
OOO'±5




The Complexity 2E' the Multi-Document Theory

If a person is to examine the Graf-Welihausen theor' (othqthse 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 obserra io'i 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 di'ide

ancient and medieval books into alleged sources. I -have examined many of these

theories about early writings, but have never come across a cast in whi 'the

theory advanced was nearly so complex as the present widespread teaching, tbo' t the

five books of Moses

The fact that an idea has been held' for a long time is no reon y it is

necessarily true. The fact that a great nianypeóple believe. there',. wer& such

documents as ), E and P does not prove that they ever actually existed. It demands

investigation. In most matters that 1'av been discovorod further airiestigation

brings to light new and simpler arguments so that it is possible to -put t116

evidence into very clear, plain, and yet convincing language.

Stripped to its bare essentials, and giving only wht i agreed upon by

practically all who hold to the theory, it can e said that according to th theory

there was a document to which the name of S night be riven Fecruse of certain

peculiar characteristics it is said to possess, which W, s.,viritten: 0' time

1050 and 800 B.C. Some scholars are very dogmatic as to the particular century,

but there is a certain variation on this. This mauscript 'would contain bout a

fourth of the material liP the first five books of the Hble.

According to the theory, another document as vritten ahout a conury later,

which, because of certain of its characteristics, night b cafled the F docunnt,

This document paralleled the S document to quite an extent. Both dociments
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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 iF', or represented

by the symbol t, is supposed to have so interwoven the two accounts that sometimes

chapter would be taken from one, and then a chapter, from the other, sometimes as

little as half a verse fran 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 docwient was written' which somewhat

paralleled it. This document was called 1), and includes the greater part of the

present Book of Deuteronomy. After it had circulated separately for a,time it was

combined, with iB. 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 .YED to a remarkable extent. This document has come to be called P.

After it had circulated for a considerable time 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 3,

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

sunrnary 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.
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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 dude, misundeanding 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

- ...: - . A
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In which sminarized each of his consular orations and enumerated one by one

the four
jrations

against Cataline. Orelli proceeded thereupon to say that

this pas age in Cicero's letter was spurious. He suggested the hypothesis

that a korger had supplied the three orations and had then Inserted in a

letter of Cicero a forged summary of these same orations. Now other critics

entel/d into the discussion and pointed out that since Cicero's letters were

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 common 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 docmients, has led

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 doctinent 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
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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 large]disppeared, th'óre

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 coneivab1e that such amazingly intricate

literary compositions, woven fran 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 some 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,

Pew 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 con 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 Wellhausen 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 Wellhausen'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 iniuzner

able aspects of the background of centuries long before the time when

Welihausen thought that the doctinents 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
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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 3, B, D, and P, and indicating their eventual

Inteag, but an element is added which Wèllhausen 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 tines,

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 áf

the documentary theories of the Pentateuch that prededed Wellhausen' a theory,

but was active in another area in the attitudes of certain scholars by whom

Graf and WeiThausen were greatly influenced, and it canes to full fruition in

11hausen'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 Grinin with their great collections of folk tales, legends, and

folk songs from early Teutonic life. The Grinns said that a story would grow

out of the consciousness of the people, and thus would gradually assume shape.

In 1901 Professor P. 13. 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 oséd 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

i 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; nevéxitheless, a

literary production requires literary ability. Most present scholars agree

with Professor Pound at this point. Thus Mbert Gierard, Pfofessor of General

and Comparative Literature at Stanford niversity..,t 1940 said, 'It is nt

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 Ll such words as 'tendencies', 'influences.
'revival, 'revlts' " 'Tendencies' did not write The Canterbury
Tales Geoffrey haucer wrote them, 'Influences' d1not make
mepaerio (ieene Edmund Spenser made it:. .

" . I hope to satisfy the reader that Tendencies did not write Piers Plowmen

that a man called William Langland wrote it.

While effects of this movement of historicism still remain among literary

students, there has teen a very strong reaction against it. Its part in the

development of the multi-docunentary 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 saw 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.

- - - - - I
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the WeiThausen 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 11'J1AS(ABLE (1ARACTER OF UM WELLHAUSEN PEARRNGEMENT

AS FAR AS ME USE OF ThE DIVINE NAMES IS CONCERNED

That part of the present multi-documentary theory that relates to the

use of divine names became quite confusing and unreasonable, 'as a rdsuit of

the complete overturning of the order of the documents from that which had

been advanced by nearly all critics before Grafànd 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

used the name yHWFI. According to the views held by many critical scholars-
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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 BlohIm up to that point, and used M1 m 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 seen

utterly impossible. Other considerations have led to it, 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 Elohlm, but the one using the name WM.

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 YHH

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 f

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 "B document"

because in the early part of Genesis it uses the tern "Elohlin" for God.

N C) (3k' However, this document, like the 3 document, uses the ten YHWH after

the early th4j*ers 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 Elohim,

while after that point they generally, used the name WM. Then, according to

the theory, someone combined these two documents, the J and the -documents.

Whoever combined them (the redactor, as he is called) must have been unaware

of the theory of the B document writers that before the call of Moses the

name Th1H was not known to the Israelites. Therefore, he simply included

parts of the .1 document and parts of th B document', interweaving them, and

not noticing particularly that one of them used the name YHWH and the other

used the name Blohim. After this document had circulated for a few centuries

another document was written which the critics call the 'P dnt." The

men who composed this document in some way came to adopt the a theory that

had been held many centuries earlier by the framers of the B. document. They

believed that the name YEW 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

6t3. Thefeforj they used even more care than had been used by the writers of

the E document to keep fran using the name -WW 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 JB document, which had already

been circuting for centuries. Thus P and JB were interwoven, and, strangely
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enough, the redactor who combined them was unaware of the theory of the

B document and of the P document that 'the name 4YHWH had not been used before

the time of the call of Moses, and therefore he simply kept whatever nan he

foumd 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,

-7 sharply contradicts every use of YHPIH prior to that time, and declares that

'the name had never been kiiown until then.

I hope that the above statements wile. make clear the utter unreasonableness

of the critical theory regarding t1e use 0-divine names in Genesi 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

docits having become established, WeiThausen 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

It is claimed by the sorters of the ti-documentary theory that the

difference in the use of divine names between 3, B, and P reflects a different

idea as to the time when the name first cam into use, and that this shows itself

in a sharp contradiction between certain specific statements. Thus It is

claimed that the 3 document considers the use of the name as beginnin in Genesis

4:26, while the B 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 c4. 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 WM was revealed. Yet they clearly indicate

that the writer believed it to have been known fran a very early time. It is

hard to think that a redactor would combine this with documents that explicitly

declared sanething 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 MM was now be*.

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 argiinent that the.

B doctanent here contradicts the J document rests upon an extremely weak basis.

+n it cones 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 SHADDAI, but by my name WM was I not known to

then.."

It should be noticed, however, that this does not say that God had

hitherto been called ELOHIM, but is now revealing the name YHPiH, but rather

that he appeared to the patriarchs under the name EL SWW. This

particular designation, which occurs in Genáj:.only a few times, is translated

"God Aiinight' in the Icing James Version.

It is true, though, that at first sight the verse does seem to say that the

name WM 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 hav 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 doctmients 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 iiiterpreted

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 ir 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
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Heared to the patriarchs by his name El Shaddai it may very well

Mean that the particulai-aspect of His character that is emphasized by the

name. mi. ShadM 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 (e 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 ses 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, sane 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

Gad as simply mentioning two names, both of which occur in Genesis--El Shaddai.

occasionally, and MM a great many times.

It must be said of this other interpretation that from the viewpoint of

Hebrew grammar 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



/



7.58

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 tme WM.

S
'A FALSE DVRESUM

As noticed above, the developnent 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-lt)use the name YHWH 12 tines.
L

-

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

fo a chapter or so, continues throughout the Pentateuch.. We have noticed

that after the first few chapters of Exodus the name YHWH 1s 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 3:1b-5 (4 1/2 verses) Elohitn

is used 4otlines. In 3:8-4:16 (33 verses) YHWH is used 15 times. In 4:25

(1 verse) Eldhim is used once. In 4:26 (1 verse) YHWH is used once. In 5:1-24

(24 verses) Eldhim is used 5. times. In 5:29 (1 verse) ThWH is used once. In

-6:2 (1 verse) Eldhim is used once. In 6:3 (1 verse) YHWI-1 is used once, In

6:4 (1 verse) Eldhim is used once " In 6:5-8 (4 verses) YHWH is used 4 times,

In 6:9-22 (14 verses) Blohini is used S times. In 7:1-S (S verses) YHWH is

used twice. In 1:9-16a (7 1/2 verses) Elohim is used twice. In 7:16b', (1/2

of a verse) YHMI is used once. In 8:1-IS (15 verses) Elohitn 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 occurrnces of one name or the

other. In many cases both names, are used in the same chapter, and sometimes

ii the s verse. It is a far more complicated matter than the usual critiëál

Introductory statement would seem to imply.

A DIPFEPENCE IN MEANING

The critics assign Genesis 1:1-2:4a to P and 2:4b-4:25 to 3. As we have

notic4
above, 2:4b-4:2S does not use MM exclusively, but has 4 uses of

Eldhim 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 Blohlin used here in the 3' document, since it would be strange to put the

sacred name MM 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 meanings 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 lLvine

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 argment for use of divine

names as a means of distinguishing doctments has lost most of its power. The

word Blohim 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 tore

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 tore would be equally applicable,

and it is natural, either to cotitlnue using the term that has been recently

used, or to make a diange simply for variety, as is so often done in later

portions of the Bible.




-

-
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VII. ThE ThIRD ARGINENT -- PARALLELS AND REPETITIONS

One. of the arguments most stressed in books dealing with the multi-

docunentaTy 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-Harford (page 511) gives the first part of

Genesis 30:22 to P, the next to B, and the last third of the verse to 3.

The verse reads: "And God remembered Rachel, and God hearkened to her,

end 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 c=m 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

auth$ship. 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 modern "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

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 cofused that the redactor thought them to be different events

and therefore included both accounts. The critics say, tt 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

__ aside from any such natural cause, coincidences are far more common in

ordinary life than most people realize.
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PARALLELS IN MUM 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 be seen by

looking under the letter K in the 'Nentieth Century Encyclopedia of Religious

Knowledge published in 1955 as an extension of The New Schaff-Herzo Encyclo

pdia of Re1iious Know1ede Here the name of "James Anderson Kelso, Presby

terian" is immediately followed by that of "James Leon Ko, 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 inPittsburgh 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

1 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 theo1ogic1

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 dociznents, if it were not so easy to

prove that it corresponds to actual fact.

Any good history of the wars between Great Britain and GetTnany in the present

century will tell of two interestlng.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 eadily 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.

Oki
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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 wil 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.1ast 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 "Ti= 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 doctunents 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

alms to enable any intelligent reader to understand exactly what the theory is,

to know exactly what the bses 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







1.3

has been held by large groups of people for long periods of time, and then

proven to be completely false and utter discarded. This multi-documentary

theory affects one's attitude toward the Old Testament in a most thoroughgoing

wax. 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

uncriticiafly. 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

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. M intelligent perpn

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 kidd 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 over boon 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.







This morning in the c&d.ss in Old Testament History we discussed the history

of Elijah and Elisha and I noted how interested God was in causing Elijah not to

be fearful of human circumstances but to put his trust in God.. Elijah stood on

a mountain and there he saw a great wind but God was not in the wind; he saw

a great earthquake but God was not in the earthquake; he saw a great fire but

God was not in the fire. All these were simply manifestations of the great power

of God. God controlled them but they did not represent God's power in its full

ness; God was beyond and. above them. How foolish for Elijah to be afraid of

what might happen in this life when he was serving a God. who controls all the

elements of nature as God. does. Then God gave him a lesson in relation to his

tory. Elijah was afraid of the Queen of Israel; God showed him that God had.

the power to change the dynasty of the ruler of a far greater kingdom than

Israel -- the kingdom of Syria. In. fact God told Elijah that when Elijah re

turned. to Israel he should go up to Damascus to anoint Hazael to be king of

Syria. God also declared that He would anoint a new king to be king over Israel.

John would become the king of Israel and the house of Ahab would be completely

destroyed. After giving these words as to Gdd's power over the nations, He then.

proceeded to say that He would replace Elijah by a successor, Elisha. God who

controls all the nations of the earth, all the forces of nature and all the forces

of history is interested in every detail in the life of everyone who has been

saved through the Lord Jesus Christ. Evey'yone who believes in Him as Saviour and.

trusts in Him has God as his Father who is interested in his welfare. How foolish

it is for us to wary and get excited and concerned about things. If we do our best

we can look to God to work things out. He keeps everything in. the hollow of His hand.

He tells us in the New Testament that not a sparrow falls to the ground without our

Heanly Father's knowledge. He says that the very hairs of our head are all numbered.

God cared for His prophets in days of old; He cares for His people today. Blessed

are all they who put their trust in Him.

Best of all God sent His Son the Lord Jesus Christ to die on the cross that

everyone who believes on Him should not perish but have eternal life. What a wonderful

Saviour we have. What a wonderful privilege we have here at Faith Seminary to train

- -
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-and said "War"t I

.I--father-W, Yo




love."you-just the same."

Dr. MacRae - of Faith Seminary$

After that inspiring introduction I feel inspired to try my best to cover

a big subject in the time that we have before us.

I would like to introduce the subject with an it a,ckzwt illustration

an imaginary illustration: About 200 years ago it was common to observe the

practice in medicine of bleeding a person. In fact it continued until within

the present century. The Encyclopaedia Brittanica of 1910 mentions that there

were three methods, under its big article on "Bloodletting." By opening a

vein, by cupping, or by the application of leeches, and mentions that there

were thousands of leeches in use, I guess, millions perhaps during the past

century. For pneumonia, for many ohter diseases, it was considered the

proper treatment to take bloodj out ñ of a person. Many people would have

themselves bled simply as a precautionary measure, in order to improve their

health or strength at venous times in the year. This practice persisted for

some centuries -was accepted unquestionably. The latest edition of the

Encyclopaedia Brittanica doesn't even have an article ii on bloodletting. The

custom has passed away; instead of that we put blood into people now - instead

of taking it out when they are ill. Now let us suppose, howver, that in

the states fxf of Pennsylvania and New Jersey the old custom had been
had

continued, and the old teaching/survived up to the present day - so that today,

regardless of the practice in the rest of the country, this was the regular

practice for disease, and it was considered ridiculous to think of anything

else. That would be a very good analogy, except that it would be substituting

geography for an area of study. A very good analogy for the situation wh

that prevails today as regards literary criticism. There were certain

1.1Qti tendencies, certain attitudes, which were very widespread from about

1750 until b4'tt k930. They were applied to all sorts of literature .
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including Biblical literature. Today these methods are practically AmmkowA abandoned

except as regards Biblical literature, but in this field today it is almost a

heresy to doubt the J document was written about 850; some might say as early
that the

as 1050, but none earlier than 1050 or later than 850 /ri E document

was written a century later, and that the two were woven together to make JE; XPI

and then that the D document was written at about 600; then it was combined with

the others, and then that the P document was written a century or two after

the D document; and that then eventually this was interwoven into the others.
as

And of course,/if you know, the same applies to the Gospela, with the Q, and the

various analyses, and it has been applied to most of the books of the Old

Testament. Now while the rest of the world has almost abandoned this, the Biblical

field, most of the institutions regard it as established fact, and it is
various

practically a heresy to question it. I have two/aspects of this which I want

to call your attention to particularly today. Time ;is short to get over the

two o them so it will be very sketchy. Some areas of this I have suede

studied into very thoroughly, and have an abundance of material of which I will

give you a few glimpses. There are the later parts that I will speak £ of.

I am less familiar/ with. I have gone into them enough, surveyed enough

literature on the subject to feel sure of my conclusions, but I don't have all

=ft of the requisite data quite as fully as regarding the first part.

Now the first part I want to speak of ;is to describe three parts of these

tendencies, or three tendencies, you might say, which united during these

two centuries, and then to touch on a fourth which thc applied in the

Biblical era

Now the first of these is the matter of skepticism regarding ancient

history or ancient doc uments. This began to become prominent about 1750,

after the age of faith was succeeded by the age of incredulity. In 1795 it

received its great push by Wolf's (right name?) writing his Prolegcnena to

Homer, and Wolf's theory that no one could have written - that writing was
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unknown in the time of HCner, no one could have composed by from memory

such long poems as lkmm Homer those ascribed to Homer. There never was
purely

a Trojan War; there never was a place like Troy. This is to be/brushed aside

as imaginary to be brushed aside as purely /imaginary, and there were

various poems, m pci lays, myths, sagas, that got woven together.

This tyeory gave the public start to a method that has been applied to dozens

of writings in many different languages. Wolf's attitude of extreme skepticism

was followed by others, and indebtedness t1a to him was acknowledged by

Welihausen and Kunen xi2 (sp?) !---'-' who established what is

today the regnant theory regarding the Pentateuch. Welihausen held explicitly

that all we can tell from the J document is I what people thought at about ç1

850. It tells us nothing about the times of the patriots. The E document

tells us the ideas of people at about 750. The P iti document, which is

of course so ittxi utterly unhistorical, tells us only about what people

thought at about 500 or 450. I was most interested a few years ago to pick up

Garstang's book on Joshua and Judges, The Foundation of Bible History. Garstang
or

was the director of excavations,/director

of antiquities, in Palestine for a number of years. And in this book he goes

through Joshua and Judges and gives the archaeological evidence of the various

statements, but in the introduction to it Garstant tells you that he will

only deal (deal only) with the J and E portions of Joshua and Judges.

He says, "Most remarkably, most strangely, I have found xmmaJd3ig some

instances where archaeological evidence seems to fit in with incidents or events

described in the P document, but tht=seey that's so late I won't

bother with it in this volume. He just sticks to the J and *x E documents.

Mwp tjos attotide pf extre,e sle!tocos, lox was
Now this attitude of extreme skepticism was very widespread, but as a result,

largely of archaeology, it has disappeared in most f of our fields. We know

of course, that there is much that has been handed down that is erroneous, but
is

the tendency/today ± to accept ancient documents as true, unless we have

evidence of falsity. The tendency is to accept that which we ibbam discover
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as representing fact unless we have proof of error, rather than the r revers

reverse, as was formerly the case. This is true, except in the Biblical field.

In the Biblical field archaeology has had tremendous effect too, of courset.

I will i4er to that effect later, and many of those who thoroughly accept the

documentary hypotheses do admit a great deal of accuracy in the accounts, even

in the P documeit. But, in the general area of the Biblical field, even as

recently as last year, I saw a very strong instance of this extreme skeptical

attitude which I think would be xp repudiated by most workers in this field

as it would by most in other fields. This is an article in Harper's Magazine

last July last August, rahter, entitled, "The Untold Story of the Dead Sea

Scrolls" xxthi by John Marco Allegro (sp? last two names) who has

been one of the active workers in the Dead Sea Scrolls. And toward the

end of it, after referring to the way the Gospels and Acts were put together

by these processes, he says, "Is it conceivable that such amazingly intricate

literary compositions, woven from so many strands of text and tradition

can also be authentic descriptions of idLico actual events of the first

century? My 2wii own answer is "No." x "Nevertheless, some core of
h?

üxtxr history probably exists in the story of Jesus and His followers; and

we might reasonably seek it in the history f of the Essene movement, and

its leader, the so-called Teacher of Righteousness teacheiof righteousness.

You see he practically rules aside any ev en existence of Jesus. It's merely

a reflection of tk this teacher of righteousness of ;whom we know very, very

little. This is an extreme example of the retention of this attitude of

skepticism, and hardly to be paralleled in the attitude of most scholars today.

Now the second aspect of these movements which lasted largely for

nearly two centuries is what might be El called "historicism." Now in

present-days books on BitL.4 iQ±xtx criticism the word "historicism"

general literary criti-e4sm

the word "historicism" is very commonly found. Historicism, in its start, was
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a good thing. It was the idea that we do not study things absolutely by

themselves, but we see a relationship, we see a development, and this gave

great advance and help in study. But it was speedily carried to a rather

absurd extreme, and followed this extreme to such an extent that some of our

leading literary scholars AN today devote a considerable ±xtxfxxiA part fff

their time to attacking the remnants of historicism they still find in

literary study. This found its expression, for instance, in the idea about

ballads. It was advanced by G'iiir Grimm the theory, and Professor

Guninere Gummere and Kittredge Kit Kitredgq.-supported it
that all

strongly in this country,/ Mi of our old ballads in our various countries

are mm= communal developments. They develop by the people They are

developed by the people, not by any author. There was a dance. And as

the people danced someone thought of a line and gave it offered it

Somebody else thought of a line; somebody else thought of a line. Gradually

these lines came together and gradually there was developed developed

some of the things they said along with the dances, and thus the ballads

developed. P'efeo1 Pd Professor Louise Pund Pound of

the University of Nebraska, sister of the famous Roscoe Pound who was the

dean of the Harvard Law School, in 1921 published a volume on this, in which

she 4rather completely disproved this theory. Her book kx has been reprinted

in 1948 and in 1962. So that you can see there is still rather considerable

interest in this question, but it is pretty well recognized that this theory

of the communal production of the ballads has pretty well given way to

recognition that wherever there is a work of art there is an author. It was
clear)

held about epics, Homer and other epics, that they grow out of the ft" folk (?)(not

consciousness, and that they gradually develop and show the attitude f of the

people, and gradually you we just get this accretion of people's ideas.

Professor Albert Gerard, Professor of General and Comparative Literature, in

Stanford University, in his Preface to World Literature New Irk York 1940,

gave rather great attention to this, and he said, "Against this romantic theory
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of obscured growth g the individualist conception has managed to hold

its ground even to recapture some important positions. The burden of proof
or a committee

is on the side of both and is as follows: "To dissolve Homer into a myth/much
S?

stronger acid would be needed than the Wolfian school has been xi able to
(is this a continuation of the quote?)

supply.'/ Although the theory of unconscious growth presents itself with a

formidable apparatus of scholarship it remains in many cases a product of the

romantic imagination. The evidence it adduces is fr frequently not actual but

hypothetical. The Faust legend and the William Tell saga had survived humbly

until the end of the 18th century, but it would be a mockery to assert that they

automatically assumed definite shape, that they got themselves written down

somehow by scribes known as Goethe and Schiller." Professor Gerard says in the

same book, "It is not denied that literature uses the same stuff, but it is

claimed that folklore is turned into literature only through an individual act

of conscious orgnnication. A book is a piece of work, not an accident."

Professor R. W. Chambers of London University was one of the great leaders in

demolishing this approach. He said in his book, 'I Man's Unconquerable Mind in

1939: "Fortunately twenty years ago that great teacher of English Sir Arthur

Quiller Couch (sp?) gave his answer to the problem: 'Gentlemen, I wish I could

persuade you to rei remember xxi that you are English and go always for

the thing, casting out of your vocabulary all such words as ±ic±x*iná

'tendencies', *bud ' influences', revivals

'tendencies,' 'influences,' 'revivals,' 'revolts.' Tendencies did not write

the £xxtr Canterbury Tales Geoffrey Chaucerw wrote them. Influences did

not make the Faerie/Queene Edmund x Spenser made it And similarly




(Where
Chambers and others have dealt with these theories and they today are "unquote"

here?)
comparatively neglected. There are very few who still hold to these historicist

theories. Now it mxx may not be obvious immediately--the ii relation of this

to the Pentateuch- but actually the very foundation of Wellhausen's theory

was the idea of a development which we trace through the J and the E and th D

and the P documents. And it is interesting to note, as I have in going through
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maybe twenty brooks published within the last twenty years in America which

present this theory dogmatically as fact, that nearly all of them makd some

slighting remark about Welihausen 's theory of development, and say, "Even if

this theory of development does not hold water at all, nevertheless we still

believe in these sources definitely. A professor from Harvard university in

my hearing not long ago said, "The Graf-Welihausen theory is as dead as a

dodo." is dead dodo Yet he insisted in the once independent

existence of the J, E, D, and P/ documents. So if the theory is dead,

what he means is the development idea back of it is dead, but he holds actually

to it as far as we are concerned, the division into these various alleged

documents.

Not this historicism is a very interesting aspect, but I want to go t

on to say a few words about the third, the idea of source diviion. We have

already referred to that a little here of course. Homer It began to receive

wide publicity with Wolf's lectures about Homer. Mk Goethe was so impressed

with it that he went to Wolf's daughter and asked her to hide him behind a

curtain so that Wolf would not be embarrassed by having the famous poet in his

classroom, and yet he would be able to hear Wolf's lectures. He was

t tremendously impressed with them, and declared his adherence to them, and

then reread the I1ad and the Qys and declared that it was utterly

impossible that a work of such genius as this could ever have come into

existence simply by the coming together of various lays. As Professor

chambers says, "You cannot take a number of motorcycles and make a truck

out of them." ( Didn"t he actually say a "Rolls-Royce"?) That's Chambers'

simile rather than Goethe's, but Goethe expresses pretty much the same idea.

However, Wolf's theory was gained attention very widely and very rapidly

in Geiiian4. In England there was for a time strong opposition against it.

One Englishman, speaking about Wolf's teaching and the teaching of his

associate Hay (sp?) said he thought the theory was wolfish heinous.

And for quite a time there was much opposition to it, though Coleridge and
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some others came out strongly for it, and eventually it completely carried the

day in England. Here I have E. V. (? ? ) 7

Translation of the Odyssey translation of the Odyssey. Review(?)

was referred to this morning by one of our speakers. R says in his

introduction Introduction to the Odyssey: "Homer's ±ti Iliad and

Odyssey have from time to time afforded a first-class battleground for scholars.

In the 19th century in particular German critics were at endless Mix= pains

to show, not only that the two works are not the product of a single brain,

but that each is a piece of intricate and rather ill-sewn patchwork. In this

process Homer diaappeared. By now he has been firmly reestablished on

his throne, and his readers may feel as sure they are in one man's hands as

they do when they turn to As You Like It after reading King John." I think

that's a very good comparison, because when you take the tremendous difference
and

between As You Like It/r King John and realize the same writer wrote them

there is no reason why the iffx different parts of Home, or of the

Pentateuch, should not have been written by the same writer. Professor Wellek
Lz '

of Yale Unitersity, referring to Lochman? , the German who divided

the Pentateuch, or who divided Mr the Iliad into twenty lays which he said

had somehow come together, he says it was L' also who started

the long course of 1r absurdities in the theories of the division of the

(sp?) Niebelungenlied Today most scholars feel 1kxt that the Niebelungenlied (sp?)
came?

Beowulf, Piers Plowman these other works, come from one author originally.

I suppose most of you are familiar with the name of E. A. Hausmann, the English

poet and professor of classics. Hausmann (sp?) published an

edition of the Satires of Juvenal In his edition, he said in the Introduction,

"You will not find anything about source hunting in my hook." He s±i said,

"Others will show you how the Satires of Juvenal are all derived from the

Satires of Ternus (sp?) and other satirists of whose writings nothing

has been preserved." "But," he said, ia you won't find anything of that

in my writings, and he proceeded to disparage the whole process, and it has been
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pretty well given rn up, not entirely, by any means, but pretty well given up,

except in the Biblical field.

Now the fourth aspect, just briefly to mention, does not apply to the

other fields, but only to the Biblical, and that is the extreme dogmatism with

which the Graf-Welihausen has been held. Professor Cyrus Gordon, in an Nt

article in Christianity Today, mentioned that tk he knew professors in

Protestant .in seminaries, in Roman Catholic seminaries, in Jewish

seminaries, wo regarded it as r± rife(?) heresy to question

that the J, E, or P documents existed as separate entities, and that this was

one point on which these men simply felt any compromise was impossible.

Welihausen and his successors worked out a system of arrangement which verses

were J, B, D,and P, and that has been repeated over and over, with hardly a

change until, as I say, there are at least a score of books published in
as

America within the last twenty years, I mean/scholarly books, to say nothing

of perhaps another thirty or forty popular books, hooks for Sunday School

and so forth, that presented as established fact; they tell you exactly which

verse%, or even which half of a verse, or which three words, belong to each of

these documents. I have within the last few months taken most of these

recent books% and listed what verses they give right tk through the Pentateuch

to each of these, and I alive found no two of them that agree exactly. No two

exactly. And yet one will say, "This verse has the unmistakable style f of P."

and one of the others gives the same verse to J. It is the extreme dogmatism

which still persists in the Biblical field w is something which did not apply

in the other fields, for instance, L divided Homer up into

twenty lays, but others who followed him divided them into ten or fifteen and

their division was quite different from L 's division, and there

is a whole series of changing views about the Pentateuch, even as there was

xmM about Homer up until 1878 when Welihausen's publication crystallized it

into the form which is still held, with only minor variations, up to the present

day.
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Now that is the first part of what I wanted to present, but I do want to

present to you a second aspect that I think is quite important. If you will

take almost any of these books today, that give you the time line I of the Bible,

or the coming into existence of the various parts of the Pentateuch, and they'll

have a chart which shows it. The chart will he very much like Welihausen would

have made. Some will say 1050. Most will say about 850 or 950. They'll

start a line for 1], xXkc and they'll show the line coming down. They'll have

a line for E starting a century later, and they'll have them combined. The line

for D starts about 621; and it combiness, and then then have the line for P

starting later, and it combines; but there's something new that Welihausen would

have been shocked to see. And that new think is a dotted line above each of

/
these. And each of these, from the place where the straight line starts, that

(shows the literary appearance of these documents, there's the dotted ±± line

that goes up arid comes together at the top, and this is the line of tradition.

And this, ft of course, this change, is the resultx of archaeology which at

point after point after point in the Pentateuch, has shown how the background

of it fits with situations in the times of the patriarchs, and does not fit with

the knowledge what7Iwwdtx1 that would have been available to people in

the times when these at documents were supposed to have been written.

And so our most scholarly recent writers from this viewpoint will say that the

P document contains much, much material that goes way back to the times of the

patriarchs, but passed down orally by this oral tradition shown on these dotted

lines. Now here we get into an area where material from the study of Homer

I think throws very N interesting light, and I'd like to call direct your

attention to something that I've x ixid only recently noticed noticed

only recently what I think is very ç1 important on it. Incidentally, I might

mention here that right in this very building a year ago last summer there was

a s±x lecture given on "Composition and Corroboration in Classical and Biblical

Studies" by one who is with us today, which is published somewhat large in this
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book by Edwin wr4 Yaincluchi And there is

much very valuable material about the Pentateuch and about Homer and about

certain other aspects in this which you will find very valuable if you have

a chance opportnnity to see it. Now what I have to say here will

overlap a little with this, but deals more with certain aspects that are not

dealt with in it. That is the situation as regards Homer. Homer is t not

today considered by all writers as having been one man who wrote both f of

these epics complete. Much of the previous attitude remains, but there is
many

today an attitude among a great/D= scholars that at least the Iliad was

written by one man, even though of course he used previous ideas and

wittxk)cx previous material. There are three important new aspects

in relation to our study of Homer. One of these is the evidence from archaeology.

Ileinrich i Schliemann (sp?) who by the way was an

American citizen, went to Greece when people generally considered Homer to be

just a lot ± of lays coming together in this f form, he went over to Greece

and to Asia Minor, and there he dug into the mound of Hisserlich (sp?)

and there he found the remains f of a city, and later students, later

excavators don't think that he had the right stratum for the Trojan War

related to Homer, kx but they do agree that this is indeed the basis of the

Trojan War. Here is a city with strong walls, and with evidence within it of
there in

temporary booths built in/the city of the stratum 7A showing a long siege

that these people crowded in from the environment, and then a terrible

destruction, much burning. It fits with the idea of a great attack and a great

destruction; and the Trojan War is considered to have actually occurred. Now

of course nobody today thinks that M Venus and At Athene came Li flying

through the air and doing the things that Homer describes as having occurred.

But the fact that there was a Trojan War would be completely have been

completely forgotten if it were not fin for these Greek epics, and they

preserve for us that fact and certain other very interesting facts. Strabold (sp?)

the geographer of the first century A.D. said that nothing remained of ancient
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Mycenae
in his day. Poeenius a century later said that there

Mycenae
were some very fine ruins whichk he found there. /M is mentioned in

the Iliad as the very headquarters of the Greeks, the place from wiic h

xMWwwwpqgw Agamemnon came, the an who had the largest army and the

largest number of ships, and who had a general sort of leadership f over the

people. Well, Schliemann (sp?) went to Mycenae and excavated there and

found those great shaft graves, found that evidence of the power and of the

wealth of Mycenae, something that did not exist in the time of classical

Greece, but the memory of it was preserved for us 1c through the writings of

the Iliad And so there is in the Iliad preserved a fwi definite

remembrance of eertain great historical events. And this was preserved

through oral tradition, because the writer, nearly all the students today

whether they are like John Scott, and others, men who *i±x insist on the

(not comparatively all of it is unity, and so they are called Unitarians,
clear)

or whether they are like Dennis Page, and a few who boast of bying analysts,

and wanting to divide Homer up; the analysts as well as the Unitarians, unitarians,
mind

believe in one great/M& that gave form to most of it. One great ± poet

is essential to msot present attitudes toward the Iliad and there has been

a gi big swing in the direction of Unitarianism unitarianism, but it's pretty

well x ixxxrxg recognized that this man lived at least three or four

centuries after the time of the destruction of tk Troy. So now we have quite

a parallel to our J document, dnn't we? haven't we? The J document is shown

by the critics, and there's a dotted line back - oral tradition. Here is

Haiier, assuming it how to be one book, yet here's this one I book written at

maybe 750 B.C., and going back maybe 400 years, 450 years, to the Trojan War.

How much has been preserved by oral tradition through these four centuries?

and correctly remembered? Well, the fact of the Trojan War is remembered.

It's a tremendous thing in Homer; but when you go tç to Hisserlich (sp?)

and you find a mound that is five acres in extent, how could five acres

withstand ten years of siege? It's quite evident that the thing is magnified
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way beyond what it was by Homer. And we know in addition tkx to that, that

it is not only far smaller than what Homer represents it, we know that there were

two events, one a time before, and one about the same time, which were far

greater than it. The attack on Crete, the conquest of 1?rt Crete, a mio couple of

centuries earlier, the destruction of that tremendous palace £ of Knosis (sp?)

finds no recollection in hI the Iliad at all. And in the very generation

of the Trojan War there was that great attack on Egypt by the sea peoples, of

whom the Acheans (sp?) were N included. And that finds no

recollection in Homer. And it is only with difficulty that we fixftkx find the

slightest reference to these in other writings. There are preserved in the

Iliad references to one or two customs, or one f or two things which had

disappeared before the time of the Trojan War. There were evidently just a

few relics of them, and those were noticeable. Ajax has his great body shield;

but the zizsbedysshIk body shield had disappeared before the ±äzf time of the

Trojan War; they said simply used a paring (?) shield then.

But Ajax, a big body shield, everybody kwxx noticed, and it was passed on

with r oral tradition, and so we have the body shield preserved. But very little

about the paring (?) shield. Miomer speaks of chariots, and we know that

before the time of the Trojan War chariots were used with great effect in the

Hxrxx Near East. But as you read Homer, about all the chariot is used for

is to get you to the place where you fight, andc then you get off the chariot(s)

and fight. It's quite recognized that he had no real understanding of what the

chariots were for. He preserved the memory of a good many things, but often

very distorted, and tk there are a good many things he ±1xN didn't preserve.

You read Homer and you get the impression the whole period was an utterly

illiterate r± period. There is only one very, very

slight reference to writing in kx Homer, and that is quite obscure. But now
five thousand

we have over/5000 tablets from the Mycenaean age; two thousand of them from

Pylos where Nestor was the king; and we see that writing was very well known
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and widely known during that period, but in Homer's day writing had disappeared

after the Dorian migration, arid the fact of it was forgotten. We know from these

records that the great overlord was called the " "? warnocks (?)

and he was supreme, and the was a rather minor official under

the w. But Homer preserves no recollection of the w?

Agamemnon, the great king, is merely one who has among others who has a supremacy

but who has to urge them and persuade them: he can hardly order them. We find

in the tablets which have been found, about 2000 of them, at Pylos, and quite a

number at Mycenae, we find in these tablets an economy which was worked out to

the smallest ydex detail, listing the servants, listing even the cows and the

pigs, and showing in full detail how everything was autocratically controlled,

utterly different from the individualistic society that is described in Homer.

Oral tradition, oral tn tradition has preserved a few great events, a few great

things, but has forgotten the ordinary things of life, the things we don't bothr

bother to write about, and then when they gradually change we forget all about

them. It has forgotten them. So that if the Pentateuch is written down some

centuries after the time of the patriarchs, we can expect oral tradition on the

analogy (?) (not clear) of Homer to preserve a few special things, and to

forget many other things, more i important often, than those it remembers. And

actually NINIQ archaeology shows us at point after point after point after point
that
tkat there is an accuracy in the background and in the situationx as described

in the Pentateuch that goes far beyond anything that we have in Homer. So that

I would say, ±t1x let's either draw the lines clear back to txtE'ia the time of
the

Moses and say that/things were written down when they occurred, and they are

given accurately, as the archaeological evidence suggests, or let's follow

Welihausen and say they represent the imagination of a ±LtN later time, but let's

make our dotted line much thinner than it is made in these charts. Now, in

concluding, I just want to call your attention to one other analogy.
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In the fourteenth century there was a Venetian who was in prison in Genoa

and there he dictated a xt story of his travels to the East, in French. And

this was written in French. And the story of Marco Polo was copied in maybe

sixty, seventy manuscripts altogether, and a few people read it, kt but most

people thought that it was not very dependable. About fifty years after Marco

Polo, an Eg1ishman, Sir John Mandeville, also wrote a book in French, and of

this book there are over three hundred manuscripts in existence. We have

translations of it into English, Latin, German, Irish, Spanish, Czechish,

Danish, Italian, all over Europe for a couple of centuries . Sir John

Mandeville was widely read iI with his stories about his trip to the East,

and Marco Polo was comparatively neglected. And then it was found that Sir

John Mandeville took, like the supposed Pentateuchal writers,

like the men who are supposed to have combined the Pentateuch, he took a

little from this account of travel, then he took a little from this account,

and then he took a little from this account, and he wove it all together

and he formed his work out of it. And today there are probably a thousand

people /who are familiar with Marco Polo to one who is familiar with Sir

John Ma ndeville. And Sir Henry Ewell (sp?) in his book,

on The Book of Sir Marco Polo
the book of jj Marco Polo says, "With all the intrinsic interest

of Marco Polo's book it may perhaps be doubted if it would have continued to

exercise such fascination on many minds through successive generations were

it not for the difficult questions which it suggests. It is a

/ great book of puzzles, whilst our confidence in the man's veracity is such

/
that we feel certain every puzzle has a solution. Is the Pentateuch, are

the Gospels, is the Bible like Sir John Mandeville, something put

together by a process like this, which we cannot trust, or do we know

the Author, and know that though there may be much we don't understand, much

that is difficult, it is the Word of God, and though there are many

puzzles, we can be confident that every puzzle has a solution.
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