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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

Though it ig true that the higher, or historical criticism
gave little contribution to the field of Biblical study, it has made
many Bible students.confused.

As soon as the Second World Var was ended by the victory of
America over Japan, the Korean Church, vhich suffered by the persecution
of Japanese authorities that tried to eradicate Christianity from Korea,

and forced Koreans to be the believers of Shintoism which, the Japanese

thought, was the best way to assimilate Koreans to them, sprang up with

vital revival. In such a good opportunity, the higher criticism wes

introduced into the Koresn Church, and became partially popular among

the young ministers and seminary students, and finelly it made division
in the Pregbyterian Churches.
Its dividing movement is now extending %o other evangelical denom-—
inationg thus the higher criticism is spoiling the XKorean Church which
has Dbeen conservative for seventy years of its history. Defending the

conservative positien from the higher criticism is the most important

task of today in Korea.
A. The Problem

For the higher criticism, the Pentateuch is the central ares of
attack. The genuineness and historical truth of the Books of Moses have

been strenuously impugned in the name of the higher criticism. It has



been claimed as one of its most certain results scientifically established,
that they have been falsely ascribed to Moses, and were in reality pro-
duced at a much later periocd. It is affirmed that the history is by no
means reliadble and merely records the uncertvein and variant traditions
of a post-Mosaic age. ZEspecially, the book of Genesis was a fuse from
which the higher criticism was lighted. Jean Astruc. a French physician,
is the creator of the modern higher criticism ag he called attention to
the fact that there were two names, Elohim and Jehoveh, for God in Genesis,
and asserted that Elohim belonged to an A source and Jehovzh to a é source.
Fver since, many scholars were influenced by Astruc's criticism in
the gtudy of Genesis, and they in the name of higher criticism began to
analyze the book of Genesis, and finally they brought the Documentary
Theory and denied the Mosaic éuthorship. They claimed that the method
of the higher criticism was best in the study of the Bible.
Severasl guestions, now, come to the mind of the Bivie student
as he studies the book of Genegis. Vhat is the liberals view of the

literary sources of Genesis? Vhy do they deny the Moseic authorship of
Genesis? Then, who was the writer of Genesis? Vhat is the conservative
view of the literary sources of Genegis? How do they prove the Mosaic
authorship of the book against the liberals?

These problems should be solved, and the liberal view versus the
conservetive view should be compared carefully, Thus, the problems sus-—

pected by the liberale would be solved clearly. But this research did

not attempt to go further than the problems mentioned above.



B, Justification of the Study

Thig study is very important to know what the liberals and
the conservatives believe concerning the book of Genesis and their
approach to the Scriptures for the confused Korean Christians.

This research, of course, did not deal with every problem they
have, but still, it will be of great help for the Bible students who
are stending between the liberals and the conservatives. They will
come %o judge which is true and relizble method in the study of the
Bible by themselves. The Koresn Bible students who are inclined to
the higher criticism will come to know by thig study that the conser-
vative belief in the Bible is never superstitious or unscientific.
They will know the conservative theory is stronger than that of the
liberals. They will know the conservative's approach to the Bible
is appropriate to follow by the Bible students. This research will

affirm the conservative position in the study of the Bible.
C. Limitation

According to the purpose and quality of this study, it was not
intended to solve every problem in every cdetail. It will not touch
much about theological problems or the problems arising between the
naturalistic evolutionalists and fundamental Bible believers. Thig
study always should remain in the introductory area to have the Bible
students grasp the liberal and the conservative views concerning the

literary sources and the authorship of Genesis.



D. Definition of the Terms

The liberal. This is used as the synonym of the higher critic

in this thesis.

-

hi r eritie. > genera ening ig term is the one
The higher crit The general meening of this ter

T

vho studies "the documents themselves with 2 view to ascertaining their

age, character, authorship, sources, the simple or composite nature of

it

the books, and the historical value of the documents.' But in this

thesis this term means always the radical destructive higher critic.

he conservative. This is the one who "believes in a personal.

sovereign God, who crezsted and who governs the universe, and who, when
the cccasion arises, can work what we know as a miracle to bring about
His purpose."® The conservative believes "that the Bible is a super-
naturally inspired revelation of God's dealing with His peoplel 3 But
the conservetive should be distinguished from the radical fundamentalist.
The conservative stresses an evangelical piety based on the Bible, but
does not usuelly teke any particular stand for or zgainst science, while

the fundamentalist doese.

1P. E. Hemilton, The Basis of Christien Faith (New York, Harper
& Brothers Publishers, 1946), p. 210.

2S. A. Cartledge, A Conservative Introduction to the 0ld
Testament (Athens, University of Georgia Press, 1944), p. 17.

31bid., p. 18.
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CHAPTER II
THE LIBERAL VIEW CONCERVING LITERARY SOURCES OF GENESIS

A, The History of Criticism Concerning the Origin of Genesise.

Prior to the rise of modern Pentateuchal criticism about 1750 there
vere a few mild and sporadic denials of the Mosaic authority of the
Pentateuch from the Patristic period. However, in the seventeenth cen-
tury, just before the rationalists began to partition the Pentateuch,
attacks upon the Mosaic unity were more pronounced. Cornelius a Lapide
(1697) » believed Moses wrote a diary which was expanded by Joshua. Isaac
ée la Peyrere (died 1676) contended that the Pentateuch was redacted from
Mosaic sources and other writings. Thomas Hobbes, the English deist (1651)
asserted the Pentateuch was a document about Moses rather than by Moses.
Benedict Spinoza, the Jewish philosopher (died 1677), maintained the Pen-
tateuch was a later compilation, probably by Ezra. Richard Simon, the
Catholic Oratorian (1675) distinguished between the laws attributed to
Moses and history, vhich was composed by the prophets. Thus the history
of the critical theory of the origin of the Pentateuch is a long and
complicgted one, and much has been written upon it. 3But it is generally

recognized that there are four principal stages to be distinguished in it.

The First Documentary Theory

The beginning of the movement of the modern Pentateuchal criti-
cism is usually associated with the French physician Jean Astruc. In
1753 he published anonymously a French book entitled Conjectures on

the Original Memoirs “hich Moses Seems to Have Used In Compnosing the

Book of Genesis. "The clue discovered by Astruc 'is given in plain




language in Bx. 6:2-581 Astruc drew attention to the presence of
Flohistic and Jehovistic sections in Genesis, and on this based his
theory of the employment of distinct documents in the composition of
the book. Though Astruc did not deny the lMosaic authorship of Genesis,
he, according to the divine nemes, Yahweh (Jehovah) and Elohim (God,
diety), asserted that Elohim belonged to an A source and Yzhweh to a
B source. "Besides these two main documents Astruc alleged that there
were ten other sources of lesser content (C %o M)."2 These ten sources
vere "of Medianitic or Arzbian origin.“3

A further step was taken when Johann Eichhorn, "to whom is due
the name Higher Criticism, and who seems to have worked independently
of Astruc,"™ enalyzed Genesis and EBxodus 1-2 into sources, which he,
in his Einleitung (1780-83), called J and E, after the divine names.
These sources, he thought, probably rested upon written traditions,
and were pieced together by Moses. Later, however, he gave up the
theory of & Mosaic redaction, and asserted that the sources were
pieced together by an unknown redactor. ZIEichhorn pointed out that
"the Elohistic and Jehovistic sections in Genesis were distinguished,

not only simply by the use of the divine names, but by certain other

literary peculiarities, which furnished =2id in their discrimination. 'S

1R. H. Preiffer, The Books of the 0ld Testement (Wew York,
Herper and Brothers Publishers, 1949), p. 28.

M. F. Unger, Introductory Guide to the 0ld Testament (CGrand
Rapids, Michigan, Zonderven Publishing House, 1956), p. 243,

2
“Pfeiffer, op. cit., p. 29.

43, Orr, The Problenm of the 01ld Testament (NWew York, Herper and
Brothers, Publishers, 1959), p. 197.

5Orr. loc. cit.



David Ilgen, Eichhorn's successor at the Uni
igsected Genesis into seventeen different individual documents, and
these he assigned to three different authors, two Elohists (El, B2,

subsequently called F and E) and one Jehovists.
The Frasmentsry Hyonothegisg
This hypothesis introduced by Alexzander Geddess a Scottish
Roman Catholic Prie (1792 and 1800), believed that the Pentabteuch
was compiled from nUMETOU documents written in the time of Solomon.
These fragmentary documents originebed from two circles of zuthors,

i Yahweh respectively.

G introduced into Germany by

» Elohim
Geddes! views were developed and
is Kommentar Hber den Pentateuch (1802-1805)
his opinion, was not finighed

Johznn Vater in
Vater divided the Penumtcuc7 which, in h
until the Exile, into numerous disconnected fragments.
f in hig Beilage
arts of the Pentateuch

im Martin Lebrecht De Vette, i
the oldest
iduel,

that

| Wilhel
ing AT (1806 and 1807), taught
belonged tc David's time. Orlglnally there were indivi
gmentg, vhich wvere pieced together by different compilers. Thus the
vas a different person from that of Exodus, etc.

compiler of Leviticu
¥ith respect to Genesis, De VWette returned to the documen—

tary hypothesis and maintained that the author of CGenesi

had an Elohlm—aocument vhich extended at least %o Exodus 6,

and this he supplemented Vith excerpts from one or possibly
e YWette ... regarded Genesis as

1

i A

more Jehovistic sources.

conteining & type of epic pocm.

inrich Bweld (1823) stressed the unity of plen and authorship
Repids,

He

1z, J. Young, An Introduction to the Old Testament (Grand

Michigan, Wm. B. Berdmens Publishing Co., 1954), p» 126.
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of Genesgis, '"which Vater had broken up into 39 fragments."l Certain
idioms and expressions, however, he thought, betrayed the unity of

the book of Genesis. "Certain characteristics of Cenesis also appear
in Arabic literature where, for exzample, one mey find repetitionsg and

2

particular headings within 2 larger book."“ TFriedrich Bleck (1822

and l831)recognized two main redactions; the first by the author of
Genesis in the time of the United Kingdom, and the second by the

author of Deuteronomy, shorily before 586 . A. T. Hartmen (1831)
deted most of the Pentateuch during the exilic period, and none of its
parts before Solomon. P. von Bohlen (1835) believed that Deuteronomy
(621 B.C.) was the oldest part of the Pentateuch. C. P. W. Grandberg
(1829) dated Cenesis and Exodus between David and Hezekiszh, Leviticus
and Numbers at the beginning, end Deuteronomy at the end, of the exile.

V. Vatke (1835) believed that the Deuteronomic Code, published after

the reforms of Josiah, reproduced the essence of the older legislation

m

(Ex. 13:19-24: 32-34), 2nd the Torah (law) originated in a country
2lready supplied with civil laws. J. F. L. George (1835) divided Hebrew
literature into three periods: The age of myth (Genesis =nd parts of
Exodus and Mumbers), the age of poets and prophets (Deuteronomy) and the
age of reason (Levitical Legislation). B. Bertheau (1840) arranged

the laws of Exodus-Numbers into seven groups of seven decalogues each,

5

and considered them Mosaic in origin even if not written down by loses.

The Deveonment Hypothesgi

=

The theory that in the Pentateuch a basic document had been
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supplimented by other material had been suggested, as already stated
in the Fragment Hypothesis, by De Vette, and was clearly presented
by H. Buald (1831). J. J. Stahelm recognized two main sources, the
Elohistic from the time of Saul and the Jehovistic from the time of
David. XEwald found instead Elohistic sources reaching from Genesis 1
to Joshuz, to vhich were added fragments of a later Jehovistic source

and other writi;gs.l

The New Documentary Theory

The current snalysis of the Pentateuch into its sources was

first presented in rudimentary form by Hermann Hupfeld. In his im-

portant work, Die Quellen der Genesis (The Sources of Genesis) pub-
lished at Berlin in 1853, Hupfeld undertock to remove the difficul-

ties of previous theories "by a novel approach, vhich geined such

favor that his views may correctly be said to form the foundation of

the modern documentary ‘uheory.“2 According to him the J sections of
Genesis were not mere supplementary materizl to an earlier Elohistic
sectlong, he maintained, were,on the other hand, not a continuous
document, but rather, were composite, consisting of two documents.

This idea had already veen advanced by Ilgen, De Vette and, to an
extent, by Knobel. There was thus = first Elohist and a second Elohist.

"Hupfeld meintained the second Elohist, although employing the divine

name Elohim, nevertheless in his langusge and other charzcteristics

lpreiffer, op. cit., p. 30.

ZUngeI‘, &Q. Cit" Do 2450
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was closer to the Jehovist than to the first Flohist.": These three
document, he thought, were put together into their present form by
o redactor. "Hupfeld laid much stress upon the redactor and allowed
v 2

him great freedom in his work." The chronological arrangement of
the documents by Hupfeld, therefore, was as follows:

1. 1st Elohist (later termed P or PTiestly)

2. 2nd Elohist

3. Jehovist

L, Deuteronomy

With respect to Hupfeld's partition of Genesgis, certain
vemarks should be made. In the first pl ce, Hupfeld began
his 2nd E at Genesis 20, whereas, his lst B practically con-
cludes at this point. This looks like the brezking in two
of a document thet was continuous, especially since the
2nd E seems to presuppose some of the lst E. At least, the
continuity and completeness of the 1lst B are destroyed. An-
other point of importance is that the content of 1lst E is
largely geneological, statistical date and extrzordinary
events, such as the creation, flood, etc. Such material is
not the property of any one writer, but is due to the sub-
ject matter itself. Again, Hupfeld's insistence that the
2nd E was closer to J than to the lst E ig really clear
evidence of the unsatisfzction of the Divine names as
criteria for distinguishing documents.

Pfeiffer, in his book The Books of the 01d Testament, said

about Hupfeld's theory that,

Its chief wealmess was the chronological seqguence;
it was eventually found thast the order was not P, E, J,
as Hupfeld had it, but J, E, P« The lateness of the
"Pirst Flohist" or "Fundemental ¥riting" (now called
Priestly Code or P), wes eventuzlly demonstrated.

1Young, op. cit., p. 132.
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Avgust Dillmen (1874) and Franz Delitzsch (1880) adopted
Hupfeld's theory. But Edward Reuss (1834) maintained that the basic
Elohistic document (P) was the latest of =211 the Pentateuchal docu-
ments and was elaborated by Egzekiel and the priestly school during the
Babylonian exile, being inserted in the other documents to form the
Pentateuch. Final redaction was made at the time of Ezra (445 B.C.).
J. F. L. George and W. Vatke, through their study of the development
of Isresel's ingtitutions, had reached the same conclusion independently.

Karl Heinrich Graf, a pupil of Reuss, undertook to give a
scientific exposition of his professor's opinion in his critical re-
searches on the historical books of the 0ld Testament (1866).
Deuteronomy, Graf thought, was Josianic, and shows acqueintance
with the Jehovist and Elohist but not with the Priestly Code. The
order of the documentary source§, therefore, was J.E.D.P. or E.J.D.P.
rether then the earlier arrangement P.E.J.D.

The narrative portions of P were showm by J. V. Colescn,
Bighop of Natal (1862-1879), %o be unhistoricel and late; A.Kuenen
(died 1891) thought that the FPirst Blohist (P) as a whole, in both
its legal and its narrative parts, was postexilic in date.

The publicetions of Julius Wellhausen (chiefly 1876-1884) led
the majority of critics to accept the "Graf-Uellhausen" theory of
the sources of the Pentateuch. This theory may be summarized zs
follows. The J document (2bout 850 B.C.) and B document (about 750
B.C.) were combimd as JE by a redactor, (R9E) about 650 B.C.; the
Deuteronomic Code of 621 B. C. D was added by RD about 400, when

the Pentateuch attained substantielly its present form. It was soon
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recognized, however, among the critics, that none of the four great
sources (J.E.D.P.) is really a literary unit. Schrader, Reuss, and
Kuenen had doubted the unity of J. before Budde (1883) distinguiched
JL and J2 as distinct sources running through the Pentateuch, and

0. Eissfeldt (1922) proposed for them the symbols L ("Lay-source')
and J. Kuenen distinguished El and E2.

In p., Graf identified & separate code, the Holiness Code or
B (P%) in Lev. 17-26, as early as Dr. J. Popper proved thet Ex. 35-40
and Lev. 8-10 are later than Ex. 2 5-31.

As it was showvn in the history of the criticism of the Pentateuch,
the chief position at which literary criticism has arrived with regard to
Genesis are these: (1) The oldest sources are J and E, closely parallel
documents, both dating from the best period of Hebrew literature, bub
distinguished from eath other by their use of the divine name, by
slight idiosyncracies of style, and By quite perceptible differences
of representation. (2) These sources were combined into a composite
narrative JE by 2 redactor (RJE). (3) The remaining source P (First
Elohim) is a product of the Exilic or post-Exilic age, though it
embodies older material. Originelly an independent work, its formal
and schematic character fitted it to be the framework of the Pentateuchal
narratvive; and this has determined the procedure of the final redactor
(RJEF), by whom excerpts from JE have been used to fill up the skeleton

outline vhich P gzave the primitive and patriarchal history.
& ¥ P
B. Sourcesg of Genesis Considered

Division of Gemnegis into sources according to Driver

The narrative of Geneslis is cast into a framework,
or scheme, merked by the recurring formula, (These are



the generations of ...). The phrase is strictly one pro-
ver to genealogies, implying that the person to whose neme
it is prefixed is of sufficient importance to mark z break
in the geneelogical series, and that he and his descendants
will form the subject of the record which follows, until
another neme is reached prominent enough to form the com-
mencenent of o new section.
Thus Driver articulated the book of Genesis so he outlines it
2
as follows:
1. Chapter 1-4
Creation of heaven znd earth 1l:1-2:ila
Second account of the origin of men upon earth followed
by the story of the Fall 2:4b-3:24
Growth of sin in the line of Cain, and progress of
invention 4:1-24
Beginning of the line of Seth's descendants 4:25-26
2. 5:1-6:8
Adam and his descendants, through Seth, to Nozh
Chept. 5
The increasing wickedness of the earth 6:1-8
3. 6:9-9:29
History of Noah and his sons till their father's death,
including, in particular, the narrative of the Flood
6:9-8:22
The covenant made by God with humsnity in the person

of Noah 9:1-17

1s. =. Driver, An Introduction td the Literature of the 0ld
Testament (New York, Charles Scribner's Sons, 1903), p. 5.

ZIbido’ ppo 6‘7-



b, 10:1-11:9
Sons of Noah and nations sprung from them Chapt. 10
The dispersion of mankind over the earth 11:1-9

5. 11:10-26
Line of Shem to Terzh, the father of Abrazham

6. 1l:27-25:11
Terah, with the hi story of his descendants, Abrshem
and Lot, ending with the death of Abraham.

7. 25:112-18

Ishmael, with list of Arab tribes claiming descendants for
<

Life of Isaac, with history of Esau and Jacob, until
the time of Isaac's death
9. Chapter 36
Egan and his descendants, the rulers of the Edomites,
with a digression on the aboriginal inhabitants of BEdom
10. Chapters 37-50
Life of Jacob subsequently to Isazc's death, and
history of his sons till the death of Joseph.
Driver divided the whole content of Genesis into three parts
(7.E.P.) as follows:t
1. The beginning of History Chapt. 1-11.

1:1-2:4a, 2:4b-4:26, 5:1-28, 5129, 5:30-32

P J P J P
6:1-8, 6:9-22, 7:1-5, 7:6, 7:7-10
J P J P J

lDI‘iveI‘, 220 9_]‘;;_.’ pP- 11"17
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7211, 7:12, 7:13-16a, 7:16b, 7:18-21,
P J P dJ P

7322-23, 7:24-8:2a, 8:2b-3a, 8:3b-5, 8:16-12,
J 2 J P J

8:13a, 8:13b, 8:14-19, 8:20-22, 9:1-17, 9:18-27

B d g ) P J
9:28-10:7, 10:8-19, 10:20, 10:21, 10:22-23, 10:24-30
£ J P J P J
10:31-32, 11:1-3, 11:10-27, 11:28-30, 11:3-32,
i J P Jd r

2. Abrshem and Iseac Chapt. 12-26

12:1-%a, 12:4b-5, 12:6-13:5, 13:6, 13:7-11la

J P g P J
13:11b-122, 13:12b-1.8 Chapt. 14, 15:1-21,
i d Special Source E

16:1a. 16:1b-2, 16:3, 1l6:h4-14, 16:15-16, 17:1-2
P J P g E

+d

18:1-19:28, 19:29, 19:30-38, Shapt. 20,
J P J E

21:1a, 21:1b, 21:2a, 21:2b-5, 21:6-32
J P J B E

dJ E J B J

21:33, 21:34-22:14, 22:15-18, 22:19, 22:20-24

23:1-20, 2431-25:6, 25:7-11la, 25:11b
P J ¥ J

25:12-17, 25:18, 25:19-20, 25:21-26a, 25:26b
P ) 1S Bb) iy

25:27=-26:33, 26:34-35
3 P

3. Jacob and BEsaun Chapt. 27-36

27:1-L4s5, 27:46-28:9, 28:10, 28:11-12, 28:13-16

ik
J ' B Jd E J

28:17-18, 28:19, 28:20-29:1, 29:2-1%, 29:15-23
B J E J E




L

20: 24, 29:25-28, 29:29, 29:30, 29:31-35,
& B P E d

30:1-3a, 30:3b-5, 30:6, 30:7, 30:8, 30:9--16
E J E J E J

30:1.7-20a, 30:20D, 30:200—22bel, 30:22bb1, 30:23
E J E d E

30:24-3131, 31:2, 31:3, 31:4-18a, 31:18b, 31:19-45,
J E J B P E
31-46, 31:47, 31:48-50, 31:51-32:2, 32:3-13a,
J E J E J

d P J P dJd

3l s20-2L,25 (Partlv) 23h:125 (Partlyv)-26, 34:27-29

P J P
34:30-31, 35:1-8, 35:9-13, 35:14, 35:16-20
J E P J E

19-20, 37:21, 37:22-24
E J

E B

8¢c-30, 37:31-35
J

37:25-27, 37128a, 37328b, 37:
J E d

=D

37:36, 38:1-39:23, 40:1-45,
B J B

Llshé, 41:il7-b2:37, 42:38-4bs3k, L5:1-L6s5
P B J B

Lésb6-27, 46:28-L7:l, 47:5-64
P J P

L7:6b, L7:7-11, 47:12, 47:13-27a
B) B B B)

18



L7s270-28, 47:29-31, 48:1-2, 48:3-7
P Jd E 2

L8:8-22, 4931a, 49:11b-28a, 49:28b-33,
B P J P

50:1-11, 50:12-13, 50:14, 50:15-26
J £ d B

Robert H. Pfeiffer, in his book Introduction to the Cld

1

Testament, divided CGenesis as follows:
1. The origin of the wrld and of the nations of mankind (Chapters 1-11).
2. The first account of creation (1:1-2:4P)
b. The second account: creation of Adam (2:5-7, §'), Planting
of BEden (2:8-17, 8), creation of Eve and animels (2:18-25, §)
ce The f21l of Adem and Bve (3:1-2L4, 8)
d. Cain and Lameeh (4:1-24, S)
e. The descendants of Seth (4:25f, S; 5:1-32P)
f. The giants (6:1-4, 8)
g. The Flood (6:5-9:17, S and P)

h. The descendants of Noah (9:18-10:31 S, §°, and P.)

g

i. The tower of Babel (11:1-9, S)

j. The ancestry of Abrzham (11:10-32, redactional).
2. The Patriarchs (Chepters 12-50)

z. Abraham and Isaac (12:1-26:35)

(1) Abrahem in Canzan and in Bgypt (12:1-20 J P)

lpreiffer, op. cit., pp. 132-133.

# E . .
Pfeiffer found a fourth sources in CGenesis, namely S (South or
Seir). This S source, thought Pfeiffer, was divided into two parts,
S and S,



(7)
(8)
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Abraham end Lot separate (13:1-18, J (P) )

Abraham defeats the four kings of East (14:1-24,8 and S%
God's covenant with Abraham (15:1-21, E)

Hegar (16:1-16, J (P) )

God's covenant with Abraham and the institution

of circumcision (17:1-29, P)

Promise of 2 som to Sarsh (18:1-15, J)

Lot and the destruction of Sodom and Gomorreh

(18:16-19:38 J and 8)

(9) Abraham at Gerar (20:1-17, E)

(10)
(11)
(12)
(13)
(14)
(15)
(16)
(17)
(18)
(19)

(2)
(3)

Birth of Iszac and expulsion of Hagar (21:1<34, J and E)
Sacrifice of Isasc (22:1-19, E)

The femily of Nehor (22:20-24 redactional)
Death and burial of Sarah (23:1-20, F)

Isaac marries Rebekah (24:1-57, J)

Children of Keturah (25:1-6, redactional)
Death of Abraham (25:7-11, P)

Descendants of Isghmael (25:12-18, P)

Rebekah's children (25:19-34, J, E, and P)
Iseze at Gerar (26:1-35, J znd E)

(Chapt. 27:1-361:43)

Jacob obtains the birthright and the blessing
(27:1-4a, J-B: 27:4b-28:9, P)

Jacob's dream 2t Bethel (28:10-22, E. (J) )
His marriage with Leah and Rachel (29:1-30:43,

J (E,P) )



(L)
(5)
(6)
(7)
(8)
(9)
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Jacob's flight from Labon (31:1-55, J-E)

At Meheneim and Penuel (32:1-32, J-E)
Reconciliation with Esau (33:1-20, J-E)

Simeon and Levi attack Shechem (34:1-31, S)

At Bethel and Hebron (35:1-29, E, P (8) §

The descendants of Esau (36:i—19, Lo~-43, P; the

kings of Edom: 36:20-39, S)

c. Joseph and the other sons of Jacod (Chapt. 37:1-50:26)

(1)

(6)
(7)
(8)
(9)

(10)

The Reasons

Joseph's dreams and his coming to Bgypt (37:1-36: J-E)
Judeh and Tamar (38:1-30, S)

Potiphar's wife (39:1-23, J-E)

Joseph interprets dreams in prison (40:1-23, J-E)
Joseph interprets Pharaoh's dreams and becomes his
grand vizier (41:1-57, J-E)

Joseph's brothers in Zgypt (42:1-45:28, J-E)

Jacob comes to BEgypt (L6:1-47:31, J-E, P)

Jacob blesses Mannasseh and Ephriam (48:1-22, E and P)
The blessing of Jacob (49:1-27 ancient poem)

Death of Jacob and of Joseph (49:28-50:26 P (E) )

the Documentary Theory is Held

The main reagons why the critics hold the documentary theory

are as follows:

Ls

As has already been pointed out, in the history of Criticism,

Astruc called attention to the fact that certain gsections of

Genesis use "Jehovah! while other sections use "Elohim!" when

gpeaking of God.
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Exodus 6:3 says that God was not known to Abraham
by the name "Jehovah," and that men previous to Moses!
time did not know God by the name "Jehovah." Ag 2
matter of fact, according to the Book of Genesis, we
find men, as in the days of Enoch, Gen. 4:26, beginning
to call on the name of Jehovah. To account for this
discrepancy, Astruc and his successors szid that this
showed that different documents were combined to make
the Book of Genesis.

2. Doublets, or alleged duplicate passeges such as Gen. 1l:l-2:la
and 2:4b-25 contain a double narrative of the origin of man

upon earth, and Gen. Chapt. 16 and 21 also 2 doublé account

I

of Hagerls flight into the wilderness. There are also two

ories of Abrsham's difficulties with his wife, and still

7

n
ot

another similar story of Isaac.

3. Certain narrative discrepancies claim to be the marks of
different writers. For example, there are two stories of the
Flood woven together with differences in detzail still showing
through, such as the length of the Flood and the number of
animals to be teken into the Ark. Three explanzations for
the name Isazc are recorded in Gen. 17:17, 18:12, and 21:6.
There are two interwvoven stories in the gtory of the selling
of Joseph into Egypt one emphasizing the friendship of
Judah and the other, Reubenj one calling his buyers "Midisnites!
and the other "Ishmaelites." These different accounts are
thought to heve come from different sources.

4. The lenguage varies in different sections, and the peculiar-
ities of style and grammar zre noted and the documents divided

accordingly.

i
F. E. Hemilton, The Basis of Christian Faith (New York Harper &

Brothers Publishers, 1946), p. 218. '




5 One of the principal alleged grounds for dating the
different documents late was that they were sald to
contain words which proved the document containing them
to be late. A word, for example, which could be clearly
shovn to be of American origin, found in the Chinese
document, would prove the document tc be later than the
18th century for America never came in contact with China
before the 18th Century. A document containing the word
"shonograph" could not have been written before the phono-
graph was invented. It is claimed that there are similar
words found in different books of the 01d Testament which
proved the books containing them to he late.t

Probably the most important consideration of the docu~
mentary theorists is the belief that the Pentateuch shows
signs of the presence of varying interests which developed
over a period of years. Vmen these interests are compared
with books and events which can be definitely dated, it is
believed that at least some of them must have developed
long after the time of Moses. DFor example, at first there
seemed to be no restriction upon the place vhere God could
be worshipped, but later it was insigted that the worship
be centralized at Jerusalem. TFor 2 long time we cen de-
tect an emphasis on morality as proclaimed by the earlier
prophets. After the exile we can detect a great emphasis
on the ritualistic side of religion as presented by the
priests.

On the besis of these and similaer considerations, the
theory has been worked out that there was gradual develop-
ment of religious ideas. The more comnlex the thought
expressed, the later they were supposed to have developed.
Particvularly, the more priestly intergst we find, the
later were those parts in developing.

The Three Documents in Genesis

According to scholars there are some differences about the
sources in the book of Genesis, but the majority of them agreed that it
contains three documents, J, E, and P.

1. The J (Jehovist) Document

HJ" ig the symbol given to that source which uses the name

s

1Ib1d., pe. 219.

3. 4. Cartledge, A Conservetive Introduction to the 0ld
Testament (Athens, University of Georgie Press, 1O41), Pe 53
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of Jehovah (Jehweh) from the start. "It hes a definite
prophetic, rather than priestly emvhesis." The storvies of
0T are to0ld very grephically, and 'J' is the most pictures-

o

que and fascinating of all the sources--attractive alike for

: " : % it o s 2
fine poetic power and its profound religious insight.!"<

(=0
33
]

Skinner, about the characteristics of "I", says:

J presents on the vhole, a more uniform literary tez-
ture than B. It is generally allowed to contain the
best example of pure narrative siyle in the 01d Testa-
ment; and in Genesis it rarely, if ever falls below
the highest level. t while E hardly attains the same
perfection of form, there are whole passages, especially
in the more ample narratives, in which it ig difficult
to assign to the one 2 superiority over the other. J
excels in picturesque "objectivity" of description,—-
in the power to paint a scene with s few strokes, and in
the delineation of life and character: his dislogues,
in particular are inimitable "for the delicacy and
truthfulness with which character and emotions f
engegsion in them." (cf Gn. 44:18 (Driver, LOT, p.
119)~

In J, God is frequently referred to in anthropomorphic terms.
Much more interest seems to be taken in places and events
connectéd with the Southern Kingdom, so many feel that J
ceme from Judsh.

hen did this source come into existence? There is some

2 as given by verious scholars, but

divergence in the dating

not very muchs

1Ibid., p. 219.

2J. E. McFadyen, Introduction to the 01d Testement (New York,
Hodder & Stoughton, n.d.), p. 14,

3 - - n - - -
2J. Skinner, "Genesis," <the Internstional Criticsl Commentarv
(Vew York Charles Seribmer's Sons, 1910), p. 39.
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It is elmost agreed among the critics that J and E come
from zbout the same period, though the development of
thought and morality offE seems to be somewhet higher and
therefore later. J andZ seem to heve been in use by the
time of Amos and Hosea but seem to have been later than
the time of the division of the Kingdom. Most scholars
would place the two sources at least between the limits
of 900 =nd 750 B.C.k

2. The E (Elohistic) Document. "E" was used for the prophetic
sources which used the name Elohim for God before God re-
vealed His name Jehovah %o Moses in Exod. 3:15. E was not

ctorial in his descriptions as J. ZE avoided

|=te

quite so p

anthropomorphic conceptions of God: God communicated with

men through visions and angels rather then directly "B

seemed to be more worried when he recorded the sing of

his character and tried to find some excuse for them: his

ethicel stendards seem to have been somewhat higher than J's,"2
Skinner, as he compared the characteristics of B with

J, said:

E frequently strikes a deeper view of subjective
policy, especially of pathos, as in the account of
Isaac's sacrifice (ch. 22), of the expulsion of Hagar
(21:8), the dismay of Iszac and the tears of Esau on
the discovery of Jacobls fraud (27:34), Jacodb's lifelong
grief for Rachel (48:7) or his tenderness towards :
Joseph's children (48:1%4). 3But no absolute distinction
can be drawn, in the history of Joseph, e€.g., the vein
of pathos is perhaps more marked in J then in E,

Where parallels are sufficiently distinct to show a
tendency, it is found in several instances that J's
objectivity of treatment has succeeded in preserving
the archaic spirit of 2 legend which in E ig trans-
formed by the more refined sentiment of a later age.

1Cartledge, OPe Cites Pv 57

2
Ibido s Do 560
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The best example of J's picture of Hagar, the intract-
able, indomitable Bedewi woman (Ch. 18), as contrasted
with Z's modernized version of the incident (21:8)

with its affecting picture of the mofher and child all
but perishing in the desert. So again E (Ch. 20) intro-
duces an extenuztion of Abrsham'!s falsehood about his
wife which is absent from the older narrative of J

(12:10) .1

When and vhere did the E document come from? As we already
stated above, it was thought that E came a 1little later than
Jd, as the development of morality of E was higher than J.

Most of the critics agree thet I came from the Northern

Kingdom, or Ephraim, as J, from the Southern.
About the date and the author of E, Pfeiffer, without

hesitation, said ag follows:

About the middle of the eighth century, during the
reign of Jeroboam II (785-744 B.G.), when the Northern
Kingdom of Israel reached the apex of its power and
prosperity before its end in 722, a Northern Israelite,
presumably a priest of Bethel vho msy have heard Amos
preach, composed an epic similar to the J document.

It iz celled the Elohistic (or ) document ... The
priests of Bethel simply celled their God Elohim, in
the same way as the zppellatives "the King, the
President, the Major" are currently used for proper
names, when no ambiguity is possible . . . Like the

J zuthor, the writer of E document used the Canaanitic
sanctuery legends and Israetic traditions circulating
orally in North Isrzel, but omitted the Judean stories
of Abrsham at Hebron. Although the E esuthor lkmew the
J document, since he clearly corrected its outspoken
objectivity and cross humor, he used the oral traditions
as his sougce and has preserved it occasgionally in a

pure form.

lSiinner, op. cit.» p. 39.

2preiffer, op. cit., pp. 49, 5l.
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3. The Priestly Code (P)
"p! vas the priestly source. According to Pfeiffer,

"the Priestly Code is a fifth-century commentery on the
embryonic Pentateuch (J E D), including a series of narratives,
often illustrating legel precedents, and a codification of
ritusl laws based on earlier codes."' In Cenesis, P embraced
the description of the Creation of heaven and earth, and of
God's rest uwpon the Sabbath (L:1-24a); the line of Adam's
descendants through Seth of Nozh (5:1-28, 30-32); the story
of the Flood, with the subsequent blessing of Nozh, and
covenant established with him by God (6:9-22, 7:6, 11, 13-18s
172 (except forty days) 18-21, 24 8:1-2a, 3b-5, 122, 14-19,
9:1-17, 28-29); an enumeration of nations descended from
Japhet, Ham and Shem (10:1-7, 20, 22-23, 31—32); the line
of Shem's descendants to Terah (11:10-26);:a brief account
of Abrzham's family (11:27, 31—32), of his migration to
Cansan, and separation there from Lot (12:4b-5, 13:4, 11b (from
and they) -12a (to plain), of the birth of Ishmael (16:la,
3, 15-18), the institution of Circumcision (Chapt. 17), the
destruction of the cities of Plain (19:29), the birth of
Isaac (21:1b, 2b-5), the purchase of the family burial-place
2t Machpeleh in Hebron (Chapt. 23), the death of Abrshzm and
his burial by his sons at Machpelah (25:7-11a); 2 list of

tribeg trecing their origin to Ishmael (25:12-17); Isazc's

l1vid., p. 57.

2Driver, one cites po
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marriage with Rebeksh, Esau's Hittite wives, Jacob's
Journey to Paddan-Aram to obtzin a wife agreeable to his
mother's wishes (25:19-20, 26b, 26:34-35, 27:46-28:9),
Jacob's marrisge with Rachel, his return from Padden-Aram
to Canaan (29:24-29, 31:18b (from and 211) 33:18a), the
refusel of sons to sanction intermarrisge with the Shechemites
(3%4:1-22, &, 6, 8-10, 13-18, 20-24, 25 (partly) 27-29),
his change of name to Israel a2t Bethel (35:9-13, 15), the
death of Isaac (35:22b-29); théhistory of Bsau (Chapt. 36
(in the main) ); the migration of Jazcob and his family to
Egypt, and their settlement by Pharaoh in the land of
Rameses (37:1-22 (to Jacob) 41:46, 46:1-27, 47:5-62, 7-11,
27b (from and they) 28), Jacob's adoption of Ephraim and
Mannasseh (48:3-6, 7), the final charge addressed by him to
his sons, end his burisl by them (49:1a, 28b-33, 50:12-13).
These passages present an outline of the antecedents

and patriarchal history of Israel, in wvhich only important

G

ES

occurrences—-as the Creation, the Deluge, the “ovenant
with Nozh and Abraham—-zre described with minuteness, but
vhich is gufficient as an introduction to the systematic
view of the theocratic institutions which was to follow in
Exodus-Tumbers. “‘herefore, the aim of the Priestly Code
was to showv how the only God in existence became the in-
visible sovereign of the Jewish community.

P had a very marked, formal style, It frequently

repeated set phrases. There was nothing of the vivid
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T
pictorical style of the prophetic sources. here was a
great interest in matters of genealogy and Chronology.
Ritualistic interests were very prominent. "P", like "EW,
used the name Flohim for God before Exod. 6:3. There were
no authropomorvyhisms in P, nor even any angels or visions;
God simply spoke and His will is immediately done. There
is a2 great interest in the origin of religious institutions
and customs. God's covenant relstionship to Hig people is
emphasized. "t
As regards to the authors (meny think P, sometimes J and
E too, were not of individuals dut of groups or schools),
Pfeiffer gaid that
they were not only priests and lawyers, but scholars,
the most erudite writers in the 01d Testament. Their
work is based on a careful exemination of available
literary sources. Whereas the J and E epics echoed the
orel tradition of their peopnle, the Pauthors searched
with scholarly pa tience for written documents and
looked with suspicion on informetion conveyed to them
by word of mouth.2
P hzs been usunally dated in Exilic or post-Exilic times.
Meny thought they saw the reflections of it in Ezekiel, Ezra
and ehemiah; sometime around 500 B.C. would not be far wrong.
How, then, these sources (J. E. P. and one other source,
D) ceme together to make the present Pentateuch? There are
some divergence among the critics in the details, but large

measure of agreement to the major steps in the process. The

two prophetic sources, J and E, were combined into one document,

ltartledge, op. cit., pp. 56-57.

n

“preiffer, ops Clles ps 67.
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JE, probably not long after they originated independently.

The person or group that made the combination is referred to
by the symbol BIZ (the JE redactor). Probably soon after 621,
D was worked into the combined JE by the deuteronomic redactor,
R, who not only put D in its proper place but also made notes
of deuteronomistic nature from place to place in JE. Finally,
the priestly redactor ﬁ?, worked in the sources P into the
combined JED, probably not long after the timerof the origin

of P.
C. Summary

The modern higher criticism of the book of Cenesis began with
Astruc, a French physician. Agtruc, in 1753, called attention to the
fact that in some sections of Genesis the name "Elohim" was used for God,
while in other sechtions the name was "Jehovah." He thus assumed that the
book of Genesis was the combination of two documents, later knowm as E
and J.

Eichhorn, in 1778, pointed out the fact that certain characteristics
of style could Dbe traced in the wortions which used the different Divine
Nemes. De Wette distinguished a "Second Elohist" document which was later
called P, the Priestly Code. De Wette, thus distinguiched three main
documents, P. EB. and J., in the book of CGenesis.

Through Graf and Vellhausen, the order of the periods of production
of the documents was changed to J. E. P. from P. J. E.

J document, which is prophetic, was supposed to have been produced
in Judea, the Southern Kingdom, vhile T document, which is also prophetic
but avoided\anthropomorphic conceptions of God, was supposed to be com-

bined into the book of Genesis by "redactors.!



A

Dr. Driver, Bacon, and Pfeiffer, the later scholars in this field,
followed this theory and their position of viewpoint concerrding the

literary sources of Genesis are followed by most of the liberals today.
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CEAPTER III

THE CONSERVATIVE VIEVY CONCERNING

LITERARY SOURCES OF GENESIS

A. The Origin of the Bock of Genesis

Pure Revelation or Based on Any Sources?

Concerning the origin of the Pentateuch, the Conservatives accept
the traditional view that it was & product of a2 single writer, lMoges,

except the account of lMoses' death in the last eight verses or last

chepter of Deuteronomy. Philo and Josephus even assumed that "Moses

nl

wvrote the section concerning his death in the spirit of prophecy.
The exbreme fundamentalists gtill follow this assertion but most con-
servatives do not. The 'ell known contemporary conservative scholars,

E. J. Young, M. F. Unger, V. H. Green and S. A. Cartledge 211 agree that

Moses used pre—-existing materials, oral or written, to write the Penta-

teuch by God's guidance. Allis in his book, The Five Books of Moses
gaid:
Some have taken the tradition that "Moses wrote the Pentateuch!

to meen that everything in 1* was given to Moses so directly by
Goéd that to raise the question of sources is unnecessary and even
irreverent. This is not the case. t confuses the important
difference between revelation and inspiration. As far as facts of
history vhich were &vailable to him are concerned, Moses did not
need a special divine reveletion. He needed only the guidance and
illumination (inspiration) of the Holy Snirit to enable him %o
ascertein the facts and record them correctly. Moses doubtless
knew the oral tradition current in his day andhe may also have

had access to written documents of great antiquity. We may well
believe that he made such use of them as was sppropriate and
necessary. Ve have no reason to think that God made kmown to

P. Schaff, ed., Langie's Commentary on Genesis, (Wew York
Charles Scribmer's Sons, 1915) n. 4.

PORTLAND CENTER LIBRARY
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al revelation facts which he could reacdily ascertain

About this matter Dr. Young said:

Vhen we gffirm that Moses wrote or that he was the author of
the Pentateuch, we do not mean that he himgelf necegsarily wrote
every word . . The witness of Sacred Scripture leads us to
believe that Moses was the fundemental or real author of the
Perteteuch. In composing it, he may indeed, as Astruc suggested,
have employed parts of previously existing written documents.
Also, under Divine inspiration, there mey have been later minor
additions and even revisions. Substantizlly and essentially,

however, it is the product of Moses.

o

Along this line Dr. Cartledge has same opinion:

Bven if Moses wrote the whole Pentateuch, we must suppose
that he used sources. oral and written probably, for much of
the material, upless we hold to some mechanicel dictation theory

of inspiration.

Now the background of the sources from which Genesis was originated

s to be investigated.

Beginning the Practice of Writine Among the Hebrews

Although Genesgis commences with the creation and the traditions of

the most remote times, and the revelation of the 0ld Testament beging with
the call of Abrsgham and the leading of the patriarchs, yvet these times

must not be expected to have any sufficient literature.

The discovery and first use of the art of writing was suggested

by Dr. Keil as follows:

It is certainly at least as old as the time of Abraham: yet in
the petriarchal age we meet with no absolutely ceritain traces of

1o. 7. Allis, The Five Books of Moges (Pnlladelrbla, The Presby-

terian and Reformed Publishing Co., 1940), pp. 12-13.

D
o

o J. Young, An Introduction to the 0ld Testoment (Grand Rapids,

Michigan, Lm. B. Eerdmans Publishing Co., 1954), p. 51.

38. 4. Cartledg ge, A Conservetive Introduction fo the 01d Testament

(Athens, University of Georgia Press, 1954), p. 59.
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its employment by the Hebrews. But undoubtedly they made this

art their own during their stay in Egypt: for here already wve

find Israelite officers who derived their name )7 M i¢di/ from
writing. All the more we may assume that Moses, the founder of
theocracy brought up as he was in the Igyptian court, and instructed
in a1l the wisdom of the Bgyptians (Acts 7:22), not only was ac—
guainted with it, but was so practised in it that he could set dowm
in writing the laws which were given to his people, and so ensure
them against that disfiguration which is unavoidsble in the case

of mere oral tradition. Nay, in the time of Moses the art of writ-
ing is presupposed, and mentioned as being already well known and
in common use among the people.l

The Sources Moses Used

Writers as early as ¥itringa, Richard Simon, Clerius, andothers
i G < 2

wvere of the opinion thet Genesis was founded on written sources. How-
ever it is unknovn how much of the historical accounts from remote anti-
quity and from the a2ge of the patriarchs was handed down by word of mouth,
and how much had been writien down earlier than the time of Moses.

Dr. J. H. Raven suggested that some of the written materizls might
have been handed down from Abraham. He said:

Abraham ceme from a country where the knowledge of writing and
resding was common and from an important city mentioned in the code
of Hemmurabi, probably the Amrsphel of Genesis 14. In that country
traditions of the creation and the flood were preserved, which have
much in common with those in CGenesis. That is the very country
also in which Genesis places the site of the Garden of Eden and
where the confusion of tongues is szid to have occurred. There, if
anyvhere, the remaing of an original revelation concerning the
creation and an accurate story of the flood would be handed down.
Whet could be more natural than that Abrsham carried such records
and geneologies with him from the banks of Zuphrates to the land
of Canaan? "Abraham geve all that he had unto Isaac" (Gen. 25:5).
Perhaps these priceless records were smong his possessions. If

1X. F. Keil, Historio - Critical Introduction to the 01d Tegtament
(Edinburg, T. & T. Clark, 38, George Street, 1892), p. 15.

2J. licClintock, ed., Biblicel Theolosicel =nd Ecclesiastical Cvelo-
paedia (Wew York, Harper & Brothers, Publishers) III, p. 778.
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s0, they went dowm with Jacob into Egypt and form the basis of
Genegig 1-11 as written by Moses.

It was also Dr. Raven's opinion that since more than three-quarters
of Genesis (chapters 12-50) referred to events in the life-time of Abraham,
Isazc and Jacob, Moses might have been inspired to collect the materials
by his evident interest in his family. Moses' powerful position in Egypt
would have made it easy. The personal tone of record of Abrzham's prayer
for Sodom and of his offering Isaac as well as that of Josephls making
himgelf Imowm to his brethren was just what many expect if the record of
Moses were based upon an earlier sutobiographical record.

He 2lso thought that in one matter, at least, tradition was handed
dowvnn from Joseph to lioses through the four centuries of the sojourn in
Lgypt.

Joseph made his brothers promise to carry up his bones from

Bgypt (Gen. 50:25). Joseph's body was kept carefully until Moses'
time, was cerried out of Zgypt by the Israelites (Bx. 13:19) and
buried at Shechem (Josh. 24:32). Coffins of Joseph's time and
earlier were inscribed with extracts from the Egyptisn Book of

the Dead. But if the coffins of Egyptian priests and princes bore
inscriptions from Egyptian holy books, why should not the coffin
of Joseph, the savior of Esrael and the Premier of Egypt, bear
records of the traditions of his ancestors? Such a plausible
suggestion shows how easily reliable sources for Genesis could
have come into the hands of Moses.J

Recently, as a regult of archaeological discovery, many conservative

scholars have been convinced of the historical trustworthiness of the book

1J. H. Raven, 0Ld Testament Introduction Generszl and Specizl (New
York, Herper and Brothers Publishers, 1959), wo. 131-132.

®Ipid., p. 131.

3Ivid., p. 132.
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of Genesis, and the act that there were many written materials which
might have been available for Moses to use in his writing of Cenesis.

Dr. Doneld T. Wigeman's research, Archaeologicel Confirmation of the

01d Testament is quite valusble for the students of the Old Testament.

The statement is as follows in summary.t Sumeriah and Akkadian (Baby-
lonian and Assyrian) epics were compared with the early narratives of
Genesis. Their story of the origin of the universe and man was similar

to the Genesis account, though the differences between it and the Bivlical
record were too numerous for the latter to have evolved from the Mesopo-
temian epics. There was vecord of a great flood in the Babylonian liter-
ature. The epics of Gilgemesh resemble Genesis 6-2, however, most of the
text is different. A fragment of the Gilgamesh dated to the second Millen-
nium B. C. has recently been found at Megiddo. It combined with such tra-
ditions as that of the Tower of Babel vhich mey well refer to the ziggurat
of Babylon at sometime when thet ¢ity flourished between the third millen-
nium and its destruction about 1600 B.C. Also, recently Sumerian texts
vhich have earlier parallels with the Hebrew stories have been published.
One of these epics possibly describes the state of life in paradise which
vas naturally irrigated (Gen. 2:6). 150, child birth was without pain
and a curse followed the eating of a plant. There is 21lso the descrip-
tion of a2 woman named Nin-ti, & sumerian word which means "the lady of

the rib" and "the lady who makes zlive." This sounds like the Bible

account of Eve, who wes made from the rib of Adam.

lc. 7. H. Henry, ed., Revelstion and the Bible (Grana Ra
Michigen, Baker Book House, 1958), vp. 302-309.




Many inscriptions which remind the readers about the Patriarchal
history in the Bible have been found. The discovery of more than seventy
thousand inscribed cley tables in Syria (eighteenth to seventeenth cen-
turies, B. C.) from ancient Alalakh and Mari have brought a revolution
of thoughts about the historicity of patrisrchal period. Many parallels
between the predominantly Hurrian (Horite) tablets of Nuzi hzve been des-
cribed by Gordon and Speiser. Thus the tablets help explain the relation
of Eliezer and Abraham, as adoptee to 2 childless couple who yielded his
right to be resl heir (Gen. 15:2-4), likewise the asction of Sarah in
providing Hagar for her husband. Th® possession of household gods (tera-
phin) constituted the right of becoming chief inheritor in the family
(Gen. 31:19, 30-35). The labor of Jacob for his bride was a common prac-
tice among the Aramean tribes. Oral blessing having legal force, and
levirate merriage, the right of a deughter to inherit property, and a
form of sale adoption (cf. Bxod. 21:7-11) are other customs found at
that time.

Both the 0Ld Testament and these documents imply thet the mixed
population in Palestine included Hittites, whose esrly entrance into
Pelestine is showm by the Alalakh texts. The Hittite laws were applic-
able to the negotiations by Abrzham for the cave of Machpelah (Gen. 23).

This increase in the knowledge of the patriarchesl age from the

v

holars of
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text, combined with the archaeological evidence, has led sc
o

v shades of religlous opinion to affirm the higtorical neture of the
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patriarchel narratives.



39

B. ILiterary Analysis

As alre=dy stated in the preceding chapter, the main reason why

Loy

the

=]

the liberals held the J. E. F. documentary theory was based o
literary difficulties of the book of Genesis, such as: (1) the varia-
tion to the use of the Divine Name, (2) the occurrence of alleged
parallel passages, and (3) alleged differences in vocabulary and style.

How, then, do the conservatives explain about theée problems in
the book of Genesis? Their explanations are as follows:

The Varistions in the Divine Nameg

About the use of the divine names in Genesig, Dr. Allis!

research ig as follows:

«..That Blohim occurs 33 times in the first 4 verses of Genesis

and is followed by Jehovah Elohim 20 times in the next 45 verses
and then by Jehovah 10 times in the 25 verses which follow is =

P emMar A D B BACE 5 ¢ e win 0 Saiw = m 318 2 wier i in e bie: wim wwis 6 4. 5 Eon i fa 67w el e el B moeE

Such marked variation in the use of the divine names =28 occurs
in the opening chepters of Genesis is rare. The divine names do
not occur sufficiently frequently in the book of Genegsis to form
the bagis of detailed analysis of the entire book. There are
four chepters in which the Deity is not mentioned (Cheps. XXXIV.,
XXVI., XXXVII., XLVII.). In the last twenty chapters the name
Jehovah occurs only 15 times, 11 of which are found in two chap-
ters. (Three in Chap. XXXVIII, and eight in Chep. XXXIX.) Yet
Jd passages or traces of J zre found in 211 of the twenty. Elohim
does not occur in 15 chapters (Chps. X-XVI., XVIII., XXIX., XXIV.,
NXRVE TV I .y ILVIL.y XRIXK): snd only once in each of 7 others
(Cheps. iv., xxiii., xxv., xxix., xi., x1iv.,). Yet one of these
chapters (xxiii.) is assigned as -2 whole to P and portions of
twelve of the others. In the last 30 chapters of Genesis, Elohim
occurs 85 times, of which only 10 (or 11) are assigned to P. Of
these, half occur in a single passage (xxxv. 9-13, 15), the others
being xxi. 2b, 4, xxiii, 6, xxv. 1lla, and xxviii. 4. Obviously
then, any detailed analysis must be based largely on other date
than the variation in the use of the divine name.

1. T. Al11is, The Five Books of Moses, 1p. 23




Lo

Concerning the name Jehovah Elohim combined together, Dr. Allis
aid:

Even more remarkable than the alternation between Elohim and
Jehovah in these opening chapters is the fact already alluded to,
that these two names are joined together 20 times in Chapters §4x
and iii. ( he LXX varies congiderably from the Hebrew in its
rendering of the divine nemes in these chapters. But the con-
sistent usage of the Massoretic Text fawrs its originality.)
This is especizally significant because the combination Jehovah
Blohim is guite rare, occuring elsewhere in the Pentateuch only
once (Ex. ix. 30) and less than 20 times in 211 the rest of the
Old Testament. Thigs favors the view that there must be a special
reason for the use of this compound name here and there it is
identified Elohim zs God of creation with Jehovah as God of
redemption. It is also significant that, while Jehovah Elohim
occurs 20 times in Chaps. ii. 4-iii. 24, Elohim is used 4 %imes
in the conversation between the serpent and the women (iii. 1-5).
This fact favors the view that these names are sometimes used
significantly. The name Jehovah would be quite inzppropriate
in the mouth of the serpent, the enemy and seducer of mankind.

t is 2 common opinion asmong the conservatives that Moses used
B 3 Ly .
these two nemes, Jehoveh and “lohim, purpossly to distinguish one

from the other according to their significance of meaning. Dr. Green

made the significance of the divine names clear as follows:

As Jehovah is the name appropriate to the Most High as the
God of revelation and of redemptlon, there is a manifest propriety
in its employment, as in actual fact it is predominently employed
at just these signel epochs in which this agpect of hig being
is most conspicuously exhibited. It requires no assumption of a
Jehovist writer to account for what thus follows from the nature
of the case. That Jehoveh should fzll more into the background
in the intervels between these signal periods of self-revelation
is 2lso what might be expected. Yet it does not disappear
entirely. It recurs with sufficient frequency to remind the
reader of the continuity of that divine purpose of salvation,
which is never abandoned, and is never entirely merged in mere
general providential control

™ - - . 3 3 L3 -
As ¥lohim is the term by which God is denoted in his relation
to the word at large, in distinction from his special relation
to his own people, it is a matter of course that the creation

lIvid., p. 2.



of heaven and earth and all that they contain is ascribed

to him s Elohim (Gen. i). I% is equally natural that when

the world, which he had made very gool, had become so corrupt
as to frustrate the end of its creation, the Creator, #lohim,
should interfere to arrest this degeneracy by a flood, and
should at the same time devise measures to preserve the various
species of living things in order %o replenish the earth once
more (vi. ll-ix. 17). Here, too, was a case for Jehovah's
interference likewise to preserve his plan of grace and sgal-
vation from utter failure by sweeping away the corrupt mass

and preserving pious Nozh and hig family from its contamination
and its ruin. Hence, while in the description of this catas-
trophe Blohim predominates, Jehovah is introduced vhenever

this special feature is particularly slluded to (vi. 1-8; vii.
1-5, 16b; viii. 20-22). And Jehoveh interferes zgain to avert
the new peril involved in the impious attempt at Bzbel (xi. 1-9);
and he is not unobgervant of_ the embitious designs of the king-
dom erected there (x. 8-10).

Dr. Green continued this argument throughout the history of
the patriarchs in Genesis and defined Jehovah as revealing Himself

to the Israelites in redemptive characteristics while Elohim ig

a general word for Deity recognized by the Gentiles.
Along this line, Floyd E. Hamilton's dialectic argument
ageinst Astruc's clue is worthwhile to quote here.

But let us consider the "(Clue" itself. A well-attested
reading of Exodus vi:3 has "I was not made known" in place
of "I was not known." In this case the meaning would be that
God did not reveal His redemptive attributes signified by the
name "Jehoveh," to Abraham, Isasc and Jacob, but revealed
Himself as a God power only. This would not mean that His
neme, but that His nature as a God of redemption was not knowm.
+oothe word Elohim was a generel name for the idea of a God,
while each people had & particulayname for their god. Thus
Jehovsh had revealed Himsgelf to the Israelites as the God of
the vhole earth and had told them that His proper title was
"Jehoveh." However, when Israelites were spesking o people
of other races, as such people would not lknow about whom they
were talking if they used the word Jehovah, they had to use

Ly. = Green, The Unity of the Book of Genesis (New York,
Charles Scribner's Sons, 1897), pp. 543-50L4,

21bid., pp. 5L4-548.



the word Elohim or its equivelent in the langusge in which
they were gpeaking in order to meke them understand. Thus
Joseph, when he spoke to Potiphar's wife said: "How shall I
sin against Elohim?" for she would not have known the word
Jehovah, the particular name of God knowm to the Hebrews.
The other verses in the chepter say that Jehovah was with
Joseph, agein using the word in z natural sense. If this
point is remembered, there will be no difficulty whatever
about the uses of the words Elohim and Jehoveh in their
proper places in the Pentateuch, and the fact that some
nassages used Jehovah and others used Zlohim would not be
any indication that the book made use of two documents in
such places, but simply that each name wes used in its pro-
per circumstances. Ve thus see that it is easily possible
to reconcile this verse in Exodus VI:3 with the facts as
found in the Book of Genegis, aznd that as a clue for
separating the different documents, it is a2 failure.

The Alleggd Parallel Pagsages

The critics maintain that the tok of Genesis contains dupli-
cate accounts of the seme events and their so-called doublets are
due to separate accounts taken from different documents. Concerning

this theory Hamilton said:

At first sight these may seem to indicate separate documents,
but vhen we examine passages said to be examples of thege dupli-
cate passages, we find that they prove nothing of the kind. For
example Genesis I is an account of the creation of the uvniverse,
while Genesis II is an account of the creation of man and his
surroundings, not in any sense a parallel account. The account
of Hagar's flight into the wilderness in Genesis XVI, proves
to be entirely different from the similar account in Genesis
XXI....Repeating for emphasis is a common literary practice,
vhile nothing is commoner in literature than giving summaries
before going on with an account.... At any rate they do not
indicate separate documents, late_dates or that the documents
vhich contain them are forgeries.

Vida

lp. E. Hemilton, The Bagis of Chrigtian Faith (Wew York, Harper
and Brothers Publishers, 1946), pp. 222-223.

21bid.» pp. 227-228.
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Dr. Unger's explanation of this problem more clearly shows
vhat the conservatives believe about the doublets in the CGenesis
narrative. First of all, he thinks that many of the alleged parallel
passages refer to distinct events merely contazining similar features.
For instance, the two narratives of Hagar's expulsion (Gen. 16:4-16,
for the liberals this abttributes to J end P, and Gen. 21:9-21, to E)
ere two entirely distinct episocdes teking place at different times, the
firgt just before Ishmael was born, the second when he was a lad at
leagt fifteen years of age.l About the two accounts of the alliance
of Abrahem (Gen. 21:22-34) 2nd Isaac (Gen. 26:26-33) with Abimelech,
king of Gerar, Dr. Unger said:

But nothing could be more natural then that a2 son should

renevw a covenant, which his father had found advantageous. 1In
closer connection with this alleged duplicate account critics
list another "doublet"--the two namings of Beersheba, by Abra-
hame (Genesis 21:31) and by Isazc (26:33). The simple explanae-
tion is that this is not 2 doublet at all. Isaac reopened the
wells vhich Abraham had dug and vhich the Philistines meanvhile
had filled up. VWhile Isaac was at Beersgheba, Abimelech came and
made a covenant with him, as he or hig predecessor had done
vith Abreham. That seme day, Iszacl's servant announced that
they had reached water. As in former like cases, Isazc piously
revived the old name, calling the well Shibah...thus confirm-
ing and preserving the neme Beersheba.?

Secondly, Dr. Unger suggests that the other zlleged parellel
passages do refer to the seme events but under a different aspect
and for z different purncse. TFor example, Genesis 1:1-2:l42

(2ssigned toP) and 2:4b-25 (alloted to J) are not duplicate or parallel

accounts of creation but one is a2 sequel or supplement of the other.

1. . Unger, Introductory Guide to the 014 Testement (Grand
Rapids, Michigan, Zonderven Publishing House, 1956), pn. 253.

)
“Ivid., p. 25%.
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The first account catalogues the creation of the heavens and
the earth (Gen. 1:1). Mzn is inecluded only 235 one of the features
necessary to complete the picture. The second is not another account
of the creation of the heavens and the earth. It, as the introductory
key phrase (2:4) indicates, is 2 record of the generations of the
heavens and of the earth. That is the creation of men whose body,
as verse 7 indicates, was "formed of dust of the ground (earth)®

and wvhose soul was of heavenly origin, since

Il

]

[ -4a

s specielly said,

t-te

"the Lord God breathed into his nostrils the breath of life; and
man became & living soul" The term "generations" (plurel) applies
specially to the creation of woman (2:21-25) and the generations
of their immediate descendants (3:1-L:26).T

In regard to the story of the Flood, Dr. Allis demonstrated
the unity of the rarrative by showing that the repetition and
elaboration were not the result of a fusion of different scurces but
2 literary device common in Biblical style to stressg the three main
emphases in the account, namely, the sinfulness of man as the cauge

of the Flood, the destruction of 21l flesh as the aim of the Flood,

end the saving of a righteous remnant as the result of the Flood.<2

Vocabulary and Stvle

It is the higher critics' opinion that the alleged differences
in the vocabulary and style in the Pentateuch indicste the late date

of the documents and the composite character of the books.
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To this Dr. Unger repulgsed them, as he szid that Alleged differ-

ences in vocabulary in the FPentateuch constitute an inconclusive
argument against its Mosaic integrity.

The Mosgsaic authenticity with 211 of its problems offers an
explanation of the linguistic phenomena of the Pentateuch
mencunbered by the difficulties and absurdities of the criti-
cal hypothesis, which frequently necessitates the most violent
ivisection of Biblical passagzes to harmonize the text with
ts often ricdiculous preconceptions.

| ol |

of the Pentateuch

2]
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The existence of Arsmeism in various
is, moreover, no decigive argument agsin szic zuthenticity,
.+ A cloge relationship between Hebrews snd Arameans from
trierchal times (Genesis 31:47; Judges 3:8£f., I Samuel 14:47;
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Concerning the literary style of the book of Genesis, Hamilton's dis-
cussion is ag follows:

Now in the first place, no one denies that Moses used var-
ious source cdocuments in the preparstion of the Book of CGenesis.
Indeed there is every probability that this history was handed
down in written clay tablets carried by Abrsham from Bsbylonia,
and transmitted to his descendants down to the time of Moses.
«e.s Now if he did use sources, we have no way of showing that
he did not take over some of the characteristics of the style
as well. Perhaps he merdy combined different sections from
the sources into the running narrative of Genesis and corrected
the errors if there were any in the sources. In that case the
style would be taken over too. Thig did not militate in any
way ageinst the Mosaic authorshin of the book, any more than a
similar use of sources indicates that modern historians did
not write the works attributed to them. The Holy Spirit so
guided him that he did not include error in his complete docu~
ment .

C. Summary

As hag been seen through this chapter, the conservetive view

of literary sources of Genesis may be summed up as follows:

1Uhger, ops cites po 260.

RHamilton, op. cib., pp. 235-236.



(1)

The origin of the book of Genesis is from a single writer,
Mosess who used pre—existing orel or written source meter-
ialg which were handed down to him. The documentary theory
is denied.

Moses, using these sources, wrote Genesis by the inspira-
tion of God.

The literary problems such as the veriations in the Divine
nzme, the parallel passages and alleged differences in

the vocabulary and style in the book of Genesis do not

break the Mosaic integrity of the book,
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CHAPTER IV
THE LIBERAL VIEW CONCERNING THE AUTHCRSHIF OF GENESIS

Ag fer as the problem of the authorship is concerned, the book
of Genesigs could not be isolated from the other books of the Penta-
teuch. Both the liberals and the conservatives regard the bdock of
Genesis as the first book of the Pentateuch. In the procedure of
this research consequently, it is naturasl to deal with the vhole

Pentateuch from time to time, however, the writer tried to concen-

trate on Genesgis only.
A. The Barly Exponents' View

Concerning the authorship of the Book of Genegis, Jean Astruc,
the beginner of the modern Pentateuchal criticism, did not deny the
Moszic authorship of Genesis. He merely thought that "Moses had used
previously existing documents znd that the divine names furnished the
clue for identifying documents."l Astruc thought, in Genesis, there
were two principal sources, A (using Llohim) and B (employing Jehovah) .
Besides these two main documents, Astruc alleged that there were ten
other sources of lesser content (C to M). For Asgtruc, these documents
were employed by Moses to compile the book of Genesis.

Astruc's view was essentially the position of Eichhorn and Ilgen.

Johann Bichhorn extended the Astruc's documentary theory to the entire

1g. J. Young, &n Introduction to the Old Testament (Grand Rapids
Michigan, Wm. B. Eerdmans Publishing Co., 1954}, p. 120.



Pentateuch. In hig book Introduction to the 0ld Testament, in the

2

first three editions, he defended the Mosaic authorschip, but in the

fourth edition, he abandoned it asserting "the Pentateuch was a com-
E

pilation of Mosaic and other documents edited at 2 later period."l

Korl Ilgen, Eichhorn's successor, "dissected Genesis into seventeen

different documents assigned to three authors, the Jehovist and the

two Elohists (subsequently called P and E).2
B. Later Trends

Alexender Geddes, the advocate of the Fragmentary Hypothesis,
asserted that the Pentateuch, in its present form, was not the work
of Moses, but was probably compiled during the reign of Solomon in
Jerusalem. He further united the book of Joshua to the Pentateuch.
Thug, Geddeg anticipated the modern view of a Hexateuch, rather than
the Pentateuch.

Geddes! view was developed by Johann Vater. Vater split the
Pentateuch into thirty-nine fragments, dating some from the Mosaic age,
a large part of Deuteronomy from the David-Solomonic erz and the other
portion from other periods. He put the compilation of these hetero-

geneous frazgments at the time of the exile.

‘__l
Hy

William De Vette contended that the many fragments were
pleced together by different compilers. He, in his treatment of

Genesis, had mainteined that "the guthor hed before him a document

. 7 Unger, Introductory Guide to the 01 Testament (Grand
'l"\

Rapids, Michigen, Zondervan Publishing House, 1956), p. 243.
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(E) which was supplemented with bits from other sources."

De VWette also thought that there had been a three-fold redaction
of the Hexateuch, the Flohistic, the Jehovistic and the Deuteronomic.
The Jehovist hed supplemented the Elohistic document, a work of the time
of Jeroboam 1.2

Owald expressed the opinion that the basis of the first six books
of the Bible lay on Elohistic writing in vwhich the author had used older
sections, such as the Ten Commandments. Later, a parallel writing arose
and. this employed the name Jehovah. A later hand toock excerpts from
this J document and inserted them intc the besic document E, and at times
hig work is visible.3

Bleek thought that the redactor who supplemented the Elohistic
source was the Jehovigt himgelf.

However, Bleeck zlso thought that meny passages in the

Pentateuch were originally Mosaic, and that with these books

we are standing on historical ground. Deuteronomy differs from
the previous bocks in that it is not a collection, but = unit,
and related to Jeremizh. There were, according to Bleelk, two
principsl redactors of the whole Pentateuch. One occured during
the period of the yet undivided monarchy, and wes made by the
compiler of Genesis. The second was mede by the compiler of
Deuteronomy, sometime near the end of the Judean state, and

this elso included Joshua. The whole work, thus redacted,

was discovered in the 18tk year of the reign of Josiah.

Hupfeld's theory was adopted by Edvard Boehmer, Eberhard
Schrader, Theodor Nezldeke, August Dillman, Franz Delitzsch, Rudolf

Kittel, W. ¥W. Bzudiscin and others, and forms the bagis of the modern

theory.

lYou.ng, ops cites p. 129.
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C. Modern View

As early as 1834 Edward Reuss had maintained that the basic
Elohist document (P) was the latest of gll the Pentateuchzl documents
and vwes elaborated by Ezekiel and the priestly school during the
Babylonian exile, being inserted in the other documents to form the
Pentateuch. Final redaction was made at the time of Bzra (445 B.C.).1

Karl H. Graf, a pupil of Reuss, undertook to give =z scientific

exposition of his professor's opinion in his criticsl researches on

the historicel books of the 01ld Testament. Graf thought that "Deuter-
onomy was Josianic, and shows acquaintance with the Jehovist and
Elohist but not with the Priestly Code.“2

Through Abreham Kuenen and Julius Wellhausen the Grafian
theory has become the most prevailing theory among the modern liberal
scholarsg.

Xuenen and Wellhausen considered the prophetic, so-called JE,
to be the older of the main sources of the Hexateuch. JE itself is
composite, a cloge amalgamation of two kindred narratives of Hebrew

history. Benjamin W. Bacon, in his book, The

favored to the Graf-Kuenen-YVellhausen view 28 follows:

J (circ. 800) and E (circ. 750) circulsted for 2 time
independently, and were more or less modified. After the
destruction of Ephriam and the discovery of Deuteronomy
(621) vhoge origin glso must be placed at about this period
(650-621) , J and E vere united into a closely welded whole,
and goon after, Deuteronomy, which had, meantime, received

en introduction and an gppendix, was incorporated.

nger, op. cit., p. 246.

ZUhger, locs cits
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e two processes necessitated further interpolation and
ation, and for a considerable period _(J + E) £ D . jymp
Rje
circulated as 2 well-rounded "orophetic" composition. But with
the interruption of the cultus by the exile begsn the process
of codification of the Leviticel, ritual law. Heretofore it
hag been consuetudinary, tradition and living praxis having
sufficed for its transmission. ZEzekiel inaugerated the new
system of 2 writiten Torsh, vhlcb progressed during the exile
with the formation of the code known as the Heiligkeitsgestz,
Pl (Lev. 17-26), an antigue body of laws midway in tone between
Deuteronomy and_the priestly legislation. t culminated in the
priestly code P2. This great work drew from JE 2 sketch of the
historv mzde from itg own stand-point. It was subsequently

e ck

...... enlarged by the 13 ekisels oration of P~ end by expension and addi-
tion designated P~ . Tzra introduced it as the constitution of
the post-exilic ¥ 1ererch1cel state. A finel redactor, B, com-
bined P with JED 2% some time between Ezrals n?omulaotﬂon thereof
(bbl B.C.). Ve mlght express the vprocess Bv th$ forpuls

& (J+E) + 3) 1

D+ (P* + P° 4
Hexzteuch R

Rje d R

As it has been shown above, it iz the liberalg! opinion that the
boolk of Genesig, in the present form, was attributed to the works of
compilers or redactors.

m

» supposed to come from Judsh about 800 B.C. 2nd E, supposed

—

to come from the Northern Kingdom about 750 B.C. were combined by the

o

first compiler, then second compiler combined P, supposed %o be a

product of the times of Exilic or pogt-Exilic, to JE, thus Genesis

cane 1nbo being as present form.
- (T +E + P

RJE R ( or RJEP)
irst uonplicr)(beccno Compiler)
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As to the process by which the book of Genesis assumed its

=

present form, Dr. Driver's explesnation is quite interesting and

worthvhile to quote here:

B. W. Bacon, The Genesis of Genesis (London, The Student
Publishing Co., 1893), pp. 65-66.
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First, the two independent, but parallel, narratives of the
petriarchal zge, J and E, were combined into a vhole by a compiler
whose method of work, sometimes incorporating long sections of
each intact (or nearly so), sometimes fusing the parallel ac-
counts into a single narrative, has been sufficiently illustrated.
The whole thus formed (JE) was afterverds combined with the
nerrative P by a second compiler, vho, adopting P as his frame
work, accomodated JE to it, omitting in either what was necessary
in order to avoid needless repetition, and meking such slight
redactional adjustments qs the unity of his work regquired. Thus
he naturelly assgsigned 1:1-2:3 the first rlace,--perheps at the
same time removing 2:4a from its original position as super-
scription to 1:1 and placing it vhere it now stands. In eppending
next, from J, the narrative of Paradise, he omitted probably
theopening words (for the narr ative begins abruptly), and to
Jahweh added the defining adjunct Blohim "God," for the purpose
of identifying expressly the Author of life in 2:4bff. with
God, the Creator, in 1:1ff. Still following J, he took from

the history of Cain and his descendants (4:1-24), but re-
jected the 1list of Seth's descendants (which the fragments
that remain show that J must have once contained) except the
first two nomes (4:25f.), and the ekymology of Nozh (5:29),
in favor of the genealogy and chronological details of P
(5:1-28, 30:32). 1In 6:1-9:17 he combines into one the double
narrative of the Flcod, preserving, however, more from both
narratives than was usually his practice, and in parts dightly
modifying the phraseology. In 2318027 he introduces from J
the prophet 1ca1 glance at the character and capabilities of
the three great ethnic groups descended from Nozh, following
it by the account, from P, of the close of Noah's life (9:28F),
C. 10 (the Table of nations) includes elements derived from
both sources; it is succeeded by the account from J of the
digpersion of mankind (11:1-9). G. 11:10-25 carries on the line
of Israel's ancestors from Shem to Terah, from P; 11:26-32
states particulars respecting Abram's immediate relations,
teken partly from P, partly from J, and necessary as an iatro-
duction to the history of Abrem in C. 12ff. Mutatis mutandis,
a similar method is followed in the rest of the book. The
narrative of Genesis, though commosite, is constructed upon a
definite plan, and to the development of this plan the details
that zre incorporated from the different sources employed are
throughout subgervient.t

Before this chapter comes to the end, it is a question, where

the liberal view already studied derived from? The reasons

ls. m. Driver, An Introduction to the Literature of the 0ld

Testament (New York Charles Scribner's Sons, 1905), pp. 20-21
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derived from the critics! scieantific literary analysis of the book

of Genesis in the method of their study were already seen in Chapter II

and III of this thesis and will be shown in Chepter VI. The answer for

this

uestion, therefore, is omitted here.

e

D. Summary

The liberal view concerning the authorship of Genegils is summar-

follows:

-‘.

The early opponents did not deny the Mosaic authorship of
Genesis though they founded the documentary theory accord-

ing to the use of Divine Names in Genesis.

Leter criticel scholars split Genesis into three mazin sources,
J, E and P, and many other minor sources. <These were supposed
to be pieced together by different compilers.

The modern liberals favor the Graf-Kuenensiellhausen

theory that J, which is the product of Judah about 800 B.C.

il

end B, which is from the Northern Kingdom about 750 B. C.
. % . RIE . 5

were combined by the first redactor (R*®). P, wvhich is

supposed to be a product during the times of Exilic or

post-Exilic was finally combined with JE by the second

nto

(=0

redactor (R or RJEP) thus the book of Genesis came

being in the present form.
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CHAPTER
THE CONSERVATIVE VIEW CONCERNING THE AUTHORSHIP OF GENESIS

The book of Genesis itself is anonymous. The title "The First
Book of Moses, called CGenesis' is not a part of the original book.
It can be considered only as evidence of an ancient tradition.
Although Moges appeers on nearly every page of the last four books
of the Peantateuch, he is not mentioned at all in the book of Genesis.
The question of the authorship of Genesis, therefore, cannot properly
be discussed apart from the general question of the authorship of the
entire Pentateuch. Bspecially this is true for the conservatives.
Thouzh there is no superscription or introduction or express
clzaim that the work in its entirety is from Moses, the traditional view,
which the conservatives uranimously follow, is that the first five
Tooks of the Bible were writiten by one men and that men was Hoses.
This position was universally held by the anéiént Jewish
synagogue, the inspired New Testament writers, the Early
Christian Church and by virtually all commentators, both

Jewish and Christiean until challenged by modern higher criti-
cigm.

Josephus, the Jewish historian, in speaking of the sacred
books of the Jews declares: 'and of them, five belong to Moses,
vhich contain his laws and the traditions of the origin of
menlcind till his death" (Against Apion, 1, 8.). <That these
words refer to the Pentateuch, that they atiribute it to Meses
and that they represent the accepted opinion of Jewish scholars
of the past is undeniable. The acceptence of this belief in

M. F. Unger, Introductory Guide to the 014 Testament (Grand
Rapids, Michigan, Zondervan Publishing House, 1956), p. 213.
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the Christien Church iz shown by the fact that in Luther's trans-
lation of the Bible each of the hooks of the Pentateuch is enti-
tled 2 "Book of Moses,'" and that a similar stetement asppears
in the 1611 Vergion of the English Bible.

The question whether a tradition which is so ancient and so wniversal

is correct is not only important in itself, but demends and merits

the most careful scrutiny.
A. The Basis of the Mosaic Tradition

The bagis of the Moszic tradition, the conservatives explain,

L

is four-fold: nemely, (1) its witness to itself, (2) witness of the
rest of the 0ld Testoment, (3) witness of the New Testoment, znd (4)

the voice of tradition.

The Witness of the Pentateuch Itgelf

Dr. Unger said:

Pentateuchal texts directly assert that Moses wrote at least
parts of the Pentateuch. A careful study of the context and
scope of these passages clearly implies that these nortions are
considerable. Vhile there is no warrant to conclude from this
direct evidence alone that Moses wrote 211 the Pentateuch,
neither 1s there reason to deny Mosaic authorship of 211 other
parts for which such authorship is not specifically predicted,
s modern critics do, or to relegate the verses, in which Moszic
authorship is specifically asserted, to later redactors. Such
a2 procedure ig highly arbitrary, lacking objective foundation.?

The following six pessages are considered by the conservatives
to be valusble to testify that Moses wrote the Pentateuch.

1. BExodus 17:14 "And the Lord said unto Moses, Write %his
for a memorial in the book, and rehearse it in the ears

1o, T. A11is, The Five Books of Moses (Philadelphiz, The
Presbyterian and Reformed Publiching Co., 1949), p. 5.

2 .
Unger, op. cit., pp. 215-216.

&
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of Joshua: for I will utterly put out the remembrance
of Amalek from under heaven.'

2. Exodus 24:4-8 "Ang Moses wrote all the words of the
Lora" (verse 4e). This refers at least to the
"book of the covenant! (Ex. 21:2-23:33), and may
even include chapters 19 and 20.

3. Fxodus 34:27 "And the Lord said unto Moses, write
these words, for in accordance with these words
have I made 2 covenant with thee and with Igrael."
This is the second command of the Lord unto Moses
to write. t refers to Ex. 34:10-26, the second
deczlogue.

L. TMumbers 33:1, 2 "And Moses wrote their goings out
according to their journey by the commandment of the
Lord" (verse 2a).

5. Deuteronomy 31:9 "And Moses wrote this law and gave
it unto the priests and the sons of the Levi who bear
the ark of the covenant of the Lord, and unto 211 the
elders of Isrsel." Verse 24 " And it came to pass
when Moses hed finished writing the words of this
law in 2 book, until they vere finished.!

his s

6. Deuteronomy 31:22 "And Moses wrote % ong i at
ildren of Israel." The

day, and he taught it to the chi
reference is to Deuteronomy 32.

Concerning Exodus 17:1%4 Dr. Young said:

This verse shows that Moses was regarded as the proper person
for writing. VYhat he was to write probably includes the prophecy
and its historical occasion, the attzck of Amelek. The article
"the book," should probably not be stressed, althouzh it postibly
implies the existence of a definite book. !

Also Dr. Young commented concerning Numbers 33:1, 2 as follows:

Here it is expressly stated that Moses wrote the list of
stations from Egypt to Moab, covering the entire journey of
the children of Isrsel. This itinerary is in reality a strong
argument for the Mosaic authorship of the entire Fentateuchal
nerrative. If Moses wrote this itinerary, he doubtless wrote
the surrounding narrative of the wilderness wenderings.2

1 4 i a
E. J. Young., An Introduction to the 01d Tegtement, (Grand
Rapids, Michigan, ¥m. B. Berdmens Publishing Co., 195L) p. 48,

-
Tbid., p. 49.
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With regard to the book of Genesis, Dr. Allis stresse
author to be Moses.

Ve are 2lso told that Moses gave a2s a2 parting legacy to
Israel the Song and the Blessing recorded in Deut. xxxii-moexiii.
The fact thet these chﬂnteve are expressly attributed to Moses
favors the correctness of Josephus' phrase "and the tradition
of the origin of nankino 11 his death" (That Josephus regarded
Moses as the suthor of Genesis is showm by this sentence which
follows the one Jjust quoted: ”% interval of time was little

i

short of three thousand yearsh inst Apion I.6) ). They

show thet Moges was interested he pzst history of his people
(zxxii. 7, 8) and the author of Deut. xxxiii might well be the
recorder of Gen. xlixz. The use of the divine neme, "Most High!
(zxxiii. 8) is reminiscent of Gen. xiv. (of Num. xxiv. 16), Just
as "Rock!" (xxxii. 4, 13, etc.) is connected with Ex. vii. (cf.

s
hi
Ag
n

!
i

fo O |..|. g

Gen. xLix. 24, "the stone of Isrzel"). The word "Separate!
(ia.) suggests Gen. =. 5, 32 (P) and =v. 23 (J). The referenc
to Sodom and Gomorreh (xxrii. 32) recelle Gen. xviii-vix. (J).
The remark of the Jewish commentator Rashi on the Blessing
is worthy of notice: "Thou wilt find in the case of all the
tribes, that the blessing of Moses is drewvn from the fountain
of the blessing of Jecobl (of. Waller in Ellicott's Bible
Commentary). It is true that the Book of Genesis nowlwe claims
to hzve Dbeen written by Moses. But an account of the origin
of mankind or at least of the ancestors of Israel such as is
given there is required to make the other four books intelli-
‘ gible. Furthermore, the "ani" (or, now) with which Ex. i. 1 Dbe-
ging is an indication that this book is a continuation and only
in Genesis do we find the history recorded which Exodus continues.

the Regt of the 0ld Tegtement
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f In Joshua, there are many references to lMoses.

They show that Joshus derived his authority from Moses and
eppealed constantly to what Moses had commanded. These refer-—
ences serge to define the tesk assigned Joshua after the death
of HMoses. ’

About the position of Joghus, Dr. Young and Dr. Allis explain as

follovss
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Josghue should not be regarded as ‘oses' successor, for be-
ceuse of his exalted positicn, Moses had but one successor,
even Christ. Joshua, however, derived hls authority from Moses.
The law of Moses was to De his guide and stendard. Hence, we
frequently find Joshuz ecting "as tnﬂ Lord commanded Wo;ec”
(e‘g., 11:15, 20, 14:2, 21:2 etc.).l

Ve speak at times of Joshus as Moses' successor, but such
en expression is migleading. Moses was the Law-giver: it was
the dvuty of all vho came alter him to keep that law and instruct
others to do so. In his farewell to Isrzel Joshus passed on

to the elders (xxiii. 6) the obligation to obey the law of Moses,
vhich had been solemnly laid upon him. This involved "all that
is written in the book of the law of Moses." Moses <ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>