birth of all of his sons, except Benjamin. (The Five Books Moses pp.25-26)

Continuing on to Chapter 37 we find. the story of Joseph as a boy, his

early- life with his brothers and finally how he was sold. into Egypt. However,

many critics have so divided. the chapter that all mention of Joseph is removed

from the P document (only verses 1 - 2a being given to P) and the rest of the

chapter is divided up between J and E. The next verse that these critics assign

to the P document is found. in 41.46. "And, Joseph was thirty years old when he

stood before Pharaoh king of Erpt. So Joseph went out from the presence of Pharaoh,

and went throughout all the land of Brpt." What sort of a continuous document
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is this that after saying, "These are the generations of Jacob"(37.2a) does

not even mention Joseph until he was 30 years old and stood before Pharaoh?

How Joseph got down to Erpt and how he came to stand before Pharaoh is not

so much as mentioned by P. Surely this is very far from being a complete

document. The next continuation of P (given by all critics except Skinner who

finds P in 42.5-6*) is 46.6, "And they took their cattle, and. their goods, which

they had. gotten in the land of Canaan, and. came into Egypt, Jacob, and all his

seed. with himV'

It should perhaps be noted that in Harrelson's analysis of Genesis 37

as given in the Appendix on page 489 he gives verses l-2a to P but verse 2b

beginning "Joseph being seventeen years old . . . ." Harrelson gives to E.

However, we find thatin his earlier discussion of Genesis 37 given on page 37

Earrelson appears to give all of verse 2 to P and this would. include the reference

to Joseph being a lad. of seventeen. Still Harrelson admits "P's continuation of

the story is not preserved.". . " This incompleteness of P must be kept in mind

when reading another statement by Harrelson (p. 39) that "P must itself be com

sld.ered a narrative of Israel's early history, from the creation to the death of

Moses." It seems hard to understand how anything as incomplete as this could.

be considered. a continuous narrative.

If, as some havemaintained, each of these stories is absolutely complete

originally and certain parts of one were selected and. certain parts of another were

selected and. these supplement one another, this amounts to dropping the whole

argument from continuous narrative which was one of the four original arguments

for the documentary hypothesis. !uhl says that the unknown writer or redactor who

combined P with 3 and E "did. not accept the material in its entirety as he found

it and simply strung the sources together: his task was to supplement, as his own

discretion . . . " Although this redactor attempted. to incorporate as much as

possible from the older sources, Kuiil contends that this did not hinder him
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"from selecting from the other sources or abbreviating them where necessary."

eme Old Test Its Origins and Composition p. 7) But if the redactor

"abreviated" his sources he did not preserve a continuous document.

E. Wright states "We do not know B as a complete source but mainly as a

supplementation of 3, and Frank M. Cross, Jr. has argued persuasively that P can

no longer be proved to be anything more than an editing and supplementing of JR."

("Exodus" in Interpreter's Dictionary of the Bible).

This is the critics' dilemma. If the redactor takes care to avoid, anything

that might degrade the Fathers in the eyes of the reader and. he never says any

thing critical of Abraham, 3cob, and Noah then the redactor must have picked what

he wanted and left out a lot that he did not want included. On the other hand

t i it is contended that the compiler was scrupulously impartial and did. not

tamper with or seek to harmonize divergent traditions. Either the compiler and

redactor has been busy smoothing over discrepancies (Skinner, Genesis p 4'l7n)

or "he had no intention of rewriting all the traditions to make them fit into a

smoothly consistent theological system. In fact he permitted theological

archaisms to stand." (B. W. Anderson, 1966 ed, p. 167).
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WI. THE THIRD ARGIMENT - - PARALLELS AND REPETITIONS

One of the arguments most stressed in books dealing with the multi

docunentary theory is the claim that the Pentateuch, and in particular the

Book of Genesis, has many parallel accounts or duplicates. This argument,

when presented in a superficial way, sounds extremely strong. On careful

examination it proves to be not nearly as strong as it sounded at first.

The alleged parallels can be divided into various types. One of these

types consists in the occurrence of short sentences which say almost the

same thing. Thus Carpenter-Ilarford (page 511) gives the first part of

Genesis 30:22 to P, the next to E, and the last third of the verse to J.

The verse reads: "And God remembered Rachel, and God hearkened to her,

and opened her womb."

A little reflection should show the inadequacy of such reasoning. It

is a common device to repeat ideas for emphasis. Any public address that

is at all effective will contain sections in which the same thing is said

two or three times in different ways. Not only is this true of all

writing and all literature; it is particularly true at certain periods when

repetition becomes a very frequent literary usage. Thus, if one looks at

the Book of Psalms or the Book of Proverbs, or at one of the Books of the

prophets, he will find innumerable cases where a statement is made and then

repeated in slightly different language.

Repetition of an idea for emphasis or for literary beauty is a

particularly common feature of Hebrew writing, and is found in all parts of

the Old Testament, even in those where there is no doubt of the unity of

authorship. It is not at all strange that such repetition is found not only

in this verse about Rachel, but at many other places in Genesis and Exodus.
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Other alleged parallels are short summaries of something that is told

elsewhere in detail. Some of these might be compared to a modem "newspaper

lead." It is customary in our newspapers to give a brief summary of an

entire story in the first sentence or two. Then the account again begins at

the beginning and describes the events in detail. Thus an introductory

summary, or sometimes a concluding summary, is occasionally found in Hebrew

literature.

Aside from such alleged brief parallels, longer types are found which

might be designated as complete parallels and interwoven parallels. We shall

look first at the alleged complete parallels.

It is stated in many books that the Bible begins with two distinct and

contradictory accounts of creation. It is said that there are two parallel

9" accounts of the genealogy from Adam to the time of the flood. It is said

that there are two parallel accounts of Abraham calling his wife his sister

and as a result getting into difficulty from which he has to be rescued by

divine intervention. Actually, there are not nearly so many parallels of

this type as the general statements made in critical books would lead one to

suppose.

Most of the parallels of this type consist of instances where, according

to the critics, two contradictory accounts of the same thing had become

sufficiently confused that the redactor thought them to be different events

and therefore included both accounts. The critics say that it is inconceivable

that two different events that are so similar could have occurred. In many

of these instances our answer is to say that, given similar characters and

similar situations, similar events not only may but often do occur. Even

rh aside from any such natural cause, coincidences are far more common in

ordinary life than most people realize.
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PARALLELS IN MODERN LIFE

Some of the coincidences that anyone will come across if he keeps his eyes

open for them are extremely striking. A very interesting one can he seen by

looking under the letter K in the Twentieth Century Encyclopedia of Religious

Knowledge published in 1955 as an extension of The New Schaff-Herzog Encyclo

pedia of Religious Knowledge Here the name of "James Anderson Kelso, Presby

terian" is immediately followed by that of "James Leon Kelso, United

Presbyterian." One of these men was born in India in 1873, the other in Duluth

in 1892. Yet each became a professor of Old Testament in Pittsburgh in a

Presbyterian theological seminary, one under what was then called "The Presby

terian Church in the U. S.A.", the other under "The United Presbyterian Church."

James Anderson Kelso devoted himself mainly to textual and linguistic studies;

James Leon Kelso has been active in Biblical archaeology. In November 1951

I was interested in reading a newspaper account of the death of Professor James

Anderson Kelso, and finding that the account attributed to him the excavation

work in Palestine that had been conducted in the previous year by Professor

James Leon Kelso. Since that time the two denominations have merged and the two

seminaries have coalesced, so that there is now only one Presbyterian theological

seminary in Pittsburgh, with one man named Kelso as its professor of Old Testament.

Here is a striking case of a rare and unusual coincidence such as would seem to

be evidence of a confusion of two different documents, if it were not so easy to

prove that it corresponds to actual fact.

Any good history of the wars between Great Britain and Germany in the present

century will tell of two interesting events. If the story of two such events

had been contained in an ancient writing found a century ago it would then
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undoubtedly have been taken as decisive proof that a confusion had occurred

and that one event had been described in two different ways and had come to

be thought of as two distinct events.

The first of these events is what is known as the Battle of the Falkland

Islands. This occurred in the first year of World War I when a British

squadron of ships met a group of German ships off the eastern coast of South

America. After heavy fighting the German ships were sunk and Vice-Admiral

Graf von Spee went to the bottom of the ocean with his fleet on December 8,

1914.




Twenty-five years later, in the first year of World War II a German

battleship named Graf Spee met a British fleet off the east coast of South

America. After heavy fighting the Graf Spee was disabled. It put into

the port of Montevideo, Uruguay, and attempted to repair the damage. Being

unable to do so in the time that it was permitted to remain, the ship steamed

out of the harbor and there was scuttled by its crew, so that the new Graf Spee

also went to the bottom of the ocean off the east coast of South America. This

occurred on December 17, 1939.

The similarity between these two events is so great that any good literary

scholar a century ago would have had no doubt that the two accounts described

the same event. There was of course a difference. In the first case Graf Spee

was a man; in the second case it was a ship; but any good critic would say that

such a confusion could very eaeily occur, while to believe that actually two

such similar events had happened in this way would have been said to be beyond

the bounds of historical possibility.
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An even more striking case occurred in the United States where two important

events that happened about a century apart were remarkably similar. The man who

was elected president of the United States in 1860 was shot to death by a southern

sympathizer who was himself shot not long afterward. The deceased president was

succeeded by the vice-president who was named Johnson and who had been a United

States senator from a southern state the name of which began with the letters "Te"

(Tennessee). The man who was elected president of the United States in 1960 was

shot to death in the south, by a man who was himself shot to death on the next day.

This president also was succeeded by a vice-president named Johnson who had

formerly been a United States senator from a southern state the name of which began

with "Te" (in this case, Texas). Such a coincidence as this goes far beyond the

similarity that is to be found between any two different events in the Pentateuch

that are alleged by the critics to be evidence of having come from two different

documents while being actually distorted pictures of the same thing.

If one is on the lookout for coincidences he will find them constantly, for

life is full of them. In the case of the assassinations of Lincoln and Kennedy

a number of other remarkable coincidences, in addition to the striking ones

already mentioned, have been pointed out. The three illustrations I have given

should surely be enough to show the great danger of thinking that because two

stories are somewhat similar they must necessarily be distorted accounts of the

same original, as is constantly assumed by the critics in their presentation of

this argument.

Now let us examine the instances where it is claimed that this has occurred.

ThE SO-CALLED TWO CREATION ACCOUNTS

Most books that present the multi-documentary theory of the Pentateuch make

much of the alleged fact that Genesis begins with two accounts of creation.
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Sometimes the question is even asked of freshmen in college: "You say you

believe the Bible account of creation? Which do you believe, the first account

or the second account?"

It is claimed that Genesis begins with two contradictory accounts of

creation, one of which uses the name Elohim throughout, while the other uses the

name YHWH. Let us examine the facts.

First, let us examine the statement that Genesis begins with two accounts

of creation. This is true only in the same sense that a book with a chapter on

a trip from America to Europe and a second chapter telling of a trip fran Eruope

to Asis, might be said to begin with two accounts of a trip. Both are accounts

of creation but it cannot be said that both are accounts of the creation of the

universe.

Someone has said that Genesis 1:1-2:3 and Genesis 2:4-25 can be compared to

the beginning of an atlas, with a map of the world first, and then a map of the

Western Hemisphere. Such an analogy is true up to a point, but is hardly exact.

A much better analogy would be to say that they were like a map of the world

followed by a map of England. The map of the world would show certain things

that would be on the map of England, and the map of England would show certain

things that were on the map of the world. There would be a small amount of

overlapping. But most that would appear on the map of the world would not be

on the map of England, and most of the detail that would be on the map of

England would have to be omitted from the map of the world.

This is exactly the situation as regards Genesis 1 and Genesis 2. Genesis

1 is an account of the creation of the universe. The greater part of Genesis 2

is an account of the creation of man, and of God's earliest dealings with him.

f' Genesis 1 includes the creation of matter (v.1), of the firmament, of
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vegetation, the establishment of sun, moon and stars as measures of time for the

earth, the creation of all the various types of sea and land animals, and the

creation of man. Actually none of this is included in chapter 2 except only the

creation of man.

It is alleged that there are contradictions between the two chapters. Some

books say that the first chapter starts with a watery chaos, while the second

chapter starts with a dry waste. This is an extremely superficial statement

when one realizes that the second chapter gives, in more detail, only a very

small portion of what is covered in the first chapter. If someone describes a

trip from London to San Francisco the trip might begin with a sea voyage. If

he writes another description that goes far more into detail in telling how the

man crossed the Sierra Nevada mountains in California on his way to San Fran

cisco, this portion might start with a journey by rail. The two start differ

ently because they begin at different points.

It is also alleged that the order of creation in the two accounts is

different. Thus, on page 50 of The Old Testament Its Origin and Composition

Professor Curt Kuhi says, "The one creation story has Man created last, the

crowning glory of the creation, while in the other (Genesis 2:4ff) May was

created first, then vegetation and then the animals."

Let us look at the matter. Kuhl says that in chapter 2 the creation of

man is followed by the creation of vegetation, yet in chapter 2 we find no

mention of creation of vegetation. We read only that God planted a garden.

If every time a man plants a garden he is said to have created vegetation, it

would be a strange situation indeed. The planting of a garden is in no sense

the creation of vegetation, and most critical books omit this very superficial

alleged contradiction.
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Let us notice another feature about the planting of the garden. After the

statement that man was created and became an animate being, we are told in

verse 8: "And the LORD God planted a garden eastward in Eden; and there he put

the man whom he had formed. "

It should be noticed that the verse does not say, "God caused a garden

suddenly to come into existence, with great trees standing one humdred feet

high." It merely says that He planted a garden. The context makes it very

clear that the meaning of the word "planted" is pluperfect. Having described

the creation of man, the writer calls attention to a less important action that

had undoubtedly preceded it.

A sentence in any writing must be reasonably interpreted, so as to fit with

the whole context. It is possible to insist on interpreting each verse by itself

without relation to context, and reading it as if a rather stupid primitive had

written it. But this can be done with any writing. If the author of Genesis 2

is to be given credit for ordinary intelligence he will not be considered to

have thought that God created man and then pondered as follows: "I wonder what

I should do with the man I have created. I think I will plant a garden and lay

the man aside to dry for a few hundred years while the trees grow to proper

height, and then put the man in the garden."

If we give the author credit for ordinary intelligence, we must understand

that the garden had been planted long before the man was created, and was ready

for use when it was needed.

This chapter has no description of the creation of vegetation but merely a

reference to the planting of a garden which had fully grown before man was

created.

rhI
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Kuhi and many other writers day that Genesis 2 inserts the creation of

animals between the creation of man and the creation of woman. However, this is

not the only possible interpretation of the passage. In fact, to interpret it

this way requires one to assume that the writer of Genesis 2 was indeed primitive

in his whole manner of thinking. One can take almost any ancient story and

interpret it in such a way as to make it extremely primitive. Actually one can

do the same with many recent writings. It is more reasonable to interpret the

writer as being a man of intelligence when he says that God formed the animals

out of the ground and brought them to Adam to see what he would name them. The

idea would be better expressed in English by the words, "the animals that God had

created He brought to man." Thus the sense is pluperfect, just as it was in the

verse about the planting of the garden.

It would be ridiculous to consider the writer as having been so primitive

in his thinking that he believed that after creating man God created numerous

animals, one after another, to see which would make a suitable helpmeet for man.

After making a hippopotamus He saw that it would not do, so He created a giraffe.

Then He tried a lizard. Next He made an alligator. After hundreds of false

attempts He decided that the only thing to do was to make a creature similar to

man himself, and thus, as a sort of by-product, all of the animals had come into

existence. Any attempt to interpret Genesis 2 in a sensible way will recognize

that what it means is not that God was trying to make a helpmeet for man by a

great number of unsuccessful experiments, but simply that He was bringing before

man the animals that He had already made in order to demonstrate to man his need

of a help like himself,and thus to show man the reasonableness of creating a

woman.
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So we see that chapter two, if reasonably interpreted, only describes the

creation of man and woman, thus giving more detail about the event briefly

sketched in Genesis 1:27, and referring back to God's previous planting of a

garden and to His creating of the various animals. There is no difference in

order from the order of chapter one. The subject is not the creation of the

universe, but the creation of man and the establishment of the first relationship

between God and man.

Thus if one is to use reasonable methods in his interpretation of the work

of the author of Genesis, Genesis 2 naturally follows Genesis 1, adds more detail

on the last portion of it, gives important information necessary for fuller

understanding, and in no way contradicts it. It is quite incorrect to call it a

duplicate narrative.

As to the difference in names for God between the two chapters, this matter

has already been discussed in chapter 5.



The Sending of the Spies

The critical view claims that Numbers 13 and 1)4 can be broken up into two distinct

accounts, each complete in itself, but contradicting the other.-at various points.

It should be noted that in the narrative as it stands the progress of events is

quite natural and easy to follow. It is true that a number of ideas are stated

more than once. This, however, is frequently due to repetition for emphasis, which

is common in most parts of the Bible, and in most other literature as well, par

ticularly when, as here, the situation involves the presentation of the differing

opinions of various people. In all such situations, vital ideas commonly find

expression more than once. Thus stress is laid on the strength of the Canaanites

in 13.28,31,32,33; l)4.3,)43 and 45. The goodness of the land is emphasized in

13.27; 1)4.7 and 8. The Lord's decision that all of that generation must die in the

wilderness is stressed in 14.23,29,30,33 and 35. It is easy to assign one occur

rence of an idea to one alleged source, and another occurrence to the other; but

after this is done it is frequently the case that there are still two or more re

petitions of certain ideas in one or in both of the alleged separate accounts.

A second cause of repetition is the common Hebrew practice of summarizing an

event before describing it in detail. This is very frequent in the Bible (as well

as in modern newspapers).

Proof that there is actually a composite account requires evidence not only that

repetitions occur, since they are found in almost every writing, but that the state

ments contradict one another. In this narrative, four contradictions are alleged.

First, that one account says that the spies went from Kadesh and returned thither,

while the other says that their point of departure and return was the wilderness

of Paran. Second, that one account restricts the journey of the spies to the

southern district around Hebron, while the other says that the whole land of Canaan

was visited. Third, that in one account the unfaithful spies emphasize the strength

of the inhabitants, while in the other they say that the land is unproductive and







hence not worth trying to conquer. Fourth, that one account says that only Caleb

was faithful, while the other mentions both Caleb and Joshua as being faithful.

Let us briefly examine these points.

Regarding the first, it should be noted that the text nowhere mentions !aesh

as the starting point of the spies, but only the wilderness of Paran (3). The

return is said to be unto the wilderness of Paran to Kadesh (26). Clearly Kadesh

is indicated as a place within the wilderness of Paran. Whether the spies started

from Kadesh, or from some other place in the wilderness of Paran, is not stated.

There is actually no contradiction.

Regarding the second alleged contradiction, as is often the case in Hebrew

narration, the passage (Numbers l3.2l-2) begins (v. 21) with a summary of the

entire matter, and this is followed by a fuller description of some of its details

(vs. 22-2I). The twelve spies would hardly have travelled together, or in groups

large enough to attract attention to themselves. The several groups searched the

land from end to end, one group going as far as Rehob as men come to Hamath in the

extreme north. Another group spent its time exploring the area around Hebron,

where the sons of Anak lived. At the brook of Eshcol, near Hebron, they cut down

a branch with a cluster of grapes, as an example of the fruit which the land pro

duced. Even today the grapes of Hebron are famous throughout Palestine.

The third alleged contradiction depends entirely upon the interpretation of one

unusual phrase, a land that eateth the inhabitants thereof (32), which occurs

in a context that is emphasizing the strength of the inhabitants (13.31-33). It

is sometimes said that this phrase contradicts verse 27 which depicts the land

as flowing with milk and honey, and so, it is said, this proves that the account is

really made up of a combination of two contradictory stories, one of which represents

conquer the land on the ground that

its people are too powerful, while the other represents them as saying that it is

not a good land at all. Such a claim rests upon an interpretation of this verse







9" which makes it stand absolutely alone, since all other statements about the land

in chapters 13 and 14 speak of it as fertile and desirable. Except for this one

phrase, the entire stress in verses 31-33 is on the ferocity and strength of the

inhabitants; this is true both of verse 31 which precedes this phrase, and of

32b and 33 which follow it. Even if the phrase meant that the land was unproductive,

it would not prove two contradictory accounts, but would simply show a strange

change of front on the part of the frightened spies. When the Israelites threatened

to return to Egypt (iIL.I) they do so, not on the ground that Canaan is not a good

country, but that the attempt to conquer it will cause them to fall by the sword

and their wives and little ones to become a prey (lI.3) Thus the whole content of

the two chapters runs contrary to the idea that this one phrase means that the

land is not a good land.

To determine the meaning of the phrase a land that eateth the inhabitants there-

of we must look at its use elsewhere. It occurs in two places: Leviticus 26.38

and Ezekiel 36.13,Th. In both passages, as in the passage before us, the phrase

indicates that there is something about a land which leads to the early death of

its inhabitants. In Ezekiel 36.13-lL the factor in view is the lack of sufficient

crops, since the passage is a promise that the land of Canaan, which became a land

of famine during the exile, would again yield its fruit (cf. 36.5ll). In Levi

ticu 38, however, the ituation is '-quiet different. If the phrase specifically
referred to death as a result of famine, it would have been used in Leviticus
26.20 or 26, where famine is in view, rather than twelve verses later, in 38.
There, as in our present passage, death from the ferocity of an enemy is what is
meant. When the spies said that the land eats up its inhabitants, perhaps they
were referring to the constant wars between cities and between regions, which

" cursed Canaan at this time (as is evidenced by the El Amarna tablets). The in
habitants of the land were in constant danger from this source: what then would be
the fate of a people, inexperienced in war, who would attempt to conquer a landof giants, battle-conditioned by constant strife? To make the phrase contain







a denial of the fertility of the land is to contradict the entire stress of

Numbers 13 and l, and also to go contrary to its use in Leviticus 26.

The fourth argument is an interesting one. It rests upon the fact that while

both Caleb and Joshua are mentioned in Numbers iL.6. 30 and 38, only Caleb is

mentioned in Numbers 13.30 and 14.24. However, it is not difficult to see why

only Caleb is mentioned in these two instances. When the spies began to give

undue prominence to the strength of the Canaanites, it was natural that one man

should rise and try to quiet the people (13.30), who were giving way to great fear

as they heard of the humber and strength of the Canaanites. It was more effective

for Caleb to do this, since Joshua was so closely associated with Moses that he would

not be so readily accepted as an independent witness. The next day, when the

opposition had become widespread. both men exerted themselves to the utmost in the

attempt to stem it (iL.6). When God first acceded to Noses' prayer of intercession,

but said that that generation, except for Caleb, would die in the wilderness (lt.2ti),

Moses hardly thought of himself or Aaron as being included in this condemnation;

nor were they, for if they had been there would be no point in the special judgment

upon them when they sinned at Meribah (20.12). Similarly it would not be necessary,

in this preliminary statement, to mention Joshua, who had been Moses' faithful

assistant for a long time. In the more formal statement of God's judgment which

followed, both of the faithful spies were mentioned as exempted from the general

judgment (lL.30). Similarly, when the death of the unfaithful spies is related

(lL.36-37), it is naturally recorded that the two faithful spies survived (38).

This examination of the four alleged contradictions shows that there is no

sufficient reason for holding that the narrative is a composite one. Moreover

it should be observed that the attempt of the critics to reconstruct two such

narratives along the line of the alleged contradictions results in this case in

two accounts, neither of which is really complete. Each contains serious gaps







and omissions, and neither reads smoothly, unless far-reaching changes and in

sertions in the text are made.

Numbers 16 presents a complicated series of events with many involved details.

Two distinct groups are joined in a temporary alliance against Moses and Aaron. One

of these, headed by Korah, is composed principally of Levites, who are offended by

the setting apart of the family of Aaron for the duties and privileges of the priest

hood. The other group, headed by Dathan and Abiram, feel that they, rather than

Moses, should have the pre-eminence in the nation, since they are leaders of the

tribe descended from the firstborn son of Jacob. Thus a rebellion against eccles

iastical authority and another against political authority are associated together,

and the strength of each is greatly enhanced by cooperation with the other. Yet

there is considerable difference in the attitude of the two groups, and to some

extent they are dealt with separately and differently.

When events so complex as these are described, it is easy to attempt to put

together the verses dealing with each of the two movements and to allege that

the chapter is really a composite account formed by the interweaving of two dis

tinct documents. This clam, however, lacks convincing proof. While there are

two distinct movements there is one series of events, and the clam of some critics

that there are two distinct sources has no foundation of solid evidence. Such

alleged contradictions as have already been discussed in connection with the story

of the spies are not found in this account.

The critical argument makes much of the fact that in Deut. 11.6 Dathan and

Abiram are mentioned but there is no mention of Korah, while in Num. 27.3 reference

is made to the rebellion of Korah but no mention is made of Dathan and Abiram. In

considering this argument certain factors should be noticed.







1. In Deut. 11.6 Noses is calling attention to the fact that the people

themselves had seen the earth open up and swallow Dathan and Abiram. There was

no reasôn.:to mention Korah, since he was not swallowed up by the earth, but

died in a different way.

2. In Numbers 27.3 the daughters of Zelophehad mention the fact that their

father did not join the revolt headed by Korah. In any such brief mention it would

seem quite normal merely to mention one leader without necessarily giving the whole

roster of the heads of a revolt.

3. These two instances are not the only early allusions to this revolt. In

Num. 26.9 Korah, Dathan and Abiram are all named together. In Eccius. t.i8

this is also the case. Cf. Ps. i06.'6-i8, where both the civil and ecclesiastical

aspects of the rebellion are mentioned.

1. In writings as late as the beginning of the Christian era we sometimes find

that the two sections of the revolt are mentioned separately, as in Jude 11 which

refers only to Korah, and in t Macc. 2.17 which refers only to Dathan and Abiram.

Even if the critical theories were true, by this time the narrative would have been

in its present form for many centuries and no one would retain any recollection of

there having once been two distinct sources. Yet it seemed perfectly natural to

Jude and to the writer of L Maccabees to mention only one of the two movements

involved in this revolt. If this could be the case at so late a time, why not also

at the time of Moses?

It should also be noticed that the attempt to divide the chapter into two diff

erent sources results in an account of the revolt of Dathan and Abiram which is

extremely sketchy in its early part, and an account of that of Korah which has a

large gap toward its end. The critics attempt partially to fill in this gap by

sundering verses 24 and 27a from their context, deleting the names of Dathan and

Abiram from each of them, and substituting the name of God for that of Korah in
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each of them, thus changing these verses into an attempt to clear the people away from

around the tabernacle where the men were offering incense. Such a change in these two

verses is quite unwarranted. They are perfectly natural as they stand, and are

logically required on account of their relation to verse 26, which stands between

them. Any suggestion that the word tabernacle here could refer only to God's

tabernacle is not true to the meaning of the Hebrew word.

The word used for tabernacle in verses 24 and 27 is mishkan which is translated

'tabernacle' 119 times, and which in all but three of these refers to God's tab

ernacle. However, the literal meaning of the word is 'dwelling place', andit is

translated 'dwelling' six times, 'dwelling place' six times, and 'tent' once

(Ct. 1.8, 'beside the shepherds' tents'). In all thirteen of these instances it

refers to ordinary dwellings, and has no reference to a place of worship. It

would avoid confusion if it were translated 'dwelling place' instead of ttabernaclea

in Num. 16.24, 27 and 2L.

While it is true that some manuscripts of the LXX mention only Korah here, and

not Dathan and Abiram, all Hebrew manuscripts mention all three leaders, as do most

manuscripts of the LXX. It is also pointed out that in verse 24 the LXX reads

'company' instead of tabernacle however, in verse 27 it reads for tabernacle.

Valid evidence for altering these verses is lacking. They present actually no support

for the divisive theories. Moreover, since the Kohathites, the division of the

tribe of Levi to which Korah belonged, camped on the southern side of the tabernacle

and the tribe of Reuben was also at the southern side of the tabernacle, a command

to get away from the dwelling place of Korah, Dathan and Abiram is not at all un

natural, for all three would be in one general area.

The families of Dathan and Abiram perished with them. That of Korah did not.

(see Nun. 26.9-il). Although excluded from the priesthood, his descendants came

to hold an honoured place in the service of the sanctuary.
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Argument from Differences of Style

I Importance of this argument

If this argument can be proved. it will establish the fact of different

documents. Is there such a thing as distinctiveness of style? Is it something

that can be immediately recognized or not? There is such a thing as difference

of style which can be recognized by those who are familiar with that style. If

we had a book of 300 pages'written by one man and a book of 300 pages written by

another, we could go through them and see what their styles were and. we could

compare them and. find certain expressions and types of sentence structure that

would be characteristic of one and not of the other.

II However, in the case of the Pentateuch there is no solid basis for

establishing a style of distinct writers since no separate documents by these

alleged writers have bean preserved.

It is purely immaginary that there were once documents written by 3

E P and D. Consequently there is no basis upon which to establish thoir

peculiarities. To have a solid basis for establishing a style of a writer

there must first of all be an acknowledged authentic writing by that author.

Otherwise there is tremendous danger of arguing in a circle. It will not do to

go through portions of the Pontateuch and try to divide it into different sections

on the basis of alleged parallel passages and on the basis of differences in the

use of Divine names and then try to prove that there is a distinct style in these

sections so that one can try to go on and divide up the rest of the Pentateuch

according to these styles.

If you put all the passages using a certain word over here and all the passages

using a different word, over there and. you say that the one word occurs only in this

document and the other word occurs only in that document, you are the one who has

made it that way. You are the one who has given this part a distinctive style as

over against that part.
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III The Alleged criteria is not carried through consistently

If one could take all the sections that use Elohim and put them together

and. all the sections that use Jehovah and. put them together, he could say that
'7 ,1

in the sections which use Jehovah,a maidservant is always spoken of as

whereas in the sections that use E1.ohim the writer always speaks of a maid-
iT1r4)ii

servant as abipichach , not Furthermore, in the sections which use

Elohim, the writer always says "male and female" (of animals or of human beings)

who were created by God or who entered. into the ark. But in the section that

uses Jehovah, the writer always uses the expression "man and his wife" when

describing his creation by God or his entering into the ark. Now if these and

similar usages could be carried through consistently it would be a most remarkable

thing. It would be a strong argument for the theory. But when you take a word

that the critics say is consistent with one document and trace it through, you

have little difficulty showing that the criteria are not applied, consistently.

For instance, Profiesor 'Alders in his book A Short Introduction to the

Pentateuch notes that Chapter 33 of Genesis is ordinarily ascribed. to J, except

for the last two or two and a half verses which are ascribed. to B. The chapter

is ascribed mainly to J because in verses 1, , anti 6 its word for "female slave"

Is used rather than s word for female slave. To be sure the name Jehovah does not

occur at all and the name Elohim occurs in verses 5,10, and 11 but still the

critics give the passage to J. One reason they do this is because it uses J's

word for "fea].e slave". The Divine name, therefore, vigina1ly must have been

Jehovah but it was changed to Elohim by the Redactor. B's word. for "female slave"

and its word for"female slave" are said. to be characteristic distinguishing

marks of the style of B and. of 3. However, in Genesis 20, which is the first

continuous excerpt from the B document we find. that both E's word for "female

as well as J's word for "female slave" are used.
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"Male and. female" (rather than '1a man and. his wife") is said. to be a

typical P phrase. In Genesis 1.27 and. 5.2 "male and female" are found. in the

sections given to p. However, in 7.3, 9 when this phrase is found. in a 3

section, we are told that the Redactor did this in order to bring the passage

into harmony with P. So the alleged criteria is not consistently carried

through. Every time the critics say that a Redactor has done something they

weaken the evidence for their argument. When you have a Redactor who can make

changes whenever he chooses, you do not have much evidence left that the alleged.

document really has a distinct style.

Actually the beginning of this whole matter of style in the critical analysis

of the Scriptures began with the ennu.merative style found. in the first chapter of

Genesis together with the fact that the name Elohim was used throughout this

section. On the other hand, Gen. 2.4_Ll.26 had a beautiful narrative style and. had

none of the repetitions and enumerations of the first chapter. So criticism began

with two d.oc'iments: 3 and. P. Subsequently any word found in the first chapter

of Genesis was regarded as a distinctive P word, and any word found in Genesis £:4b-

was considered a distinctive word. of 3. When a person takes every word in

these chapters and checks it through in the documents into which the critics have

divided. the Pentateuch, he finds that the bulk of the words are naturally used in

both the 3 document and. the P document. After all the use of a different word is

not very good evidence for a different writer because anybody can use a different

word..




Driver in his LOT, p. 14 in discussing the account of the Flood says "the

main narrative is that of P, which has been enlarged by the addition of elements

derived from 3: here, however, these elements form a tolerably complete narrative,

though there are omissions , . . '1 Driver charts Gen. 7.1-5, 7-10"(in the main)"

as belonging to J. However, he has a footnote that reads: "For v. 7-9 include two

or three expressions (tTwo and twos , and female,' 'and') . . . borrowed by
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the redactor from p." So in these three verses which Driver gives to 3 he says

that there occur three expressions which he regards as distinctive P phrases.

In a passage described as belonging to 3 "in the main" the Redactor has put in

three phrases which really are P phrases. Why would, the Redactor do that? If

he is going to take three verges and change three different expressions in them

to fit with P why did he not change the whole thing throughout so that the

documents could not be distinguished?

The argument from words to prove distinct style has to be used with very

great caution if it is going to really be valid. Bat even using the critics'

own argument the point is that they do not carry it through consistently be

cause in almost every case there will be some such footnote as the following

given by Brightman in connectIonwith Exodus LI.29-31 : "Almost all critics agree t.

that Aaron was probably unknown to the oldest 3 tradition. Aaron in a 3 context

is superfluous, and. R; ti (Sources of the Hexateuch p. 82)

IV The Theory does not generally maintain individual writers but schools.

It is held that the P writers were a group of men who over a long period

of time wrote and built up and enlarged. their work. The same was alleged of the

J writers and of the E writers. Critical books written forty years ago would say

that you could divide 3 into 31, 32, 33; E into El, E2, E3; P into P1, P2, P3 and

so on. Of late there has been a swing away from such fragmentation . G. W. Ander

son contends, "We cannot return to the hair-splitting analyses which were fashion

able about half a century ago, but must be content sometimes to leave the lines of

demarcation between the sources vaguely defined." ( Critical Introduction to the

Old Testament p. 55) . Still whereas we find critical scholars such as Speiser

affirming concerning 3 that "It goes without saying that a work with such distinc

tive personal traits could stem only from an individual author,I(GenesIs, p.vIiI),

Speiser still beteves t4M is that "P was

not an individual, or even a group of like-minded contemporaries, but a school with
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an unbroken history reaching back to early Israelite times, and. continuing

until the Exile and. beyond." (Genesis p.xxvi) . It is difficult to find any

one who holds that P is an individual. Rather P is a priestly school who

gathered. material, wrote it up and put it together. But how can you claim

to have one distinctive style when there are a lot of people entering into it?

Three months before President Johnson made one of his state of the union

speeches he assigned 24 writers to write him suggested speeches for that message.

These 2+ writers each wrote a speech and they got together and discussed and.

compared their speeches. Then they decided which speech they liked the best and.

which rated second best. They worked on these and brought them to the President

and. decided which of the two he liked best and they went over that and made some

changes. But when the President spoke he gave a composite speech. Let us

suppose that out of the 2+ writers there were two or three who did the greater

part of the writing. Could any of us without knowing those writers or ever having

heard. of them take a section out and say this part was written by Tom Sthith and

this part by Bill. Jones

A person's style is made up of a good maa different things and. it is

always in a state of flux. It is a constant mixture of the different influences

that come to bear upon a person. Consequently to select things out of one compobits

document and set them over against things taken out of another part of the same
are

composite document without having a definite pattern as to what/the styles of

each writer contained in it is a very difficult thing to do.

V As regards S and B there is much disagreement among critical scholars.

It is important to remember that in the original critical theory there was a

definite style difference between B and 3 so that one could tell what was the

style of each of them. For some fifty years from 1S25-75 the overwhelming mass

of critics were convinced that there was a great ound.at1onal writing, the

Elohist, and. that S was a supplement. Ever since Hupfeld. the style of S and E



6
12.06

,'

are said to be alike but between ,.TE and P there is a marked difference of style.

H'ipfeld divided the one Elohist document with the result that the First Elohist

became p and the Second Elohist, called E, was said. to be so near to 3 in style

that often it was very difficult to tell the two apart. Thus on stylistic grounds

the differences between J and E are very difficult to separate out.
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Consequently we find Carpenter and Harford. give over 65 verses to 3 which

Harrelson gives to E, and Harrelson gives over 9 verses to 3 which Carpenter and

Harford give to E. Driver gives over 52 verses to 3 which Carpenter and Harford.

give to and Driver gives to E over 50 verses which Carpenter and Harford give

to 3. Likewise Driver gives close to 55 verses to E which Speiser gives to 3 and

Speiser 10 verses to E which Driver gave to 3. Von Bad gives nearly 35

verses to J which Carpenter and Harford. give to E and. Von Bad gives about 29

verses to E which Carpenter and Harford give to J.

Pnuthermore, Dfeiffer differs from Driver in that Pfeitfer takes J and

divides it up between S and. 3 and he puts the first part of Genesis in what he \

calls S and instead of considering S the earliest document he makes it the

latest of all.

'II The division of P and JE is really a division of two types of subject matter.

There is very little disagreement among scholars as to what is P, but there
very

is/little agreement as to wh!t is 3 and what is E. Since there seems to be

strong agreement as to what makes up P this would seem to be a strong ariment

for the critical theory at least for the existence of P as a separate document.

Consequently, it is vital that we notice this fact, that the difference between

P and 3! is a difference of subject matter. Difference of style inevitably

follows from a difference in subject matter. Law is one of the principal types

of material from a literary viewpoint found in the Pentateuch. A characteristic

of law is the enumerative and statistical style. It is repetitive, monotonous.

P is dealing with lists, tabulations and statements of precise rules concerned.,
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for instance, with just what kind, of clothes the priest is to wear. It is the

sort of style that is in keeping with priestly laws, but it is also a style which is

appropriate to the story of Creation in Genesis Chapter One and to the story of the

Flood in Genesis six through eight (those sections which have been taken out and.
between

called P). In fact there is more difference 4 the P account of the Flood and

the rest of P than there is between the P narrative and the J account. It is

highly questionable from the standpoint of subject matter if the style of the Flood

story really belongs to the P account. Aside from the Creation and. Flocd. stories,

all the body of P is characterized by a style dealing with detailed laws, regu

lations for the building of the tabernacle, and so forth. Nearly 200 verses

are given by Driver to P in the first nineteen chapters of Genesis as over against

only about 175 verses assigned to P in the last 31 chapters. After Genesis 19

nearly everything in Genesis is given to either 3 or B.

Illustration of Luther'i various writings. His great address to the German

flobility in which he pointed out how much money was going to Rome, how much this

was costing the economy of Germany, and his essay on the Babylonian Captivity

of the Church written the same year in which he shows how the influence of the

Roman curate was destroying the German church by building a wall of seven sacraments

around people to keep them away from the knowledge of salvation. These two firey

polemic articles would seem immediately to be very similar in style, and. no one

would question that Martin Luther wrote both of them. But the very same year he

wrote his essay on Christian Liberty in which he shows in a winsome attractive way

the manner of the Christian's liberty from the guilt and fear of punishment

due to him because of the grace of Christ. The style of this beautiful presentation

is utterly different from the polemic fighting style of the other two essay!swritten

by him that very same year. He is dealing with different subjects.
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Illustration of Ray Stannard. Baker.

Illustration about the Remington typewriter

These show that there can be a difference in the purpose of writing that

affects the style. The style of Deuteronomy differs from 3, but as in the case

of P there is a difference of purpose. The material the critics give to J tell

what Abraham did and what he experienced. It is narrative. But in Deuteronomy

Moses is addressing the people shortly before his death and he is exhorting them to

obey the law and follow God who has clone such wondrous things for them It is filled.

with pleadings to follow the lord and. with declarations of the misery that will

ccrne upon them if they turn away from the Lord God.

Illustration of Goethe's faust
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It is a rather difficult subject. It is a difficult subject1 because it LB

" a large one. And it is one which I ám'afraid I may have to y that more

people know very little about it regardless of which Side they stand on the

subject. The subject that I am going to discuss today is "The Higher Criticism."

Or to make it more specific -----eut,- Graf-Welhausen theory or to give it

in a summary of its contents, "J E D P theory." TO most of you this may mean

nothing. I have found that when I e-e-- gave a series of talk to a group

of students and if I give out a questionnaire' and ask, "How many of them

know much about the higher criticism?" most of them io uld say, "No." Many
ye

of them have never heard of thorn. And yet, if they ha been attending secular

colleges or attending almost any seminary more than 30 years of age. I find that
with

their teachings have been filled / part of it, without calling it by that name.

So, it has a very important part in their thinking, So, I hesitated about taking up

this subject for an hour or so talk,, the difficulty of making it clear to the

mind., in this short time, I think it is wise because it is something \

that no one can escape today. Now, about two years ago we were in a situation

where our thoroughgoing Bible believing people who believe that this is the Word
and we

of God which is given us , which is free from error, /never questioned whether

Moses wrote the fierat 1um-'e-the-Beo4he-Bb1e- five books of the Bible,.

and the books were written in general at the time when it is -claimed to have

come down, and by the authors whose names they bear. On the other hand, a

few years ago even most of the theological seminaries which are more than 30,

eárs old like all of our universities taught anything about the Bible taught this

Graf-Weihausen theory and it is a proven fact that a great mass of people

know nothing about it. But just recently it is beginning to into popular literature.

more than before. One of our great denominations ina Sunday school literature



-2-

III 1

during the last two or three. months has a whole placed which is called

The Time Line of the Bible. And it aims to show you when different books of the

Bible were written, About .850 B,. they say J, About 750 B.C. E; and then about

623, they say D that is later than Amos and Isaiah and the first Isaiah and most

of the prophets, and they-mill hapve P about 550-45b.B.C, They will say

the Pentateuch was completed In 450 B.C And this was not in a book
the Sunday school of

but in .Sündy school literature for the teachiers in ,iis greet denomination.

ao.. it is beginning now to,b publicized more than before. But the result has been

for many years. I think it is wise that we should know something
the term

about it, The first of the three titles that I have -mentioned/the Higher Criticism

is in itself quite a harmless thing, Criticism means the study of God's command.
ot its phrases

Lower criticism means the study of word of its references,.. how to under-
stand

/exactly what the original text an'- is and what the wcxd means .., Higher criticism
when it

mea- deals with the .questlsI of its authorship, 'its ay-- date -that-came into

existence, and so on. When we use the term Higher Criticism frequently regarding

the Bible for the attitude of a large group of people whohave given 6' tremendous

amount of time to the study of Higher Criticism, and who have this
two

theory which we call Graf-Welhaüsentheory. Graf and Weihausen *er"Gèrnns
wrote bet

who lived nearly* 100 years ago. G*af isabxit 1860, Welhausenwas,'bout 1865,

The theory which Welhausen ppularized 1875 which Baptists and quite a few
by Graf

of théinuséd a suggested /about, 1860 is a theory that it was accepted by all

practically, all those who do not: take the Bible as Gbd;s revelation,. think it

rather, as a human development., And so, now we have two approaches to the

Bible. We have, the approach which the Bible .teaches' *iich the Christian church
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has always taught that this book is the Word of God, that God has revealed

Himself, and that from the beginning there was only one God, the one great

powerful God who saw man in saw sin, and revealed Himself to man,

and that He gave the Pentateuch through Moses, and the rest of the Bible through

the rest of the prophets, and then He sent His only Son, Jesus Christ who died
" the books that make up

our sins, and et- the apostles who wrote/the New Testament writings, which

Christians have held. All throughout the centuries we have had this view of

God d. At least found out that a lot of this

idea is nothin but foolishness. I heard Tillich speak recently and he spoke

about the history of religion. He spoke about the religions before they believed

in God, the religions before they believed in God, end the religions after the

idea of God which was given up. He said that this is note- more than a development..
pure.

there is no such a thing as God. After all, this is no' more than/human ideas.

So, how does it come about tia t we have a book like this that looks as if God

revealed Himself to us. 4ent -How did lie get the s idea? How does he I/I about?

So that, Grau-Welhausen theory is a theory of development that shows how gradually

man worked out ideas that are contained in the Bible, and it proceeds from the

there is no actual God living who reveals the ideas. And so
to

there is in actuality no validity &n this idea. Now, three refuØ tations of the Biblical

,iew on this: Our Biblical view is that Moses wrote the first five books of the

Bible, Now, we do not necessarily say that Moses wrote all of them at the

original first writing. Moses wrote most if them. Perhaps some were written by

Abraham. Perhaps Moses incorporated them into ... Moses might have consulted

some documents for what happened in the Book of Genesis, but Moses put them:

together, arid Moses bege under the inspiration of le.- the Holy Spirit was kept
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from impurity, from anything that is in error, when he wrote the Book of Genesis

Arid; then when we come to Deuteronomy after Exodus, Leviticus and Numbers,

write you have Gods revelation you have MOsesauthorizatlon, .. they were all
to'1

scribes" put 'together, and there is no reason why Moses simply could rot have writtenor have dic-
tated' and what happened
there,theüvthere, What impression do you get *hen you" get 'to" Joshua? That is the

I mpressloñ that you get when come to Joshua.'' Thetis the impression that you get when

you come to Joshua, Because it is the beginning of Joshua.thei- We noted yester

day that God says to Joshua, "This book of the law shall not depart out of thy

mouth .... Th'ésè boOk of the law'mean's these five book6of 'th Moses, as you

would call it today. This book of the law, (torah) This is about e,nation

of the Old Testament, abodt the fàünding' the ion, And'aOcdiñg tot he Bible

Joshua had it (the"'book) when he began his wotk'lOr God. And then we find many

references to the statements of -Moses And'tothë ia*s in'thePentateuch, and

then when we co' to" the' Né*TOstament we findmany referiences to Moses

and what Moses did, 'and one 6fthèm , LukE l6 where at--the end of that chapter

Jesus is gluing a story of Lazàrüs,/and the rich man who wanted to be sent back

to his brothers to warn these people so that they will not come; to the plaCe whore

he is suffering Jesus said, Luke 16;31:'Hó said unto him, If they hear. not Moses

and the Prophets, neither wiU 'theybe persuaded though one rose fromthe dead."

Moses and the Prophets,' thetis the attitude of tie 'New Testament..: The Old

Testament is what Moses wrote and what the Prophets gave. That is the view

that"thO Ch istians heve always held, and it 1e- has- ee'e1*eye has been

held ract1Ca1 by all Chris' tiansuntil the lest 150' years when the Higher

'Criticism began tOthèore. ::''; .
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You must believe what Jesus said, that Moses wrote the first five boo1oE the

Bible. And. it pou do not know whether Moses wrote these.y five books or not,

but if you believe that these were gathered by a very gradual process by which

these ideas of one God only came into existence hundreds of years after the

alleged time of Moses if you take that attitude, then

it is-very difficult to be a Christian at all and to believe tie t Jesus Cbrist is the

Son of God through whom we find our salvation. So, if you believe in Christ,

the so-called higher criticism that is Graft-Wethausen theory simply is not
against in

acceptable, What is the strongest argument4or Verbal Inspiration? he,enswedng

I did not mean by the-strong in the sense of "larDe" but strong in the sense of

its efifectiveness, Tie most effective argument again t the Verbal Inspiration

of the Scriptures is, are not such afoot as to believe such a thing as Verbal

Inspiration?" Most of us do not want to be thought of as a fool. So,

what the other persons say believe we believe. Well, the strongest argument
start to

for the Higher Criticism in its effectiveness Is "AU %4d-belie vel. AU have

Investigated and know that it is true." That is what is by more people than

anything else tow d the Grau-Welhausen theory. Infact, 50 or 60 years ago

there were many people arguing on both sides and going into the argument. But

today there is very little.argujent about it. Today it is simply taught as a fact
our And in the courses in our

in/liberal seminaries /)lost of-the-4nlversities that deal with religion simply

teach the theoy as the fact. A those who teach this today if not personal

faith any real investigation of the .... they are simply taking them over ail

give to them,/ as fae a fact the Grat&-Welhausen theory. Now this theory originated

in a maement which occurred,'V over 150 years ago in Germany. A great Germanyr.;

named who is sometimes called the founder of the modern
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philology, And the-mo'vemeitmade some great advances in philological studies.

But he made- took a method in certain areas which is today all entirely given up.

eday And this was the approach that any ancient document we will not

expect, unless we have an absolute proof that it is true, . . the result was that

he and ah is associates went to the ancient writing Homer's_iia4 to Homer's

dvssey and then they divided them up into a hole lot of separate little documents

and then they tried to put some of them together in order to fill up those words,

merts Wand and Homer's dyssey. This theory was widely taught, until it-

compara tively recently, Today most scholars in the field believe that a bulk of

HOmer's writings, Wand and Odyssey, a bulk of them came from one great thinker,.

whether his..name was Homer or something else. The idea that we can divide up

into mail sections of book and then put them into some kind of developmental

process is not en9 entirely abandoned yet. Yet it is very largely given up

today. The associates oflook/at Cicero, Horatio, " they say that

this w- third one has a different style than the other. three, and then that was

written by one of Cicero's plays after his kc death, and the third by the other.

And then another fellow came along, and said, yes, inf fact one of them is

I t was still written late by another fellow, one of Cicero's

associates. Thus someone denies the fourth, and then someone else denies the

first author, and thah they deny any of the truth concerning..,
there was a letter

.
has

and then later on they-discveredAhat thCiceros have-wtitten the-e-u-4ehs

vedefiitei? to a friend in which he summarized his four Orations, and

showed very definitely that these four Orations Ø had been turned down to, and

handed down to us all four orations by Cicero.




It was to
So the Higher Critical theory regarding Cicero has not . . ./,verVtoethe, the German
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poet, who was born about 1750 or a little earlier, and died 1830, Goethe wrote
great

many,oems. A greater part ' his life was spenton writing Faust. And Goethe's

Faust he works on it, he works on it, he works through his life. He works. on

different sections of it, and finally toward the end of his life, the eem-e--wh94e whole

poem was issued as we have it today. An4&e of the scholars who made the study

of poem of Goethe's & ust, and he said that it is most interesting to see how
He said,

we can apply the higher criticism to Goethe's Faust. See/ look at this poem,'

you see these phrases which show enthusiatm of youth, these are what Goethe
when he was a young man'

wrote/and then you see these other phrases which show disillusions of old

age, and he said, it was written when he was an old man. That shows what part

of it came from a yeag aplerod when he was a young man, and when he was

an old 'man, and when he was a middle aged man, thus the whole history of the

development of the eer- chronological ,.. of. the poem., It is an interesting piece

Re-of study, a wonderful '.. . today. a wonderful lnvestiat1on.

But there is eRe-ef4 peble*a. only one trouble with it. If you have heard of

theory, in this case there was only one fact.
thru fl as a boy

Somebody went ravaging / the house where Gbathe" lived/, and there they found
of his

in his writing written when he was 4 in his. teens The Prologue -t4e great poem

and the Prologue they found' was written just about-i-r-th exactly in the form

in which the final manuscript was issued in print-ed' when w- he was a

young man. And many other parts. he went over,.and over, and made some

changes in different parts when he was an old man. But the Prologue which

they thought must have been written when he was' very old was proved to be

absolutely with out foundation .. of the, higher critical method. this

method we can take and"apply'to any document,:-and then divide it up into many

pieces in terms of different sources, Js a method which by this time
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in fact many years before now have been given up. Almost the entire. any

ancient document except" the bible.' It is still hold a little ( bit about the movement
to thirty

I was interested 1I% .picktng- up hive-years ago anew Cambridgg
in

Ancient Histoxy: .., w-its introduction I found a statement that

are surprised to find that we have given up the idea that Homer's Iliad and 4ssey
the scholarship now Is quite

come from many' different writers .of different times he-t4e-waa oonvir ed

that there was a great mind that oringinated most of the material of. the poem,

we treat it , the Cambridge Ancient History ... as a unlt# giv1ri much light on
degree the readers

earlier . .. On the other hand he says, . /. wiUbe'equally surprised: to fin, d

that we have not 'adOpted ft ancient history. that Moses did not

write the Pentateuch, while J, E, ]D. P. all these different writers at different

times have written overa pie- period of a thousand 'years wrote these different

sections before they were all put together. And now you see the attitude of the

'... the Bible makes more head way because ,. U critics are against

it, while the attitude of critics toward secular books is gradually given up. The

attitude' toward the Bible la s been maintained and today, -end-- %pst of: the, graduates

of seminaries of this age,. without exmaining . ... they are mostly convinced

of the truth of this higher criticism. I attended some lecture courses am one of

the book/ of the Pentateuch in the Unlhrsity of Penasylvania la st seveeral

years, where a very learned professor by the name of ', as he

discusses it, he says, Now, J. document ends with this course, and then

'here on now 1ie have £ document, and now the next. verse is from P document .

1 do not think that that man has done a great deal of 'study on this 'particular
theory

,

-id.-for he simply takes from the, book as the book which scholars are supposed



to believe in this field today. So, you see the situation which we have,

We have a group of Christians who believe ta t Moses wrote the Pentateuch,
is but also He has aiwasy been and

who not only beieve that there only true living Gad, bt-a3eothat God revealed

Himself in the past, and He revealed Himself,through Christ, and He gave us

the Bible, aawe have. And of course, textual criticism... as exactly as we

have today Then we have those who are trained in most of our old modernistic seminaries

today who do not know much abuut the present arguments for this higher criticism,
true and would present it

and they are convinced that it isreeeed-es a fact. Some of them wonler
greatlin

why there is difference between document J and document E, It is just as/diffe 33

between Chaucer and Modern English today which anybody should be able to

recognize it, people were able to recognize the difference long before
Actually,

the higher criticism came. along, /That is not the ca at all Such extreme
on

stements simply do not hold,/. Now, aim ë we have this much of discussion of the
siütation
gener, I think it is good to try e- give a great general

Idea of w exactly what the theory j,
.
considerable xtcudft variations

in 1e-details of the field as it is held by different people, and there are some
of the

variations by som"leading scholars of the world who hold it.. who maintain it

These are comparatively a little .The main principle of the theory as

generally thought of is that at the very early time the Istaelites believed j

many gods, and they had different shrines in different places in Palestine, and

around the shrines there was a story about an imaginary ancestomof the Israelites

like Abraham, Iaaao, and Jacob. And of course the idea of came out from

Egypt and so on. These stories which around the shrines, and then

there came to be one gathering together of the story which they call the J

document. It was . of righteousness. Then one writes something,

then another writes something else, and then they would put them together, and
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eventually they had a document which they calbd . Then about 850 8.C. that is

about 200 years after the time of David, they say this ]' dcojLment came to into existence.
a

The term j i4/very convenient term, becuase J represents the beginning of the

word "'Jehovah. They say, that this is the document that usua4ly use the name

Jehovah / for God, or they say yaweh. Then they say that this is the

document that came into existence as far as Judea. J also represents
So J represents Judea often, most primitive

Judea, 'does it not? This 18 the document which has the/idea of God. It is the

document where God comes into- the human form to His people, God talks

with people. God Walks with His people. God walks in the cool of the evening

in the garden of Eden. All these terms represent God in terms of human analogy

anthropomorphism. About B9ie 100 years later, about 750,C. there was

another gathering together of the same stories from these shrines at different

parts of Palestine, but instead of using the same word Jehovah, they used the

word (sod. The word God in Hebrew is (Elohim) So, they call

it Edocument. B often stands for Ephraizn, because this was the people of

E document, about 750 B.C as the J document, and this

is another viewpoint. While J is antrhopomorphlc, B is anthiopopathic, That is,

anthropomophic shows God as active as a man, anthropopathic shows men--him

as feeling as a man. Gpd was grieved. God repented. God was pleased.

There was another gathering together of the same story from these main

shrines in different parts of Palestine, but in this one, instead of using the word

Jehovah, they used the word God, and the word God in Hebrew is - jetohlm







So, they called it B document. often stands for Ephrairn0 %ocause this was

the people in the North. The tribe of Ephraiin in that area gathered the E- story.

So, the B document at about 750 B.C, - just about the same general line as tIe

J document, except from a different f viewpoint. 7 is aritrhopomophic, and B

is anthropopathic. That is to say anthropmorphic shows God acting as a man.

Anthropopathic shows God nearly feeling as a man. God grieved, God was

pleased, God repented. The term that is used to express' human emotional

a spect ofGod rather than. to refer to human action in the B document. Now, you

can hear.they say that 7 document and E document fallow through the same

course of events, and you can see these differences between them right through.

Actually it is net nearly so simple. The alleged 7 document' starts wit h Genesis

2, and the lleged B document starts with Genesis 20. The B document is much

in ore than the" so called 7 document, There are many points which B document

does not touch upon at all. And in many cases, in order to get the two documents

it give half ot it to 7 and give hal of it to B, where

they would say, and something like "he came into the room, and he spoke to

the people whom he c me to see. They would divide something like this.,

"he came into the room" might be from one document,

nd the people whomIhe came to see" might be from the other document. They

are together In one sense One is from B and one: is from 7. That way we get

a complete historical development. But the story from B Is very fragmentary,
and it starts

and the best you can do with it 4eetat-Long after .. and 7 does not start

until near the end of it And in addition to that if you get a book by one scholar

which shows you what Jas and whatE has, re- and, you find that this one is

dogmatic on certain areàsf, In that you will note that 'in many points what one will

give to.E the other will giye to 7. It is very difficult to make distinction betwn
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document and J document. The only real difference between them is that

E says God, and J says the Lord. Otherwise, they, are almost identical. But"
came out

then according to the theory the J document we&-w4t-tea about 850 B.C., E"
were era

document about 750, According to the theory there was redact4er Redactors

were men who took them and put them together, And he put them together

and in doing that he, did so skillfully that you can not usually tell where one

ends and where hte ohter begins So, they say JE, they do not usually say,

J or L" but they say JE, because JE is a combination of J and E. Then

according to the theory JEwere put
'
together sometime around 750 B.C.

And then about 622 we read in the book of Kings how Josiah had a great reformt&ation,

and in this great reformation which Josiah carries out there was a book found in the

temple. And this book condemns the false worship arid out all through

the land, and it says, "They shall worship God at the place which God has
made

appointed H And Josiah went and destroyed these other shrines, and la4d- all

the worship at Jerusalem. They say this is D document , and what Jos$'iah.

had found was what we believe to be the whole Bible, Moses law and
wicked

which in the day of his/father who reigned for 50 years, and his grand father
ad

who relgzy'SO years of wickedness, and wh- turned away from God, and
no

they say ,/it is a book which was forced to the prophet, and was pretended
the p-a' priests

to b have been handed dowm from Moses, and was actually written by peeple

In Jerusalem who wanted to get all these incomes from temples, and therefore

had them worship in Jerusalem instead of different places throughout the
the

land. So that the D document they say is book of Deuteronomy. That belongs

to later centuries along with other books, So this is the 1) document at about

622 LO. Then, they, say 100 years or more after that when the people were

in exile'' there was a group of priests who wrote a new book, and this new book
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which they wrote tried to. tremendously magnify the place of the prá sts, and
up

mad'all the, laws of Leviticus, and these very detailed regulations.That e is

the? document. And then the P document was written, and then another redactor

combined Dwith JE, and then another redactor combined EX JED with P, thus
get

we have-the whole Pentateuch which ever was read to the people when they

came back to the land. Now you see that the theory is a very involved thing.
and

190 are not considered to be but they are considered to be the schools

of life. And as a matter of fact *4e- some would dividie up 31, 72, 73, J4,

El, E2, 3, S4, and so forth. . There are some others would divide up that

which is already divided up. That is a very involved theory of devdopment

whereby this idea of one God who created the world, and then who said,

Israels .. came into existence according to the Graf-Welhausen theory.

You see how utterly differnt it is from the teaching o f the Bible as we receive.

This Graf-Welhausen theory which was presented by WelWausen in the book

in German on the History of Iels about 1875. It was never accepted by

most 0 the older scholars, but younger scholars enthustica1ly accepted it, and spread I

In Gerirn fly, in England, and in Znierica. By 1930 it was taught as an established

fact in most of our older seminaries and in most of our universities which

discuss anything about religion. Today there is, comparative little efforts made

to defend the theory It is simply assuQed that it is correct. t-i-reaed-ae

f-onevi4be-erant- And anyone is treated as if he were igrncrant, if he did

not recognize it as a fact. In one of my courses in the Seminary I go through

the history of the dveiopment of the theory, and I go through the argument for

It and I try to examine the evidences for it, and of course what I teach over

a whale semester you. cannot more than touch upon while At least Itry
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to give some key-points, and. basic rinc1pies about it. But the one thing

that I try, to stress is, this: that we are in anunforb.rnate situation today where

we have a gte&- group of real Christians who think that this ' is a lot of nonsense

to believe such a the but we also have a group of Christians who think that

this is the truth, and that. tMty- they hope that all believe this theory, etc.

And yet, we In ye very few, who will look at the evidences to see w to what

directions $ the evidences point. In our school, we try to look at the evidences

carefully, fairly, objectively, and experimentally. I do not think that there is
. that

any question on what we will find. The argumentwere advanced over,'
do

100 years ago/or the theory were taken up one by one whe-doot take- stand

the test of logic or facts. No one
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It is simply a part of bet3.e full development of 140- years that was given

up regarding other things. But now it is widely disseminated against the Bible,

I believe that in the back of the dissemination of this theory there is the activity

of the £ac of the enemy of God who uses people who do not oven know

in order to keep people from
the cleverest

coming to the knowledge of thx truth. And one of the mmoiee thing

he over dee- succeeded in doing is the spreading of this theory, until so
it he does not

many people -Link- think that one simply is not intelligent enough t believe

in JEDP. One thing we ought to mention about it is that most of them . , they were

schools of life... What does that belong to ? J or I) or?? Not J and At least

not D and?. If there is a man who wrote D, then no body agrees on who he was.

Some think that D was written in North some think it was wtitten in the temple;

otheisthink that it was written in the South. Some think i*-we-- most of the book

13 was comparatively small., 4)thers- When you face the rgum0t







III _. 3

upon whlho the idea is based that Deuteronomy does not come from Moses,

but that it was written at this time.,. you look into the book of Deuteronomy, and

you will find things that are- will clearly fit with ?, and that will not fit D at all.

Then they would say, Oh, those sections doe not qulte,4f.tt D at all, and this

must belong to E, which must have been put in by redactors. Of course, you

can rightly see that if you are free to take any verses and put them with other;

and rearrange it, well, it is pretty hard to prove anything, You can simply take

one,,, suppose I take eie a book and say, all the sentences that begin with

the letters of the first half of the alphabet, we will say, these were written '5O
last

years ago And till the sentences begin with letters of the iis half of the
within these last two

alphabet, we will say these Were written &Oyears ago. Suppose I would
that way

rearrange then and I would say, all the sentences that begin with the first

half letters of the alphabet were written and the all that begin with the last

haift letters of the alphabet were written, then they would say, you arranged

them that way and then you say that they were wtitten in that order... It is a

circular argument/ to a great extent. Now, I want to emphasize onhing here.

Here is such a tremendous activity of schools of wrtiers writing out these documents,

working out these documents, B documents, J documents, etc., then the redactors

combine them together. J documents joins B documents, .,, It is very interesting

that we have these various schools of writers,., very individual any way. There is

no referneee-ence in the Bible. There is no reference anywhere else. It is
drawn

eeer4y purely/a pteHromthe adoption of the theory that

There us-b- Is nothing like this in any other country. There is no evidence for

that. Tbere is no prailol with which to compare. But the theory largely
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rests upon any ... ; of factula evidence, And it is purely an attempt to

really . the material in, the Pentateuch,. and they say that this shows you.
development

etaetly a tremendous eth*ef---.- which man'y people just believe, of which

o-there, is no evidence whatever, otherwise. One thing that ought to be mentioned

here in relatin to this theory is that, Let us lust look at the names of god.

Arid it is very interesting. Let us read/ in the Bible- the first chapter of Genesis,
It is speaking about God

it says, God did this, God did this,, God did /rom Genesis 1:1-4.
This is a word the-Øri4eø-

Ml of a sudden it speaks of Jehovah Gpd or the Lord.God$4'Hebrew4; The-here1e.tee-

c riticis translate the werd Jehovah which the King James, Version translates

jhe Lord God. In capital letter. All of a sudden in the beginning the second

chapter we have the Lord God. And then we again ahve the Loin God in the secord

and third he chapters. Now, they say , look here, here we have two documents,

because here we have God and the Lord God. eAi'$ And so you can

trace which one belongs to which document. That is the way it is
rarely

in the first three chapters. Then on you will eel find

until you get to the early part of Exodus where you find where just

God used for His great. . . orLord used for a great length of time. They will

use one term and then the other term. And if ox you pick up the Koran which

Mohammed wrote you find him one time speaking of the Lord and another speaking

of God and you will use one term and then the otle r term. If you pick up the

sports section of the newspaper, you will turn to someone who will say, Henry

Smith picked a fine game i the World Series last week...YOU will find six or

eight ways that they will refer to him. They don't have to use the same name

over and over. They will refer to him in different ways. And thex Bible does

the same thing. But in the beginning of Genesis they will use
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one name for one chapter , the other for the second and third and after that
it's Jehovah

it is pretty much mixed until you come to Exodus and from there on,(M4I,yo&

almost all the time, but very rarely from there on

1114

According to the theory as originally advanced by a Frenchman , Astruc in 1753,

and applied then only to the book of Genesis. According to that theory there

we-=- we- was two documents. You could tell them because one k said God and,

the other said the Lord. That was the original theory and then as it was taught

from -l4- 1753 until nearly 1875, there was one original document which used

the word God and the Jehovah .... was-inet-- inserted into it, and there was these

two main documents, and then of course Deut. was brought in to peserve

but the case that Graf ma-k made was to take the documents that had the

word God In them and break it up into two parts, and get- given99- m t of it

to what he calls the P document and then smaller sections of it to what i he calls

the E document and to take the P document from being a very early document to

being the la-s-tee- latest document and to take the other part of it, the E document.

and put it together with the J document, and so you could see about 1875 all the

foundation of that 100 years was just turned upside down Rx into the form that it

isk held today, and the result Rx is tha t the difference between the name God and

the name Jehovah is a very vem- very small part of the theory. It's the approach

that is used to win many people to it today. Look at the first chapters of Genesis

Just God, look at the second , just Jehovah God. One uses God and the otter

uses Jehovah , but actually if you . into . . they will say that from Exodus 6 on

all the documents use Jehovah and rarely use God, so it is no more from Exodus

6 on, and in Genesis they will say that the difference between J and E is very,
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very difficult to tell, and J uses the Lord and E uses God and they are so
p

very hard to tell./ Z of course also uses God , but-t4e- as you see this original

part of God and Lord is not much used as a ei._criterian for division anymore.

Well, it is that way for most of the arguments of the theory. Most of them go

a certain distance but they don't go far enough: to really prove anything. It is,

sort of like them man I knew who k had a creek he-wah he wanted to jump across

and he made it across In two jumps , well that doesn1t keep him from getting wet

You can have a dozen arguments, no one of which proves a thing and you put the whoe

dex dozen togetI r and it doesn't prove it. Each of these arguments shows a certain
the

number of interesting things that make you wonder what is,t+we real meaning.

And God wants us to study into the seitp scripture and find what He has revealed

and what He really means by those things but instead of/this me take this

theory and this looks a little bit that way and this looks a 4i-te- little that way

but no one of them goes far enough to iea-pp really prove c what is set out to

prove. Now, the arguments for this theory divide naturally into two passages.

There are the arguments for the dividing up thc into arguments. Now, you see be-

the position that we are in. Here is the Pentateuch " There has Ix never been

ny document-whi found in ancient times it would be the J document, of the

E, or the C, or the ID, If we had these documents, if they actually existed somewhere

you could compare them, and say the- here is evidence fc that this is early, here

is evidenee that this is later, but you don't have them. You divide them up on the

basis of arguments and then you ea arrange them onthe that basis ,, and so you are

ag*mi-. arguing in a circle to quite an extent. Now the critics differ as to what

is I and what is E very very much, but they aFg.- ardently agree on a what is J-
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3-E, what is?, and what Is D. And here is where, great arguments are üseç "..

Why, you are to agree with the critics, they are all agreed with Genesis 1

is P. They are all convinced that Genesis 2 k on is J except for Prof. Pfeiffer

of Harvard who calls it 8, but most of them are agreed that that is 7. Genesis

24 and ow, well the fact of the matter is that you have a differenbe of

... in some sections of the Pentateuch. And so your agreements come between

the sections J-E which are narrative, they tell a story, the eees- sections

of. which are enumeration. Look at Genesis 1, It was one day. It is a tabulation.
your law is in,

Very little of your aeo- account is in that style. But that is the style/ and so

very often it is considered ¬iu-itea- a part of P. P is the style of enumeration,

the k style of listing, the c style of specific law. 7 and E are tF style of

narrative and D is the styleof exhortation. Hear, 0 Israel, the Lord thy

God is one God... this, follow the law. There is a different style. There

are three different styles, but there are not four different styles. I and E style

are practically identical. Well, now, would Moses have written three different

styles. wWell, I had a very interesting experience not toolong ago, I wanted

to get a typewriter. I went down to the Company. I was living in Wilmington

then. I went to the Company and I said , What kind of a keyboard could I get

on a new 4ye- typewriter. Well, you can have any keyboard that we have the

for. He said , we don't care how you arrange the keys, any way you want,

just so you have all _that you have all that ... He said, Here's a book

and this book gives a list of 400 different possible keys. I wanted so thing

that I could write Babylon and transliteration and different mate- matters like that

in with my English .. and so I waited to have some special keys, and I could get







an extra m bank of keys on the side at very little extra expease and I could

arrange my special keys where you had the punctualion marks, and so on, to

suit my particular convenience, so Ilk took the book azd I studied it through

and I picked out and ag- arranged the keyboard that would suit me, but ic the re

was one particular combination ac that I wanted and they ddn't have it. They

had some parts of it, but they didn't have it in one & key, and I said to the

man there, I said, Could I get this. You would have to take $25.00 to have

an extra set me- made " If you pay that then you could have . ..And I said,

Suppose someone else wanted it before, the? then he said they would have it and

you would be ...Well, I said, how do you know someone else hasn't had it.

He said, this book came out three years ago and he said that any that any

other matrix that othe r people have made you can have a key from. Well, he

said I would like to know whethere there is one like this . He wrote ltter

to the headquarters and he got a letter back and some clerk at-rswer-e- answered

and said No, that isn't in the book, Well, I said that anybody could have a

mae-- matrix made, so why not w4 write someone a little higher up So I got

home and ea said Why don't I write. So I wrote to tie headquarters of this

typewriter company and I said I'm getting a typewriter and said I would like a

key like this, .1 didn't want to pay for anextra matrix. You know I got a le*e

letter back and the letter said, Dear Dr. MacRae,aiwe recieved your letter

and are so glad that you are interested in buying one of our typewriters, arwe

would be glad to do anything that we can, providing that we have the matrix for

it. And we have a book here that will show all our matrixes and if you will look

it over and pick out what you ac want, it is the most coürteus letter you ever

saw in your life. Well, it didn't give me any, hope tie I could get the particular
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thing I wat. I wrote ,.and he said, Oh, Dr. MacRae , I got a letter from

the main office--I hadn't yet mentioned to him my letter. It was signed by

the same man who had signed my letter. But it said to him, Dear Bob, why

don't you hurry up and make this sale. Why do you keep this fellow arguing

about this. Show him the book and tell him what we have, etc. The tone

was different as it could be. The tone was as different as you-I- could be.

You could quote two different minds, if you wanted. mono he was writing

to a customer. In the other he was writing to an employee. And the style

was very, very different1 but the author was identical. In the Pentatieuch

we have the narrative form which are mostly given to J-E, and we have the

Legal pet4e portions, the enumerations which are m tly given to P We have

the exhortation, t1 oration which are given to D, and we have three dc different

styles aieI- but there is no reason why one person could not have used these

three different styles, for three different-pep, purposes. Just like one person

could sometimes refer to God as God ens- and sometimes as . .1 had a professor

when I was in Seminary who had studied years before under the great ... in Germany

--this man was a few years older-and hot'e than my fried and they became

very close friends. He was a man who knew English very, very well, and my

friend had studied with him in his classes wherever he was in Germany and

they had taught- talked-Engls4h- English a great deal when they were together,

and I had a letter that they had written back and forth and it was most interesting

---they would write along in ie-Sns-l-- English.for a page and a half and then

they would happen to think of something that would remind thorn of something

in German and then they would switch to German',and say it in German and they

would go on in one way and then the other. Well,_: tIt ways is the way of the

.. ".j .- .
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" . when I talk to someone about my wife I refer to her as Mrs. MacRae, to

semeee- certain other p. people I will refer to her as Grace, and to certa1

other people I will simply refer to her as my wife. Butwhich ever term I zr us

I arn s-elael- apt to keep on using until there is a particular reason to make

change and then I am asked to ... until there is a f-s- reason for another change.

God is the term which represents God as the powerful being who created the universe

And in Genesis 1 where there is no direct dealings with- of God with man, the

creation of the universe including man, God is the natural term to use. Then

when we get to the second chapter, and he speaks of God in relation to people,\.

giving them command of what they are to do, having His personal relationship with

them, the term which is re-preeetn represented as Jehovah, or Lord, it is the personal

term used by God as Redeemer, and these two terms are used indiscriminately.

One I for awhile and another for awhile, until you got on into Exodus where

you have God leading the people out e+ of the land of Egypt, and then God is

dealing with them as ,their Redeemer and then the term Jehovah is used in all

the documents fromthet time on. It is almost entirely used, because it is thinking

particularly of God as the God who has chosen this particular people and watching

over them, and takdg taking them out and preparing the way for the coming of His

son into the world. Now, of these four arguments, we should- could spend

sj several hours on each one of t1 m. I weld would like to say just a word about

one of them which is peek perhaps most effective, next to the ve-Divine names,

and that is the argument from parallel passages . Is-et steped into a church

one time and heard a sermon . and the man said I.ain sure that you e- have

been puzzled
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just as you are in reading the Synoptic Gospets by the different portions

--you have also been puzzled by reading the stto story of the flood b- by

the difference in J and P, so he said I am just going to read the P documert,

so he read the story of the flood dealing with ti P document, and then he preached

a very good sermon based upon. that. Well, he took for granted th$-the tha t

the story of the Rod- flood was mel- made o up, of two different documents, die
see

J and the P document. Now, you/'f1 sey- that there were two s- stories

of creation (this is the argument from parallel passages, there are stories in

creation. Genesis has one story, and ¬eaeei- Genesis has anode r. Some of

you may even had had this experience, You say I believe that God created the

world as told in ii the Bible. -Sebeyd- Somebody says What story do you believe

the one told in Genesis one or two.. There are not two contradictory o creation

stories as told in the Bible. There is a story of the creation of the universe in

Genesis 1:1 ahd 24 and there is a story of Gods specific dealings with man in

2:4... some books say that the second one contradicts the first one. The first

one starts with s a watery chaos and the seea second one starts with a dry

place where there is no rain. Well, yes , they start. at different times. One

is the whole universe and the other is. the just ta the events dealing with man.

They will paint ts it as a difference in the order of t events, but-*te- that is

a misunderstanding. . . how Genesis one and two are in no sense contradictory

but are different stories of different parts of the creation. Somebody has said

that an atlas begins with a map of the world followed by a -a map of North America,

Well, that is not quite accurate, ectte- because t is a map of the United States.

T1re are two f-e*en- distinct set- stories, but they are one ois the story *

of the whole universe, and the other idx is the story of man and how it relates'

....
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to him. Well these are said idx to be two parallel passages, you see from two

different documents, as to their two different things. Now, when you get to

the flood story you are in a different situation, because in the flood story ,

you as you read it you would t4ngk think it is one story, but as the critics dividé,

it up, you will haw the j story of the creation and the P story of the flood.

J story of the building of the ark, and P story of the building o the ark. J story

of the ... and so on, and you take them out and they make two stories. You

know what you notice h en you study that carefully, you thought that in the

first part e-t- of the storyof the fie4 flood " it is very easy to divide it into two

stories, but and then it is very easy to divide them into two more; In fact, you

can have an account of about 8 verses used exactly wht what Noah did in building

the ark, and then half of verse, and so Noah built an ark to the Lord. Well, this

is actually a summary . But according to the beginning of it, you have a great

storm coming and all these details are followed by ape- repeating it, ad so

you can get 6-8 repetitions of almost everything in the x first half d it. You

can't divide it into two stories, you can divide it into six or eight, but when you

get to the end of it, ix it just comes to an end and that is it, and no two stories

can be made that are complete for the latter part . .'.the sacrifice and the coming

out and the ... and these things are . It is a wonderful , dramatic developmezt.

It is easy to divide and at the end you can't get the parallel, and- but when you look

at the facts, the facts do not support the dx ide of multiple sources for these

stories of the flood. Well, we could go t4ie throughthis way and ...but it is sim1y

the dramatic thing of building it up and at the eridyou can't get the parallel and so

they say the redactor left them out, but . . and hat just shows how if your mind

is in a certain direction you can always get argurnnts for it, but when you look







1115 26

at the facts, the facts k do not support the idea of multiple sources for the

story of the flood Well, we could go through this way and look at many

of these things if we wanted. The most important argument of all in my

opinion is this, if the Christian .. if J was written and then . ..we would

find contradictions between.,. . but it usually is explained when we look
when we gpt got

ac carefully at it, but we would find places where,4e 4in&-new light N

on this it didn't fit. And that is where God knowing in advance that in this

time in Christian history theEe ideas would be strong ...and ...in God and

Christ and in ..God brought it about that during this last century there would

come to light dug up from the soil of Mesopotamia evidences from the histo- y

of those ancient times. Welt have no other source whatever Now we have

actual material from the men who lived in those . and when we looked at these

materials, it is easy how to see at point after point it c exactly fits with

the statements that are contained in the Bible. It does not fit with the sources

that- as rearranged by the Higher Critics. That is, 150 years ago when this

theory began to develop.. at that time people l thought that Moses couldn't

have written the Pentateuch because there wasn't any ... as early as .and

so it would have to be x as late as . .Well, since that timewe have dug up

from the soil of Egypt and Mesopotamia thousands of writings which were written

before the time of Moses, and so there is no question how that writings were

readily available a and could have been used at'the time of Moses. One very

Interesting things found well before the time of Moss Is the Code of Flammurrabi

whichls in this law book which is In the Louve, i a large stone which has on

it the list of the laws., and it says this-is-4 law is .. so that anyone who thinks







HIS_.. -27-

that he doesn't have his rights can come and read what the law is . Now

if you want to know what the law is, you go and pay a Philadelphia law is

you go and pay a Philadelphia lawyer. . but in those days Hammurrabl* put it

up in the main public square for everyone to know what is right., but one of

those laws is particular k interesting Hammuriabi said that if anybody found

some property that belonged to him and had lost to the hands of t e otle r person

he could haul that person before the judges and he could .. . that property that

belons to him, and when he does it, that other person is judged to be a thief

and idx is killed. Now, the other person has the right to bring proof that he

aearedacqu1red the property legally, and if he has sealed documents and

witnesses that he acquired it tea- legally, then the -pee person from whom

he acquired it is killed. Well, if a person could not read or write.. if you turn

to. the book of judges for a second to the story of Gideon, you find in the book

of judges the 8th chapter, that when Gideon was pursuing the Midionites

end-hecame to Bethel and he asked them to help them. And the people of Bethel

said, . ..When the Lord hath delivered Zebah and Zalmunna into mine hand, then

I will tear your flesh with the thorns of the wilderness and with briaBrs...

and you turn over a little further in the chapter, you find that k after he defeated

Gideon, the Mideonites came back and in verse 14 it says, He called a young

man of Bethel, and he described unto him the -princes of Bethel. Now the Hebrew

word is he wrote down. This Hebrew word which is hundreds of time used as

wrote down, is dee translated as describe in the King, James Version in the

account of Joshua, to describe the borders of the differait tribes. Of course they

wrote down t e borders , but here why dxdnst the King James writers write, write

down ,., £nstead of describe. Well, the only answer Lan get for it 'is' t t in the
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King James time, these men thought that well, a man whom he picked out

at k random, how would he be able to write. he . . says that he describes,

but the Hebrew word is wrote and it is translated hundreds times as wrote

and'.,.. somebody ...X wouldn't kijow .and the Hebrew wordz says that he

iroteddowa and now, we know of course th at writing . the same that it is

today.and there is no reason K in the world that' Moses couldn't have written..

the Pentateuch in Egyptian Hieroglyphics which he doubtless kw- knew in.

Babylonian Cuneiform which he e41 doubtless, knew, or in the Hebre writings

which was then in " so the foundation on which the H.C. er originates h

is now completely different and what we have resting on that k is like .. Wt

when you look at the evidence the evidence just does not ... Yes the question

is to what extent does the . Jake into account by those that originate he theory

--there are many many people who ... the originaters c it are-----most of them

were men tc who did not believe in a God who 1d- . . believed in a ...but

the Idea of a gradual deveiopment Of course there are all s?te'- stages in betwèen.".

"dese4-be¬3A
Thebr.e ----------

This
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say _instead of describe .? The. anl answer that I can*
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yetis -,that, inthe.flme of the King James Version these mei just
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thought , well, of course, a young man that he picked out a1random that Ox

he caught 1 how do you think he could be able to write, so he described, as

they said, but, the Hebrew word is wrote and it translated hundreds of times
Gideon's

as wrote, and I know if I were i4tieh-a place, -l-sou1dn't if somebody described

to me, .,and the Hebrew says that he wrote them down and now, we know

that writing was much commoner in Palestine than it is today, and there is

no reason in the world that Moses could not have written the Pentateuch-tat

in Egyptian hieroglyphics which he doubtless knew, or in the Babylonian cuneiform

which he doubtless k knew, or in the Hebrew writing which was then in the first
Higher Critical theory that

stages From the foundation upon which the,4eew originated, kWthe writings

was not known so early, It*- has now been completely dissipated, and what we

have .Ie¬t- resting on that is like you build up a pile of blocks and ... but the top

" ones you still thinkk are standing there. Now, any particular questions now.

Ans. Yes, the question was to what extent does the ... ref- revelation take into
people

account b those who originate the . Of course there are many, many/who

are involved in the development of the theory The originaters of it-are- -.most of

them were men who did ne believe in ,a God who revealed.. They believed purely,

in human development. Naturally, they had no idea ev of revelation to them, but

the idea of gradual development of an idea. Mow, of course there have been all

shades e* in between, of people who have adopted . because many-there"

thoroughgoing Bible believers are unable to ansver some of the a- arguments

ae and have accepted certain parts of the Higher Criticism without accepting

other part. On the other hand, the critics have carried it off into Isa. and in

the rests of the Old Testament and the New Testament, and there is hardly a book
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to which this message . . but this matter of accornodatlon of revelation, I would

just say this, that ... is such as progressive revelation. God eve-rreals Himself

to people who are sinful people ard who find it hard to understand ...and so God

presents an idea aerk- and then He ... a little more and ua&1 gradually developes

it; there is progressive revleaUen revelation does not mean the early parts are,,

many are incomplete. They are only a-hn- hint of it and they g eada4l gradually

brings it to a dlima It is book that takes the fine ideas and ... 1 would think so

very defInitoly. The same approach . .is used regarding the gospel , and I heard

a most Illuminating . ..as the oriental society.. where a professor inone of our

modernistic seminaries... the theory ... and then there was another story ... and

then inMatt. and in Luke these two are combined as to., .now, this man did his

paper. " .and actually is an artistic development of heeg- theological ideas.

I would say that one thing to remember about the gospels is that Jesus ..and we

have ,..so some people ,. so I believe that there are et*- other interpretations

that are much more tee- reasonable than this . ..Yes, the Critical theory .. is more

or less. Whether ...some more, and some less. There-are- have been ...but the

result is that it lesa- leads people to think that the Old Testament is made up of

fable and stories like that. ta-t

Ans. I would say that God could use one with no more education that l3aalimts

ass as an instrument to accomplish His purpose, but He wants us to got out training

so that we can be effectiBve so we sea- wont have to

Ans. Now, the idea -b tha*i4e of dividing up into sources as advancecthy

by Lichorn in Germany ax at about 1800 and Ewald who advanced the Supplementary

theory that the E document, most of the material in the Pentateuch was early and

the 7 £ocwrt Document was later, That has been-a need--b4h---t-he-- accepted
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k9-5O
by the Critical scholars foyear8 aid then Graf and Welihausen came and turned

E
the whole thing around. They cut the, document into two parts, and they

put it in the very end. And the great critical scholars like Weithausen and the

main leaders of the Higher Criticism, as long as they lived rejected GratWelihausen

lobatión of the vhole*k thing. Now, today, I think that it is the most advanced

--and first of all, a rat- great many conservative scholars who didn't ,accept it

at all. And there were individuals who ..but I was speaking' of how the great

critical scholars , the older ones tailed ...the younger men as they come on,:

thought how GraVe theory fit with the idea of development of Monotheism rather

than .,.and they ,, and so to them . .

Ans. I would say that the young man should go to got a training under people with

whomey..,attitudes ... you go to got your training with people whose basic

attitudes you disagree., they have years and years of study and it is foolish to

think that you can contradict their thesis. I've had people who say, Oh, my

" . Why should I come to a fundamental seminary. I say suppose your faith in

medicine is strong eeu- enough not to be injured by going to a law school.

It wont make you a good doctor to go to a law school, ...the basic views that

you wont to advance, but there are other reasons whip a person finds himself in

places where his basic vlewpoing is k different from that of the people. There

is no question of that. I would say that in such a case rarely is study ,. ,you
convinced

are going to convert the professor right away, because the man who is est

the professor is wrong, and comes right up and gives his arguments, usually doesn't

know a tenth as much as this professor who has studied many years, and even though

the student may be right and the professor wrong, the professor knows so much more

so- about it " go where you can agree with the basic teaching, but if you find it
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necessary that people do ... to learn valuable things . learn to sit and listen

to c what they say and then go home and study it quietly and talkec with other

people who have put years of study...

Ans.

1117

This is brought out very clearly in the 19th Psalm t where we begin, The-keaveart

heavens declare the glory of God and c the firmanent showeth k His handiwork.

It doesn't say that the heavens tells us of Gods goodness . It doesn't teliR

us of His love. It doesn't tell us of His forgiveness, It doe* doesn't tell us

how we can make our lives worthwhile, but it does tell us of4e the greatness

of His existence, of His power, and of His majesty, The heavens declare the

glory of God and the firmanent showetha His handiwork, Day unto day uttereth

speech and night unto night showeth kow1egde-. knowledge. There is no speech

nor language where their language is not heard. And the Apostle Paul makes up

this same thought o over in the first chapter of Re- Romans where he tells us

in that first chapter of Romans , in verses 182O, For the wratach of God is revealed

from a heaven against all ungodliness and unrighteousness of men, holding the
of

truth in unrighteousness, because that which may be known/ln-d is manifest

in them, for God hath showed it unto them, that the invisible things of Him from

the creation of the world are clearly seen, being understood by the things that are

made, even His eternal power and Godhead, so th t they are without -e-xt& excuse.

ais Thus we see what-Pe1- Paul says, that the ... man can see God's power,

none of us can do anything without-re e&1e- revealing scznething about ourselves

but this communication is very incomplete and so the 19th Psalm goes on to tell

usac about the Law of the Lord, that God has x revealed Himself through His
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Word . ...in nature and has revealed Himself through His Word. And we have

had this brought out in Romans . . . but after this verse that we have just read

... man has closed 49- his ears and refused to listen, and we have this brought

out in Romans 1, but after this 20th verse the 21st verse reads , Because when

they knew God, they glorified Him not as God,neither were thankful, but became

vain in their imaginations, and their foolish heart was darkened, professing them

selves to be wise they became fools, and changed the glory of the incorruptible

God into an image made like unto corruptible man. , ..put God out of hs his

heart and tries to forget God, and man in modern times has invented all kinds of

theories, all kinds of-at-td- attitudes to try to put God out of W his heart, but in

his heart;man still knows that God is, and thatGod has revealed Himself in

nature, but to know God's We love and how to mka- make your life worthwhile

you need something iete more than that revelation in nature. When God brought

Israel out of Egypt, God spoke to Moses through whom He led Israel, and God

gave His revelation in the Bible, and the first five books the Bible is the foundaton

of His revelation,, He told Moses to put these books eeIe beside the ark, to

honor them arid to pay great attention to them, and when Moses e&-4ee died,

in the beginning of the Book of Joshua, we find repeatively that Joshua was exhorted

to pay attention to the Revelation that God had given through Moses, but we find

in Joshua 1:8, that this book of the law shall not k depart out thy mouth, but

thou ha- shalt meditate therein c day and ne- night, that thou

rnayest observe to do according to all that is writeen therein, for then thou shalt

make thy way pep prosperous , and then thou shalt have good succees,-epee4ev
Joshua

repeatedly/Gad was exhorted to me4a#me4ie meditate in the law that God had

given to Moses. And this exhortation Is rape repeatedidx to the leaders and to
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the kings who- and those who led God's people, and God sent propehets sent

to add to this Revelation. God spoke directly to people r at various times

Many people . or their minds are cfused as a result of sing and so it is hard

to know Jdt what God has spoken And so He chose to give us a written revelation

that we could depend upon, and this written Revelation we hee- have in the Old & New

Testmamen. The 1& 119th Psalms , ink fact, has as its principal theme, the great

revelation that God has given to us, its certainty and its dependability. I will

just call your attention to two verses verse 89. Forever, C Lord , thy Word

is settled in heaven. And verse 116, Thy Word is true from the beginning, and

everyone of thy righteous judgments endures forever. Then, we get over to the

New Testament We find that the New Testament writers, that-- what we are

bringing you is the message of the fulfillment of the Old Testament, We are

showing you that which the prophets have predicted. VZXIx The -4 Old Testament

and the New Testament Is God's Word and is something that you can .the

great Apostle Peter a in his first epistle and the first chapter, verse 23, , ,being

born again, not of co,ruptible seed, but of incorruptible, by the Word of God which

lives and abides forever. For all flesh is as grass , and th all the gicry of man

as the flower of grass. The grass witle reth, and the flower théof falls away, *k

but the Word of the Lord endures forever and then when Peter werwrote his second

epi-s4e- epistle, there in t he very first chapter, they stressed the RR- fact that
not

what they were giving we- was ...ft verse 16says though we hv- havq/followed

cunningly devised fables, when we have made known unto you the pow and the

coming of our Lord Jesus Christ, but were eyeswitnessesx of His majesty,

then he refers back to the Old Testament, In verse 21 he says, for the prophets

spake not in times past by the will of man,
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I'm afraid that the Dead Sea 8crools, as interesting as -them they are, do not

throw much light on the Higher Criticism, Because, according to the critical

theory, the Bible * substantially as we have it would have been in shape Ii

100 B.C, and I don't think there is any definite proof that any of the Dead Sea

Seree3e-a--8crolls are before 100 B " c, , sme some of them might be a little

bit before, " ,that is true, there is a man who is on the committee who produced

the RSV who said that the interpretation of the Virgin4i1le- Birth was a chrystological

addition to Isaiah, That Is purely his unsupported statement. Our earliest document

of Isa. which comes from the time of Christ, or before, contains that verse exactly

as we have it now, but just a word on this two Isa.,,this is the place where the

men begin to e'oep- accept the criticism more than anywhere else, except for the

Pentateuch, and let me say just a word here. If you divide the book of Isa. at

the end of the 39th chapter, you find that the earlier part deals with-the events

in the time of Is*. and from 40 on, it goes on into the more diatanct future, aid

deals 'w particularly with deliverance from exile, aid consequently, the Higher

Criticism has had as one of its main points at getting started a very'p simple
end of the

theory , I Isa, 40'66 was written just before th#'exi1e, -e*id 150 years after

the- Isa, by a man who wrote in the spirit and phraseology of Isa, but was dealt

with ...and then was so much like aL,c Isa, that the two got written in one scroll,

and people didn't realize it, and thus we have two4z -Isaiah.tslsaiahs, It is
presented

a very attractive, simple theory that was originai1y,4ttee about 1800 but five
make

years after, the people proved that the very-etttmeets arguments that wcul4/isa,

40-66 written long after isa s time would make nearly half the material from tea,,

1-39 written after Isa. 'a time, so today there is hardly a critical scholar that believes

in two Ises. Most of them believe in three main Isaiahs and maybe 20 other minor
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sections written by unknown writers at different periods, so these recently

books from them critical viewpoint of Isa The question is did Isa, or. did

he not write a certain ei* verse, but at what period was this particular

verse-written, and you divide Isa. up into little sections written in many different

periods and how did they ever come together. And k when you get into the book

of Isa. and study it as I have. £s-se Z Spent many years studying the contents!"

of Isa. , you find the wonderful ..a presentationof God's progresive reveLation.

The ideas that he wants to give us, leading us up to deliverance from exile

and . all this together in a wonderful whole that Isa. wrote, and we do

not have to choose k between one Isa. and two Isa.s . It is one Isa. which

God ... many little, sections which have been combined by a long process t4-

of which we have no evidence. We better not take much more time on that but
70

.Now, Professor Briggs of Union Seminary in New York 4e iealyeari believed
while

strongly in the virgin birth and sought to defend IViVII4C*A accepting the Graf
hold to

Welihausen theory. He gave the up the Old Testament but tried t4/the New Testament.

There were many like tlBt about that t&ue--that was

the transition period. Today, you will rarely find anybody who believes the virgin

birth who eéeepét- accepts the Oraf Welihausen theory Today it is becoming

more and more the- logically to * . you take the Bible as from God, not revelation

or a theory how a *human idea came into existence, a theory that has been

given up regarding practically all her books.
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