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INTRODUCTION

E or centuries, scholars from many backgrounds have worked on dis-
A covering how the Bible came to be. They were religious and non-
religious, Christians and Jews. Their task was not to prove whether the
Bible’s words were divinely revealed to the authors. That is a question of
faith, not scholarship. Rather, they were trying to learn the history of those
authors: what they wrote, when they wrote, and why they wrote. The solu-
tion that has been the most persuasive for over a century is known as the
Documentary Hypothesis. The idea of this hypothesis is that the Bible’s
first books were formed through a long process. Ancient writers produced
documents of poetry, prose, and law over many hundreds of years. And
then editors used these documents as sources. Those editors fashioned
from these sources the Bible that people have read for some two thousand
years.

Those who disagreed with this hypothesis came from two opposite
ends of the spectrum: the most traditional and the most radical. The
most traditional scholars—mainly fundamentalist Christians and Orthodox
Jews—adhered to the ancient answers to these questions: the first five
books of the Bible were written down by Moses personally, the book of
Joshua was written down by Joshua himself, and so on. The most radical
scholars argued that the Bible’s books were written later and later—and that
they were less and less true.

One problem was that these groups of scholars only rarely engaged
each other. Both traditional and radical scholars (and laypersons who fol-
lowed them) have claimed that the hypothesis has been overthrown, that
“hardly anybody believes that anymore,” but, it must be said, neither group
has ever responded to the classic and current arguments that made the
Documentary Hypothesis the central model of the field. The hypothesis
that, supposedly, no one believes anymore continues to be the model in
which most scholars work. It continues to be taught in courses in major
universities and seminaries. And it continues to be outlined in introductory
textbooks on biblical studies. The primary arguments for it continue to go
undebated——and frequently unmentioned.
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This lack of engagement was unfortunate. I can testify to this from my
personal experience. On one side, I have engaged in discussion and debates
with my more radical colleagues at professional meetings and in print.
And, on the other side, I have sat at the same table with Orthodox rabbis
and with fundamentalist Christian scholars. And when I have presented
this subject in university classes, I have tried to be as sensitive to the feel-
ings of my fundamentalist and orthodox students as possible. The goal was
not to shake them up or produce faith crises. Rather, I urged them to dis-
cuss these matters with their clergy, friends, family, or whomever they
trusted to be helpful to them. I hope that we have all learned that we can sit
down with people with whom we disagree and learn together. And so it is a
shame that traditional and radical scholars so rarely engage the scholarship
with which they disagree.

This should not come down to humorous disdain for the positions of
others. It must come down to evidence. The collection of evidence in this
book is meant to be the largest tabulation of evidence in one place to date.
And it is hard data. “Style” is not included here, for example, since style is
not usually a satisfactory criterion for distinguishing sources because it
often involves subjective judgments. The exception is when we can observe
an element of style that is definable and quantifiable. As an example of
such an element, punning (paronomasia} occurs frequently in some of the
sources but is rare in others.’

The straightforward tabulation of evidence appears in the pages that
follow this introduction. The heart and soul of this book, though, are to be
found in the text of the Bible itself, which follows that tabulation. In this
book you will find the text of the first five books of the Bible: Genesis, Exo-
dus, Leviticus, Numbers, and Deuteronomy. These books are known collec-
tively by several names: as the Torah (from the Hebrew word meaning
“instruction”), as the Humash (from the Hebrew word meaning “five”), as
the Pentateuch (from the Greek, meaning “five scrolls”), and as the Five
Books of Moses (reflecting the tradition that Moses first wrote them down).
The sources of these five books are distinguished from one another by
means of differing type font styles and colors. The most persuasive thing is
to read the text itself with the sources distinguished. One can choose any of
several ways to do this. One can read the component texts individually all
the way through, one at a time. Or the reader can take several biblical sto-
ries and read each of them with an eye on the component stories coming

'Punning occurs frequently, for example, in the texts known in scholarship as the
sources | and E, but it is rare in the texts known as the sources P and D.
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together. Or the reader may choose to do what I did myself when I worked
on this text: When I did my translation, 1 did not start at Genesis 1:1 and
proceed in order. Rather, I translated the work in the order in which it was
written.” | thus experienced, in a way, the formation of the Torah from its
sources into what became the first five books of the Bible. It was an inspir-
ing and instructive experience indeed, and now everyone who wishes is
able to experience the formation of these books as well.
The purposes of this book, therefore, are:

1. To present the largest collection of evidence ever assembled in one
place concerning this hypothesis.

2. To make it possible to read each of the source texts individually, to
see their artistry, their views of God, Israel, and humankind, and
their connection to their moment in history.

3. To make it possible to see the steps in the Bible’s formation out of
these sources.

4. To help readers appreciate that the whole is more than the sum of
its parts. The Bible is a rich, complex, beautiful work as a result of
the extraordinary way in which it was created.

The basic hypothesis is: These biblical books were assembled from
sources. The historical context in which these sources were written and
then edited together was as follows:

For two centuries (from 922 to 722 BCE) the biblical promised land was
divided into two kingdoms: the kingdom of Israel in the north and the
kingdom of Judah in the south. A text known as J was composed during
this period. It is called ] because, from its very first sentence, it refers to
God by the proper name of YHWH (Jahwe in German, which was the lan-
guage of many of the founding works in this field). It includes the famous
biblical stories of the garden of Eden, Cain and Abel, the flood, the tower of
Babylon (“Babel”), plus stories of the patriarchs Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob,
as well as stories of Joseph and then of Moses, the exodus from Egypt, the
revelation at Mount Sinai, and Israel’s travels through the wilderness to the
promised land. ] was composed by an author living in the southern king-
dom of Judah.

?| first translated |, then E. Then | pursued the editing of | and E together by the redac-
tor known as RJE. Then | translated P, then D (in its stages). Then | translated the remain-
ing small texts (such as Genesis 14). And then | pursued the editing of all these together
by the redactor known as R.
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A second text, known as E, was composed during this same period. E
was composed by a priest living in the northern kingdom of Israel. It is
called E because it refers to the deity simply as God, which in the original
Hebrew is Elohim, or by the divine name El in its stories until the time of
Moses. That is, unlike ], the E text developed the idea that the proper name
of God, YHWH, was not known on earth until God chose to reveal it to
Moses. E does not include any stories of the earth’s early history, such as
creation or the flood. Its first part appears to be missing. It begins in the
middle of the story of Abraham. It then includes stories of Isaac, Jacob,
Joseph, Moses, the plagues and exodus, the revelation at the mountain, and
the wilderness travels. Some of these stories have parallels in the | stories,
and some of them are different. For example, E includes the stories of
the near sacrifice of Isaac and of the golden calf, which do not appear in J.
J includes the story of Sodom and Gomorrah, which does not appear in E.
And both | and E have the story of Joseph’s being sold into slavery, but the
details of how it happened differ. E also includes a law code (Exodus 21-23),
which has no parallel in J.

In the year 722 BCE, the Assyrian empire destroyed the northern king-
dom of Israel. | and E were then no longer separated by a border. These two
versions of the people’s history now existed side by side in the kingdom of
Judah. In the years that followed, someone assembled a history that used
both J and E as sources. The editor/historian who combined ] and E into a
single work is known as the Redactor of JE, or RJE for short.

The third main source is known as P because one of its central con-
cerns is the priesthood. In critical scholarship, there are two main views of
when it was composed. One view is that P was the latest of the sources,
composed in the sixth or fifth century Bce. The other view is that P was
composed not long after ] and E were combined—specifically, that it was
produced by the Jerusalem priesthood as an alternative to the history told in
JE. Linguistic evidence now supports the latter view and virtually rules out
the late date for P.3 P, like E, involves both stories and laws. The P laws and
instructions take up half of the books of Exodus and Numbers and practi-
cally all of the book of Leviticus. The P stories parallel the JE stories to
a large extent in both content and order, including stories of creation,
the flood, the divine covenant with Abraham, accounts of Isaac and Jacob,
the enslavement, exodus, Sinai, and wilderness. Also like E, the P stories

3This is discussed below. | have also brought evidence for the earlier date for P in The
Exile and Biblical Narrative, in Who Wrote the Bible?, and in “Torah” in The Anchor Bible
Dictionary (New York: Doubleday, 1992), vol. 6, pp. 605-622.
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follow the idea that the divine name YHWH was not known until the time
of Moses.

The final main source is known as D because it takes up most of the
book of Deuteronomy. More specifically, Deuteronomy comprises: (1) a law
code that takes up chapters 12-206, known as Din; (2) an introductory text
that precedes this law code and casts the book as the farewell speech of
Moses before his death, taking up chapters 1—11, and then a continuation of
this text following the law code, taking up chapters 27-30; (3) two old poems
that are included as a parting message from Moses for the future (chapters
32 and 33); and (4) reports of the last acts of Moses, bringing together por-
tions from all the sources (], E, P, and D). D is part of a longer work, known
as the Deuteronomistic History (Dtr), which includes the books of Deuter-
onomy, Joshua, Judges, 1 and 2 Samuel, and 1 and 2 Kings. Dtr contains
sources that are as old as ] and E or possibly even older, but the formation of
the work took place in the reign of King Josiah of Judah, circa 622 BcE. Tt
was later extended into a slightly longer second edition; this took place dur-
ing the exile that followed the destruction of the southern kingdom of Judah
by Babylon in 587 Bce. The original, Josianic edition of the Deuteronomistic
history is called Dtrr; and the second, exilic edition is called Dtra.

All these sources and editions were put together by an editor into
the final five-book work. This final editor is known as the Redactor, or for
short: R.

The next section of this book is a collection of evidence, containing the
seven main bodies of evidence in support of this hypothesis. After that
section comes the text of the first five books of the Bible in English trans-
lation. The sources and editing are identified in that text by distinctly styled
and colored fonts.

Identification of the sources was attempted in books as long as a hun-
dred years ago. One work, called “The Polychrome Bible” (1903), used
colors. Another used lines and columns in the text (Carpenter and Hartford-
Battersby, 1902). These were not successful. I do not know all of the rea-
sons, but I can readily imagine the problems of printing and cost involved
in those days. But advances in technology in our generation have now made
it possible for everyone to have a Bible with this information.

In order to make the sources easy to identify at a glance, we found that
it was best to use a variety of tools available for printing: various fonts, bold
and italic typefaces. We were also able to use two colors to aid identification,
and we used background screens to show where redactors had added to the
text. A key to the sources appears on page 32. A brief version of the key
appears at the top of each right-hand page as an additional aid.
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ADDITIONAL NOTES

The English translation here is my own. For those who are interested, my
explanation of the standards of my translation may be found in my Com-
mentary on the Torah, pp. xili—xvi.*

Some of these sources and editorial work extend beyond Deuteronomy.
I have presented evidence elsewhere that | continues into a narrative that is
distributed through the books of Joshua, Judges, 1 and 2 Samuel, and the
first two chapters of 1 Kings.’ P also appears to me clearly to continue into
the latter half of the book of Joshua. And Dtrr and Dtr2 encompass the
books of Deuteronomy through 2 Kings. But these go beyond the scope of
this book, which is meant to cover the five books of the Torah.

The process of identifying the sources is a continuing task. Some of the
source identifications of verses here are different from those I made in Who
Wrote the Bible?, which first appeared fifteen years ago, and which were
modified in a second edition. Where these differences occur, readers should
regard the identifications in this book as representing my more recent
thinking.

I have assembled evidence in other books and articles to show the flaws
in recent attacks on the Documentary Hypothesis from the radical and tra-
ditional ends of the spectrum. The present book is more concerned with
the positive presentation of the evidence on which the hypothesis stands.
For those who wish to see the evidence against those recent attacks, see the
Appendix in The Hidden Book in the Bible (pp. 350-378); and my articles
“Solomon and the Great Histories,” in Jerusalem in Bible and Archaeology—
The First Temple Period, ed. Ann Killebrew and Andrew Vaughn (Atlanta:
Society of Biblical Literature, 2002); “An Essay on Method,” in Le-David
Maskil, ed. Richard Elliott Friedman and William Henry Propp (Biblical and
Judaic Studies from the University of California, San Diego; Winona Lake,
IN: Eisenbrauns, 2003); “Some Recent Non-arguments Concerning the
Documentary Hypothesis,” in Texts, Temples, and Traditions: A Tribute to
Menahem Haran, ed. Michael Fox et al. (Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns,
1996), pp. 87-101; and “Late for a Very Important Date,” Bible Review 9:6

(1993): 12-16.

“One difference: italics for emphasis in the Commentary on the Torah are eliminated
here because they might be misunderstood to be a source marker.

’R. E. Friedman, The Hidden Book in the Bible (San Francisco: HarperSanFrancisco,
1998).



COLLECTION
OF EVIDENCE

The Seven Main Arguments

The process of identifying the biblical sources took centuries. The process
of refining our identifications of these sources has been ongoing, and it
continues to the present day. Initially, it was a tentative division based on
simple factors: where the name of God appeared in the texts, similar stories
appearing twice in the texts, contradictions of fact between one text and
another. Accounts of this early identifying and refining may be found in
many introductions to this subject and in my Who Wrote the Bible? The col-
lection of evidence here is not a review of that history of the subject. It is a
tabulation of the evidence that has emerged that establishes the hypothesis.
It is grouped here in seven categories, which form the seven main argu-
ments for the hypothesis in my judgment.

1. LINGUISTIC

When we separate the texts that have been identified with the various
sources, we find that they reflect the Hebrew language of several distinct
periods.

The development of Hebrew that we observe through these successive
periods indicates that:

+ The Hebrew of | and E comes from the earliest stage of biblical
Hebrew.

4+ The Hebrew of P comes from a later stage of the language.

+ The Hebrew of the Deuteronomistic texts comes from a still later
stage of the language.

+ P comes from an earlier stage of Hebrew than the Hebrew of the
book of Ezekiel (which comes from the time of the Babylonian
exile).
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+ All of these main sources come from a stage of Hebrew known as
Classical Biblical Hebrew, which is earlier than the Hebrew of the
postexilic, Persian period (known as Late Biblical Hebrew).

This chronology of the language of the sources is confirmed by Hebrew
texts outside the Bible. The characteristics of Classical Biblical Hebrew are
confirmed through comparison with inscriptions that have been discovered
through archaeology, which come from the period before the Babylonian
exile (587 BCE). The characteristics of Late Biblical Hebrew are confirmed
through comparison with the Hebrew of later sources such as the Dead Sea
Scrolls.!

Despite the power of this evidence, it is practically never mentioned by
those who oppose the hypothesis.

2. TERMINOLOGY

Certain words and phrases occur disproportionately—or even entirely—in
one source but not in others. The quantity of such terms that consistently
belong to a particular source is considerable. Thus:

The mountain that is called Sinai in ] and P (twenty times) is called
Horeb or “the Mountain of God” in E and D (fourteen times). In thirty-four
occurrences of these names, there is no exception to this distinction.

The phrase “in that very day” (be‘esem hayyom hazzeh) occurs eleven
times in the Torah. Ten of the eleven are in P. (And the eleventh is in R, in
a passage that R modeled on P; Deut 32:48.)

The phrase “the place where YHWH sets his name” or “the place
where YHWH tents his name” occurs ten times in D but never in ], E, or P.

'Robert Polzin, Late Biblical Hebrew: Toward an Historical Typology of Biblical Hebrew
Prose (Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1976); Gary Rendsburg, “Late Biblical Hebrew and the
Date of P,” Journal of the Ancient Near Eastern Society 12 (1980): 65-80; Ziony Zevit, “Con-
verging Lines of Evidence Bearing on the Date of P,” Zeitschrift fur die alttestamentliche
Wissenschaft 94 (1982): 502-509; Jacob Milgrom, Leviticus 1-16, Anchor Bible 3 (New York:
Doubleday, 1991), pp. 3-13; Milgrom, “Numbers, Book of,” Anchor Bible Dictionary, vol. 4,
pp. 1148-1149; Avi Hurvitz, “The Evidence of Language in Dating the Priestly Code,”
Revue Biblique 81 (1974): 24-56; Hurvitz, A Linguistic Study of the Relationship Between the
Priestly Source and the Book of Ezekiel (Paris: Gabalda, 1982); Hurvitz, s> b
(Jerusalem: Bialik Institute, 1972); Hurvitz, “Continuity and Innovation in Biblical
Hebrew—The Case of ‘Semantic Change’ in Post-Exilic Writings,” Abr-Naharaim Supp. 4
(1995), pp. 1-10; Hurvitz, “The Usage of i and 713 in the Bible and Its Implication for
the Date of P,” Harvard Theological Review 60 (1967): 117—121; Ronald Hendel, “Beget-
ting’ and ‘Being Born’ in the Pentateuch: Notes on Historical Linguistics and Source Crit-
icism,” Vetus Testamentum 50 (2000): 38—46.
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The phrase “gathered to his people” as a euphemism for death occurs
eleven times, and all eleven are in P.

The phrase “fire came out from before YHWH” occurs three times,
all in P.

The phrase “and he [or they] fell on his face” occurs eight times, all
in P.

The phrase “be fruitful and multiply” occurs twelve times, all in P.

The phrase “YHWH's glory” (kebod yhwh) occurs thirteen times, and
twelve are in P.

The word “plague” (ngp) occurs fifteen times; fourteen are in P.

The word “possession” (‘ahuzzah) occurs thirty-five times in the Torah,
and thirty-three are in P. (The thirty-fourth is an R passage repeating a
verse from P, and the thirty-fifth is uncertain.)

The word “chieftain” (nasi’) occurs sixty-nine times in the Torah. Sixty-
seven are in P. (The other two are in | and E.)

The word “congregation” (‘edah) occurs more than one hundred times
in the Torah, all in P, without a single exception.

The root dp occurs eight times in the Torah, and they are all in P.

The word “property” (rekus) occurs in the anomalous source in Genesis
14 (four times) and once in the words of the Redactor. It occurs eight times
in the four main sources, and all eight are in P, never in J, E, or D.

The word “complain” (Hebrew lwn and telunot) occurs twenty-three
times in the Torah, and twenty-two are in P.

The word “cubit” occurs fifty-nine times in the Torah, and fifty-six
are in P.

The term “to expire” (gw’) occurs eleven times in P but never in J,
E, or D.

The phrase “lengthen your days in the land” occurs twelve times, and
eleven are in D.

The phrase “with all your heart and with all your soul” occurs nine
times, and all are in D.

The phrases “to go after other gods” and “to turn to other gods” and “to
worship other gods” occur thirteen times, all in D.

The phrase “listen to the voice of YHWH" (sm bgwl yhwh) occurs
twelve times, all in D.

The term “to lie with” as a euphemism for sex (skb) occurs thirteen
times in the Torah, and eleven are in J. (The other two occur in a single pas-
sage in E; Gen 30:15-16.)

The term “to know” as a euphemism for sex (yd‘) occurs five times in ]
but never in the other sources.
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The term “Sheol,” identifying the place where the dead go, occurs six
times in | but never in the other sources.
The term “to suffer” (‘sh) occurs seven times, and all seven are in J.2

3. CONSISTENT CONTENT
a) The Revelation of God’s Name

This line of evidence is frequently described as a matter of terminology:
namely, that different sources use different names for God. But that is not
correct. The point is not that sources have different names of God. The
point is that the different sources have a different idea of when the name
YHWH was first revealed to humans. According to J, the name was known
since the earliest generations of humans. Referring to a generation before
the flood, ] says explicitly, “Then it was begun to invoke the name YHWH”
(Gen 4:26). The use of the name by humans may go back even earlier in J,
because Eve uses it when she names Cain (Gen 4:1). But in E and P it is
stated just as explicitly that YHWH does not reveal this name until the gen-
eration of Moses. In Genesis YHWH instead tells Abraham that His name
is El Shadday, thus:

YHWH appeared to Abram and said to him, “I am El Shadday.”
(Gen 17:1)

And then when YHWH speaks to Moses in Exodus, the text says:

And God spoke to Moses and said to him, “I am YHWH. And I
appeared to Abraham, to Isaac, and to Jacob as El Shadday, and
I was not known to them by my name, YHWH.

(Exod 6:2-3)

The sources in the text are then nearly 100 percent consistent on this
matter. The E and P sources identify God as El or simply as “God” (Hebrew:
Elohim) until the name is revealed to Moses. After that, they use the name
YHWH as well. The J source meanwhile uses the name YHWH from the
beginning.

I added one more element to this picture. The | source never uses the
word God (Elohim) in narration. When individual persons in the story are

% have limited the cases here to terminology within the Torah itself. For fifty cases of.
terms that occur disproportionately or entirely in ] or in texts related to ) that are found in
Joshua, Judges, Samuel, and Kings, see R. E. Friedman, The Hidden Book in the Bible,

Appendix 4, pp. 379-389.
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quoted, they may use this word; but the | narrator never uses the word,
without a single exception in the Masoretic Text.

For the entire Torah, the picture is as follows: the names YHWH and El
and the word God (Elohim) occur more than two thousand times, and the
number of exceptions to this picture is three. Despite this phenomenal fact,
we still find writers on this subject asserting that “the names of God” do not
prove anything.

b) The Sacred Objects: Tabernacle, Ark, Cherubs, Urim
and Tummim, Moses’ Staff and Aarow’s Staff

The Tabernacle is mentioned more than two hundred times in P. It receives
more attention than any other subject. It is the only permitted site of sacri-
fice. It is the place where major ceremonies and laws must be carried out. It
is the place where all revelation takes place after Sinai. But it is never so
much as mentioned in J or D. It is mentioned three times in E.

The ark is identified as being crucial to Israel's travels and military suc-
cess in | (Num 10:33-30; 14:44), but it is never mentioned in E.

Golden cherubs spread their wings over the ark in P. And cherubs
guard the way to the garden of Eden in J. But they are not mentioned in
EorD.

In P, the Urim and Tummim are kept in the High Priest’s breastplate
and are used in apparent divine consultation in judgment. But they are
never mentioned in J, E, or D.2

In E, miracles are performed with Moses’ staff (Exod 4:2-5,17, 20;
7:15-17,20b; 9:23; 10:13; 17:5-06,8). But in P, it is Aaron’s staff that is used
for performing miracles (Exod 7:9-12,19; 8:1-2,12-13; Num 17:16-20;
20:8).4

c) Priestly Leadership

In the P source, access to the divine is limited to Aaronid priests. In all the
stories in P, there are no mentions of dreams, of angels, or talking ani-
mals, though these things occur in |, E, and D. As for human leaders: the
words “prophet” and “prophesy” occur thirteen times in E and D, but not
in P (or J). The single exceptional occurrence of the word “prophet” in P

3in the Torah, outside of P, they are mentioned only in the old poem “The Blessing of
Moses” in Deut 33:8.

4The sole possible exception is the P episode of the Red Sea, in which Moses holds his
staff as he raises his hand (the same hand or the other one?) over the sea as it splits.
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(Exod 7:1) uses the word figuratively, and it refers to the High Priest Aaron
himself! Judges, too, are never mentioned in P (as opposed to D, which
says: go to the priest and the judges in matters of law). In P, only the
Aaronid priests have access to the Urim and Tummim. In P, all other, non-
Aaronid Levites are not priests. In P, atonement for sin is to be achieved
only by means of sacrifices that are brought to the Aaronid priests. It is not
achieved by mere repentance or through divine mercy. Indeed, in P the
words “mercy,” “grace,” “repentance,” and “kindness” (hesed) never occur.

This is more than a point of terminology. P not only lacks the terms
that express divine mercy; its stories as well convey the merciful side of God
far less than the other sources’ stories do. For example, in the story of the
scouts whom Moses sends into the land, in the | version God says He will
destroy the people and start over with a new nation descended from Moses;
but Moses intercedes, God relents, and the divine sentence is commuted to
forty years in the wilderness instead. But in P there is no such entreaty and
relenting; God simply declares the forty-year sentence, and that is that. In
both terminology and narrative, P characterizes God as acting according to
justice more than as acting according to mercy. If one wishes to be forgiven
for an offense, one cannot simply be sorry; one must bring a sacrifice to the
priest. As with the absence of angels and prophets, in P the priesthood is
the only sanctioned path to God.

In D, on the other hand, all Levites are priests. P regularly refers to “the
priests and the Levites” (that is, as two separate groups) while D just as reg-
ularly refers to “the Levitical priests” (that is, as a single group).

Further conveying the idea in P that priests are the only channel to
God, there are no blatant anthropomorphisms in P. In ], God walks in the
garden of Eden, personally makes Adam’s and Eve’s first clothing, person-
ally closes Noah’s ark and smells Noah'’s sacrifice. In E, God wrestles with
Jacob and stands on the crag at Meribah as Moses strikes it and water
comes out. And in E and perhaps ] as well, Moses actually sees the form of
God at Sinai/Horeb. In P there is nothing so direct and physical as this. In
P such things are metaphorical, as when the Egyptian magicians say that a
plague is “the finger of God,” or they are mysterious, as when humans are
said to be created “in the image of God,” which may or may not mean
something physical.

d) Numbers

Ages, dates, measurements, numbers, order, and precise instructions are
an obvious, major concern in P. There is nothing even nearly comparable
in degree in |, E, or D.
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4. CONTINUITY OF TEXTS (NARRATIVE FLOW)

One of the most compelling arguments for the existence of the source docu-
ments is the fact that, when the sources are separated from one another, we
can read each source as a flowing, sensible text. That is, the story continues
without a break. One of the primary purposes of this book is to demonstrate
this fact. One can read the texts and see that, when we separate the two flood
stories and read each of them (J and P, Genesis 6—9), for example, each
reads as a complete, continuous story. And we can observe this kind of con-
tinuity through at least 9o percent of the text from Genesis to Deuteronomy.

Specifically, the combined JE text that was assembled by RJE reads as a
flowing narrative, with only an occasional gap. When interrupted by mate-
rial from P or other sources, it picks up after the interruption where it had
left off. The P text likewise is a flowing narrative, with only an occasional
lacuna. Within JE, each of its source texts, | and E, flows sensibly much of
the time as well, but not always. It appears that RJE was willing to make
cuts in his received texts (J and E) to a far greater degree than was R in his
received texts (JE, P, D, and other, smaller texts).

This high degree of narrative continuity in P also weighs against sup-
plementary versions of the hypothesis, in which some scholars propose that
P was never an independent document. They argue that P was rather com-
posed around the JE text as a supplement to it. The narrative flow of P is
entirely contrary to these models.’

One might object that the scholar has simply divided the text in such a
way as to produce this result. But that is not possible. So much of the text
flows smoothly in this way that it is not possible that any scholar could have
constructed it to do so while keeping all the evidence consistently within
sources. The scholar would still have to keep all the sources’ similar ver-
sions of common stories (known as “doublets”) separated. The scholar
would still have to keep all the characteristic terminology of each source
within the passages attributed to that particular source. The scholar would
still have to keep all the linguistic evidence for the stages of Hebrew intact,
all the occurrences of the divine name consistent within sources, and all the
other lines of evidence intact—all of this while producing stories that flow
smoothly. I submit that no such phenomenally consistent results would be
possible to construct.

See William H. C. Propp, “The Priestly Source Recovered Intact?” Vetus Testamentum
46 {1996): 458—478, for bibliography and treatment of the arguments on this matter. To
my mind, Propp’s arguments and evidence weigh definitively against supplementary
hypotheses.
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5. CONNECTIONS WITH OTHER
PARTS OF THE BIBLE

When distinguished from one another, the individual sources each have
specific affinities with particular portions of the Bible. D has well-known
parallels of wording with the book of Jeremiah. P has such parallels with
the book of Ezekiel. | and E are particularly connected with the book of
Hosea. This is not simply a matter of a coincidence of subject matter in
these parallel texts. It is a proper connection of language and views between
particular sources and particular prophetic works.

a) Jeremiah and D

In treating the book of Jeremiah, it is customary to distinguish the poetic
portions of the book from the prose. When we do so, we find that D has
marked connections to both the poetry and the prose of the book of
Jeremiah.® In the poetry, there are at least forty-five occurrences of terms or
phrases that are characteristic of D and/or the Deuteronomistic history. For
example:

from the smallest to the biggest

stubborn and rebellious

early rain and late rain in its time

grain, wine, oil, herd, flock

they left me

go after Baal (or: other gods)

[domen] on the face of the field

circumcise your heart’

LR R R AR A

they went after emptiness and became empty

®For discussion, history of scholarship, and bibliography on the relationship between
Jeremiah and the Deuteronomistic history, see Jack R. Lundbom, “Jeremiah, Book of,”
Anchor Bible Dictionary, vol. 3, pp. 706—721; R. E. Friedman, “The Deuteronomistic
School,” in Fortunate the Eyes That See: Essays in Honor of David Noel Freedman in Celebra-
tion of His Seventieth Birthday, ed. A. Beck et al. (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1995), pp.
70-80; L. G. Perdue and B. W. Kovacs, eds., A Prophet to the Nations: Essays in Jeremiah
Studies (Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns, 1984); Louis Stulman, The Prose Sermons of the
Book of Jeremiah (Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1986); S. Mowinckel, Zur Komposition des
Buches Jeremia (Oslo, 1914); and Mowinckel, Prophecy and Tradition (Oslo,1946).

’For a lengthier treatment of these texts, even limiting the cases to language that
occurs only in Jeremiah and Dtr and nowhere else in the Hebrew Bible, and further limit-
ing these cases strictly to occurrences of such language that are integral to their poetic
contexts and not suspect of having been added secondarily, see Friedman, “The Deuter-
onomistic School,” pp. 76—78.
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When we examine the prose of Jeremiah, we find an even more perva-
sive array of parallels with the language of D and the Deuteronomistic his-
tory. Thirty chapters of prose in Jeremiah have terms and phrases that are
characteristic of Dtr. For example:

with all my heart and all my soul

brought them out from the land of Egypt, from the iron furnace
all the array of the skies

and it will be, if you listen to YHWH

they left me and burnt incense to other gods

on every high hill and under every attractive tree

obstinacy of heart

an alien, an orphan, or a widow

[God’s] name is called on this house

cast them out from before His face

TR IR I R R R R R R e

your carcass will become food for every bird of the skies and for
the animals of the earth, with no one making them afraid

[ call witness
here, I'm bringing a bad thing

everyone who hears it: his two ears will ring

¢+ 0+ 0+

fire has ignited in my anger

b) Ezekiel and P

Parallels between P and the book of Ezekiel are at least as noticeable and
striking as those between D and Jeremiah. For example:

4+ The P list of blessings and curses in Leviticus 26 promises bless-
ings “if you will go by my laws, and if you will observe my com-
mandments, and you will do them” (26:3), and it promises curses
“if you will reject my laws, and if your souls will scorn my judg-
ments so as not to do all my commandments” (26:14). Ezekiel
indicts the people, drawing on those words: “You did not go by my
laws, and you did not do my judgments” (5:7).

+ The P curses include “you will eat your sons’ flesh” (26:29).
Ezekiel threatens, “fathers will eat sons” (5:10).

+ Ezekiel's warnings in that verse also use the word zrh for scatter-
ing, which likewise occurs in the P curse passage (Lev 26:33); and
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Ezekiel uses the word s’r for a remnant in that verse, which occurs
in the P context as well (Lev 26:36,39).

+ P threatens: “and I shall let loose the wild animal among you, and
it will bereave you . . . and 1 shall bring a sword over you . . . and
1 shall let an epidemic go among you” (Lev 26:22,25). And Ezekiel
says: “I shall let loose hunger and wild animal, and they will be-
reave you, and epidemic and blood will pass through you, and
I shall bring a sword over you” (5:17).

+ In the P version of the exodus from Egypt, YHWH says to Moses,
“I shall bring you to the land that I raised my hand to give to
Abraham, to Isaac, and to Jacob, and I shall give it to you”

(Exod 6:8). In the book of Ezekiel, YHWH says to Ezekiel,
“I brought them to the land that I raised my hand to give to
them” (Ezek 20:28; see also 20:6,42).

4+ There are other matching elements between these two passages,
Exodus 6 and Ezekiel 20. Both have references to YHWH’s mak-
ing Himself known (in the Niphal form of the root yd‘—Exod 6:3;
Ezek 20:5). Both have references to God’s outstretched arm
(Exod 6:6; Ezek 20:33-34).

4+ In P, God charges the priests “to distinguish between the holy
and the secular, and between the impure and the pure” (Lev 10:10).
In Ezekiel, God criticizes the priests because they “have not dis-
tinguished between holy and secular and have not made known
[the difference] between the impure and the pure” (Ezek 22:206).

For more examples, see Exod 6:6—7 and cf. Ezek 20:6,9; see Lev 26:21
and cf. Ezek 20:8; and see Lev 26:43 and cf. Ezek 20:13,16,24.

Especially noteworthy is the recent demonstration by William Propp
that a passage in Ezekiel quotes a passage from P that is divided as it stands
in the combined text of the Torah.®

¢) Hosea and | and E

Hosea, meanwhile, when speaking about Jacob and Esau, cites only ] and E,
but nothing of the P version of those events:

In the womb he “heeled” his brother,
and by his might he fought with God,
and he fought with an angel and was able;

8See note 5.
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he cried, and he was gracious to him.
He found him at Beth-El,

and there He spoke with him.

(Hos 12:4-5)

The connection between the womb and the grabbing of his brother’s heel
is well known from | (Gen 25:24-20). The fighting with God® and being
“able” connects to an equally well known passage from E (Gen 32:25-31).
The reference to finding him at Beth-El and especially referring to speaking
“with” (Hebrew ‘im) him calls to mind the ] version of the story of the reve-
lation to Jacob (Gen 28:13-16,19)."

Hosea also refers to the Israelites” heresy at Baal Peor (Hos 9:10). This
event is known from | (Num 25:1-5). Only ] refers to it as “Baal Peor.” The
P version of this event speaks of “the matter of Peor” (Num 25:18 [twice];
31:16) but never uses the name Baal Peor.

d) J and the Court History

A vast series of connections exists between ] and the Court History of
David, which takes up nearly all of the book of 2 Samuel. This has been
observed by many scholars during the past century. They have offered a
variety of explanations for it, including that the two texts were written by
the same author, or that one text imitated the other or was influenced by the
other. T have presented the evidence that ] and the Court History, as well as
some texts in Joshua, Judges, and 1 Samuel, were written by the same
author. 1 refer those who are interested in the broader treatment of this
matter, with bibliography and the evidence and arguments for the common

9The poetic parallel between its being a fight with God and, at the same time, with an
angel corresponds to the E text in Genesis, in which Jacob fights with “a man,” but then
is named Israel, which is explained as meaning “fights with God.” And Jacob names the
place Peni-El, which is explained as meaning “face of God,” because, he says, “I've seen
God face-to-face.” The hypostasis of God through the form of a man is an angel. See my
Commentary on the Torah, pp. 63 and 112; and The Hidden Face of God, pp. 9-13.

'°Alan Jenks argues that this passage in Hosea does not refer specifically to | or E, but
rather to common epic traditions behind those two sources. Jenks, The Elohist and North
Israelite Traditions (Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1977), p. 133. He bases this argument on dif-
ferences of detail: he says that Jacob “heeled” his brother outside the womb, not “in the
womb” in |; and the mention of crying has no referent in the | story. In the first place, in )
Jacob does in fact come out of the womb already holding Esau’s heel—that is, he was
already grasping it from “in” the womb. But more to the point, the text in Hosea is poetry,
and we cannot read it with the specificity of the prose accounts in Genesis. A poet’s
images need not be restricted to the prose text that is their source. Nonetheless, the
details that are included in this text do point to | and E as being its sources, and they do
not point to P or D.



| Collection of Evidence

authorship of | and the Court History, to my The Hidden Book in the Bible."
For the purpose of this present collection of evidence, I simply note the fact
that it is possible to observe a singular connection between the Court His-
tory and |, whereas there is no such connection with E, P, or D. This is fur-
ther strong evidence that | was originally an independent source.

6. RELATIONSHIPS AMONG THE SOURCES:
TO EACH OTHER AND TO HISTORY

The sources each have connections to specific circumstances in history.
And they have identifiable relationships with each other.

a) ] and E and the Kingdoms of Judah and Israel

From 922 to 722, Israel was divided into two kingdoms: the kingdom of
Israel in the north and the kingdom of Judah in the south. | has numerous
elements that connect it with Judah, and E has numerous elements that
connect it with Israel:

In ] Abraham lives in Hebron/Mamre (Gen 13:18; 18:1). Hebron was
Judah'’s capital.

In ] the scouts whom Moses sends see only Hebron and other locations
in Judah; they see nothing of what became the northern kingdom of israel
(Num 17-20,22-24).

In that story, the sole scout who has a positive view is Caleb. The
Calebite territory was located in Judah and included Hebron.

In ]—and only in J—Judah is a significant figure. There is a narrative
about him, the story of Judah and Tamar (Genesis 38). It ends with the birth
of Peres, ancestor of the clan from which the kings of Judah were traced.
Jacob’s deathbed blessing favors Judah and promises his descendants the
scepter. Judah's wife is bat sua‘ (daughter of Shua), paralleling the name of
the wife of David (bat seba’—Bathsheba) and mother of all the kings of
Judah through her son Solomon.” In | Judah is the brother who saves
Joseph from their other brothers’ plans to kill him (Gen 37:26-27; 42:22); it
is Judah who assures Jacob that he will see that Benjamin will safely go to
and return from Egypt (Gen 43:8-9), and it is Judah who speaks for his
brothers and defends Benjamin to Joseph in Egypt (44:18-34).

VA chart in part 4 of the Appendix lists twenty words and phrases that occur only in
these texts and nowhere else in the Hebrew Bible, plus over twenty more that occur dis-
proportionately in these texts; pp. 379—387.

“hat $ua‘ and bat ¥eba* are so similar that the two names are confused with each other
in 1 Chr 3:5.
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Other elements in | connect with the monarchy of Judah. In | God
promises Abraham the land “from the river of Egypt to the great river, the
river Euphrates” (Gen 15:18). This matches the borders attributed to David,
first king of Judah. In J the root of the name Rehoboam (rhb) occurs six
times. (It never occurs in E.) Rehoboam was the first king of Judah as a sep-
arate kingdom from the northern kingdom of Israel.

Other elements in ] relate to the twelve brothers who become the epony-
mous ancestors of the twelve tribes of Israel. In ] the stories of the births and
namings of the brothers cover only the first four: Reuben, Simeon, Levi, and
Judah. That is, it reaches only as far as Judah! Moreover, only Judah, out of
these four, actually survived as a community with a land of its own. Also, in
J there is a report that Reuben has sex with his father Jacob’s concubine;
and in ] there is a story in which Simeon and Levi massacre the men of
Shechem. These acts are singled out in Jacob’s deathbed blessings when he
bypasses these three oldest brothers and promises the monarchy to Judah.

The J story of the massacre at Shechem also casts a negative light on
the acquisition of the city of Shechem. Shechem was the capital of the
northern kingdom of Israel, built by Jeroboam I, the king who had rebelled
against Judah.

In J there is more about Jacob and Esau than in other sources. And in |
Esau is identified as the ancestor of Edom. In | there is also a list of the
kings of Edom (Genesis 36). And | alone has an account of Israel’s en-
counter with Edom during the journey from Egypt to the promised land
(Num 20:14-20). Judah bordered Edom; Israel did not. And it is reported in
Samuel and Kings that David conquered Edom and that it remained subju-
gated to Judah until the reign of Jehoram.

In | the ark is important (Num 10:33-36; 14:41—44), but in E it is never
mentioned. The ark was located in Judah, not in Israel.

According to 1 Kings, the symbols of God’s presence in Judah were
golden cherubs placed over the ark, whereas the symbols of that presence
in Israel were two golden calves, erected by Jeroboam I. Cherubs are men-
tioned in | but not in E. And in |, in the Ten Commandments, the com-
mandment against idols is stated as forbidding molten gods (Exod 34:17).
The golden calves of Israel were molten and are thus forbidden; but the
golden cherubs of Judah were not molten. (They were carved from wood
and then gold plated.)

In E, meanwhile, the connections are disproportionately with the north-
ern kingdom of Israel. And, more specifically, they relate to the Levites of
the priesthood of Shiloh. Thus:

In E Israel acquires its territory at the city of Shechem, the future capi-

+a] AfF Terael Ty a miirehace rather than nyr snalance t _on 33 TA_TAY
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In E the stories of the births and namings of the brothers do not
include Judah (or Reuben, Simeon, and Levi), but they do include all the
tribes that were part of the northern kingdom of Israel: Dan, Naphtali, Gad,
Asher, Issachar, Zebulun, Ephraim, Manasseh, and Benjamin. And in E the
birthright is awarded to Joseph—and since the birthright is a double por-
tion, this results in two tribes being created from Joseph: Ephraim and
Manasseh, which were the two largest tribes of the kingdom of Israel. Fur-
ther, in E Ephraim is favored over Manasseh (Gen 48:13-20); Ephraim was
Jeroboam’s tribe and frequently the dominant tribe of Israel, so much so
that Ephraim is sometimes used in the Hebrew Bible as a euphemism for
the entire northern kingdom. Shechem, which was built by Jeroboam, was
in the hills of Ephraim. And in E there is a pun: when Joseph is awarded
the double portion, it is referred to as “one shoulder over your brothers”
(Gen 48:22), and the word for shoulder there is sekem (i.e. Shechem).

Shechem is identified in the book of Joshua (24:32) as the traditional
burial site of Joseph, and it is in E that the story appears in which Joseph
asks to be buried back in Canaan, not in Egypt. E then contains the notice
in the exodus story that the people take Joseph’s bones with them when
they leave Egypt.

Northern Israel’s first king, Jeroboam I, is associated with another city,
Penuel, which he is reported to have built (r Kgs 12:25). E contains the story
of Jacob’s fight with God, which concludes in the naming of the place
where it happens: Penuel (Gen 32:31).

In E Reuben is the one who saves Joseph from their other brothers’
plans to kill him (Gen 37:22), and it is Reuben who assures Jacob that he
will see that Benjamin will safely go to and return from Egypt (Gen 42:37).

Whereas | is favorable to Judah’'s royal family of David, Solomon,
and Rehoboam, E contains elements that are implicitly critical of them.
Solomon established work-companies (Hebrew missim), a policy of re-
quired labor for the king, which so offended the northern tribes that it is
identified in the book of Kings as a reason for their break with Judah and
formation of the northern kingdom of Israel when Rehoboam came to the
throne: their first act of rebellion is to stone the head of the work-compa-
nies (1 Kgs 12:18). E reflects this pointedly, as it describes the Egyptians’
enslavement of Israel in the words “they set commanders of work-compa-
nies (missim) over it” (Exod 1:11).

Joshua, whether historical or legendary, was understood to have come
from the tribe of Ephraim. And E develops the special standing of Joshua
as Moses’ successor (Exod 17:9-14; 24:13; 32:Ty; 33:11; Num 11:28; Deut
31:14-15, 23), while ] never mentions him.
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E contains a corpus of law, the Covenant Code (Exodus 21—23). This
suggests that E comes from priests since law codes in the Hebrew Bible
otherwise come exclusively from priests (D, P, and Ezekiel).

Other elements of E confirm this priestly connection and point to a
particular northern priestly group. The priests of Shiloh have a specific rela-
tionship with the northern kingdom of Israel and with E. Their place in the
Jerusalem priesthood in Judah suffered when King Solomon expelled their
chief priest, Abiathar, and gave the chief priesthood solely to an Aaronid
priest. The prophet Ahijah from Shiloh instigated Jeroboam’s rebellion
and formation of the northern kingdom (1 Kgs 11:29—39). Later, however,
Jeroboam failed to make these excluded Levites the sole priests of his new
kingdom. Following Jeroboam’s establishment of the golden calves, Ahijah
of Shiloh condemned his dynasty (1 Kgs 14). The E story of the golden calf
corresponds to these events: by saying that Aaron made the golden calf at
Horeb, it denigrates both the Aaronid religious establishment of Jerusalem
and the golden-calf religious establishment of northern Israel. It is the
Levites in this E story, however, who are zealous to destroy the golden-calf
heresy.

While | forbids molten gods, which can throw the golden calves
into question, E forbids “gods of silver and gods of gold” (Exod 20:23),
which likewise may apply to both the northern and southern religious
establishments.

And in E, when Moses sees the golden calf he shatters the tablets that
he had brought down from the mountain, and there is no report of his get-
ting a second set of tablets. This would question whether there are actually
authentic tablets in the ark in Judah.

In E there is also another story in which Aaron is demeaned. Aaron
and Miriam speak against Moses regarding his Cushite wife, but God per-
sonally sides with Moses against Aaron and declares that Moses’ experience
of God is superior to that of Aaron or any other prophet. In both the golden-
calf story and the Cushite wife story, Aaron acknowledges Moses’ superior
standing by addressing him as “my lord.”

b) P and the Period Following the Fall
of the Kingdom of Israel

P has elements that connect it to the time of Hezekiah, king of Judah (715—
687 BCE):

P makes distinctions between Aaronid priests and all other Levites.
This distinction is of tremendous importance in P. It comes up repeatedly
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in the P narrative and law codes. Only the Aaronids may serve as priests; all
other Levites serve as lesser clergy. The book of Chronicles reports that this
distinction was a development of the reign of Hezekiah (2 Chr 31:2). More-
over, this distinction appears in a source of the book of Chronicles that was
composed during the reign of Hezekiah, which argues especially for its
accuracy.” From the time of Wellhausen, this innovation was widely held in
scholarship to derive from the prophet Ezekiel (especially Ezekiel 44), but
this was not correct. Ezekiel does not distinguish Aaronid priests from the
other Levites. He specifically distinguishes one particular group of priests,
the Zadokites, not Aaronids. Moreover, since it has now been shown lin-
guistically that the Hebrew of P precedes that of the book of Ezekiel, it is no
longer possible to argue that this central innovation in P is based on that
prophetic book."* The separation of Aaronid priests from the Levites is a
Hezekian event.

This is complemented by the other major mark of P: centralization of
worship. In J and E, people sacrifice at various locations. But in P, one is
permitted to sacrifice only at the Tabernacle and nowhere else on earth.
This, too, was a Hezekian policy, eliminating all places of sacrificial worship
outside the Temple in Jerusalem. Kings and Chronicles coalesce on this
point: there was no centralization before Hezekiah. The merger of central-
ization with the divisions of priesthood within the Levites is associated with
only one king of Israel or Judah, and that is Hezekiah. (D has centralization
but does not have the divisions of the priesthood; and, in any case, other
well-known aspects of D connect it to the reign of Josiah, Hezekiah’s great-
grandson.)

Only in P is the law of centralization expressed in terms of the Taber-
nacle. P devotes more space and attention to the Tabernacle (also called the
Tent of Meeting) than to any other subject. The construction of the Taber-

3See Baruch Halpern, “Sacred History and Ideology: Chronicles’ Thematic Struc-
ture—Indications of an Earlier Source,” in The Creation of Sacred Literature, ed. R. E.
Friedman (Berkeley: Univ. of California Press, 1981), pp. 35-54; H. G. M. Williamson, Israel
in the Books of Chronicles (Cambridge, England, 1977), pp. 120-125.

'“See note 1 above, especially Hurvitz, “Evidence of Language in Dating the Priestly
Code,") pp. 24—56; Hurvitz, Linguistic Study of the Relationship Between the Priestly Source
and the Book of Ezekiel. For additional evidence that P had to precede Ezekiel, see Propp,
“The Priestly Source Recovered Intact?” in which he shows that a passage in Ezekiel
quotes a passage from P that is divided in the combined text of the Torah; Risa Levitt-
Kohn, “A Prophet Like Moses? Rethinking Ezekiel's Relationship to the Torah,” Zeitschrift
fur die alttestamentliche Wissenschaft 114 (2002): 236—254, showing that the parallels of
terms and phrases in P and Ezekiel reflect Ezekiel's dependence on P and not the reverse;
R. E. Friedman, The Exile and Biblical Narrative (Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1981), pp. 61-64;
Friedman, Who Wrote the Bible? pp. 168—270.
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nacle and related objects takes up two very large sections of P (Exodus 25-31
and 35-39). After its dedication in the last chapter of Exodus, all revelation
takes place there. Sacrifice and various other practices can be performed
there and nowhere else (Lev 1:3,5; 3:2,8,13; 4:5-7,14-18; 6:9,19,23; 14:1I;
16:1-34; 17:1-9; Num 5:17; 6:10; 19:4). And P says more than a dozen
times: the performance of these commandments at the Tabernacle is the law for-
ever (Exod 27:21; 28:43; 30:21; Lev 3:17; 6:11; 10:9; 16:29,34; 17:7; 243,8;
Num 18:23; 19:10). This view in P of the necessity of the Tabernacle’s pres-
ence forever further supports the linguistic and historical connections of P
to the era in which the first Temple was standing in Jerusalem. Scholars in
the nineteenth century thought that the Tabernacle was a fiction, but in the
twentieth century and in the present century archaeological evidence and
internal biblical evidence mutually pointed to the historicity of the Taber-
nacle in ancient Israel.” I assembled evidence that further supported this
conclusion and that indicated that the Tabernacle was located in the first
Temple in Jerusalem.’® This, in turn, agreed with all the other evidence and
arguments that P was composed in the first Temple period. It made no
sense at all to picture P being composed in the postexilic, second Temple
period, because P required all sacrifices and the other ceremonies to be per-
formed only at the Tabernacle, forever—but the Tabernacle no longer existed
in that period!

BFrank Moore Cross, “The Priestly Tabernacle,” Biblical Archaeologist 10 (1947): 45—68;
Cross, Canaanite Myth and Hebrew Epic (Cambridge: Harvard Univ. Press, 1973); Cross,
From Epic to Canon (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins Univ. Press, 1998), pp. 84—95; Y. Aharoni,
“The Solomonic Temple, the Tabernacle, and the Arad Sanctuary,” in Orient and Occident:
Essays Presented to Cyrus H. Gordon on the Occasion of His Sixty-fifth Birthday, ed. H. A.
Hoffner Jr. (Neukirchen: Neukirchener, 1973); Menahem Haran, “Shiloh and Jerusalem:
The Origin of the Priestly Tradition in the Pentateuch,” journal of Biblical Literature 81
(1962): 14—24; Haran, “The Priestly Image of the Tabernacle,” Hebrew Union College
Annual 36 (1965): 191-226; Haran, Temples and Temple Service in Ancient Israel (New York:
Oxford Univ. Press, 1978); Michael M. Homan, To Your Tents, O Israel! (Leiden: Brill,
2002); and see the citations in the note that follows this one.

"“This evidence, argumentation, and bibliography appear in R. E. Friedman, “The
Tabernacle in the Temple,” Biblical Archaeologist 43 (1980): 241—248; The Exile and Biblical
Narrative (Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1981), pp. 48-61; Who Wrote the Bible?, 2d ed. (San
Francisco: HarperSanFrancisco, 1996), pp. 174—-187; “Tabernacle,” Anchor Bible Dictionary
(New York: Doubleday, 1992), vol. 6, pp. 292—300. The only challenge to this position as
of this date has come from Victor Hurowitz, “The Form and Fate of the Tabernacle:
Reflections on a Recent Proposal,” Jewish Quarterly Review 86 (1995): 127-151. Hurowitz's
arguments (which, unfortunately, were marred by some immature discourtesy) have been
criticized by Michael M. Homan, To Your Tents, O Israel! pp. 167-173. See also my com-
ment on one of Hurowitz’s methodological errors in R. E. Friedman, “An Essay on
Method,” in Le-David Maskil, ed. R. E. Friedman and William Henry Propp (Winona Lake,
IN: Eisenbrauns, 2003).
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The same may be said of the ark, tablets, cherubs, and Urim and
Thummim. They are all prominent in P but were associated only with the
first Jerusalem Temple, never with the second, postexilic Temple.

¢) D and the Period of Josiah

D has elements that connect it to the reign of Josiah, king of Judah
(640-609 BCE).

Deuteronomy is part of a seven-book work that tells the history of Israel
from Moses to the exile in Babylon (Deuteronomy, Joshua, Judges, 1 and 2
Samuel, 1 and 2 Kings). This work is called the Deuteronomistic history
because it constructs the fate of Israel in each period by the standards of
Deuteronomy: did the people and their kings follow the commandments in
Deuteronomy or not? The story that begins with Moses culminates in King
Josiah in a number of ways:

In D it is said about Moses, “a prophet did not rise again in Israel like
Moses.” In Kings it is said about Josiah, “after him none rose like him”
(2 Kgs 23:25). This expression, “none rose like him,” is applied to no one
else in the Hebrew Bible.”

In D, Moses says, “love YHWH, your God, with all your heart and with
all your soul and with all your might” (Deut 6:5). In Kings, it is said about
Josiah that he alone turned to YHWH “with all his heart and with all his
soul and with all his might” (2 Kgs 23:25). This threefold expression occurs
nowhere else in the Hebrew Bible.®

In D, Moses instructs that, if a matter of law is too difficult, one should
inquire (drs) what to do via a priest or judge at the chosen place (Deut
17:8-12). Only one king in the Deuteronomistic history is ever pictured as
doing this: Josiah. He inquires via the priest Hilkiah at Jerusalem (2 Kgs
22:13,18).

D also contains the Law of the King. Both the command about inquir-
ing and the Law of the King require that one do exactly as one is instructed
and “not turn from the commandment, right or left” (Deut 17:11,20). This
admonition against turning right or left occurs in two other places in D and
two more places early in Deuteronomistic literature (Josh 1:7; 23:6). Only

'7A text describing Hezekiah as being likewise without parallel uses a different phrase:
“there was none like him” (2 Kgs 18:5). As Moshe Weinfeld has pointed out, Hezekiah is
described in terms related to P while Josiah is described in terms related to D. Weinfeld,
Deuteronomy 1—11, Anchor Bible (New York: Doubleday, 1991}, p. 65.

8| learned this from Baruch Halpern.
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one person in the Hebrew Bible is described as having done this: Josiah
(2 Kgs 22:2).

At the end of D, Moses writes a “scroll of instruction” (seper hattérah)
and instructs the Levites to set it at the side of the ark so it will be there as a
witness in future days (Deut 31:24-29). The scroll of Torah then is rarely
mentioned™ and plays no part in the history until it is found by the priest
Hilkiah in the Temple in Josiah's time (2 Kgs 22:8). The discovery of that
scroll is a turning point for Josiah and for Israel.

In D, Moses says to gather all the people and “in the place that He will
choose, you shall read this instruction in front of all Israel in their ears”
(Deut 31:11). Josiah summons all the people of Judah to the divinely chosen
place (Jerusalem), and “he read in their ears” the scroll of instruction (2 Kgs
23:2). (The idiom “to read in their ears” occurs in only one other place in
the Deuteronomistic history.)*°

Josiah's religious reforms following the reading of the scroll of the
Torah have connections to D as well. According to D, Moses burns the
golden calf and grinds it “thin as dust” (Deut g:21). According to
the Deuteronomistic history, at the site of Jeroboam’s golden calf Josiah
burns the high place “and made it thin as dust” (2 Kgs 23:15). In the
Hebrew Bible, the phrase “thin as dust” occurs only in the Moses and
Josiah contexts. Moreover, when the Deuteronomistic history tells the story
of Jeroboam’s setting up the golden calf, it says that a man of God comes
and proclaims that a king descended from David will some day ruin that
altar, and it adds: “Josiah is his name!” (1 Kgs 13:2).

D says, “you shall demolish (nts) their altars . . . and burn (srp) their
Asherahs” (Deut 12:3). Josiah demolishes (nts) altars and burns (srp) the
Asherah at Jerusalem (2 Kgs 23:6,12).

D prohibits making a statue (“graven image,” Hebrew pesel) five times
(Deut 4:16,23,25; 5:8; 277:15) and instructs the people to “burn the statues of
their gods in fire” (7:25). The word “statue” occurs rarely after that (only in
one story in Judges 17-18 and in one verse about statues among the Samar-
itans, 2 Kgs 17:41). Then King Manasseh puts a statue of Asherah at the
Temple. And it is Josiah who takes that statue out and burns it as com-
manded in Deuteronomy (2 Kgs 23:6).

It is mentioned only in Josh 1:8; 8:31,34; 23:6. Two of these are the same passages
that refer to turning to right or left.

*°Judg 7:3. Here it derives from a source, not from the Deuteronomistic historian him-
self, and the idiom has a different meaning from the passages in D and Kings.
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Josiah, like Hezekiah, establishes exclusive centralization of sacrifice in
Jerusalem. The difference is that Josiah’s centralization is described in the
terms and context of the full Deuteronomistic history that has preceded it,
as we have just seen. Hezekiah's reforms are told in a completely different
set of terms.*’

Josiah’s reforms are connected to instructions that are found in D; the
narrative of Josiah’s making those reforms is told in terms and phrases that
are typically found in D; and Josiah’s reforms are traced to the promulga-
tion of a particular scroll, which is identified by the same words as the scroll
that Moses writes in D. This interlocking chain of connections led to the
extremely widely held view in scholarship that the scroll that was read in
Josiah’s day was D. There have been a variety of conceptions: It may have
been just the law code that appears in Deuteronomy (chapters 12-206). It
may have been the law code and some of the material that precedes and
follows it. It may have been written at the time of Josiah. It may have been
written eatlier and then made public and authoritative in Josiah’s time. But
there is little room for doubt that D is linked in some integral way to the
reign of Josiah.

d) P Follows JE

The P narrative follows the JE narrative in content and in the order of
episodes: creation, flood, Abraham’s migration, Abraham’s parting from
his nephew Lot, the Abrahamic covenant, Hagar and Ishmael, the destruc-
tion of Sodom and Gomorrah, the birth of Isaac, Isaac’s marriage to
Rebekah, Abraham’s death, Jacob and Esau, Jacob’s journey to Aram,
Jacob’s offspring, Jacob’s return to Canaan, the change of Jacob’s name to
Israel, Esau’s offspring, Joseph in Egypt, Jacob's journey to Egypt, the
enslavement of Israel in Egypt, God’s summoning of Moses, the plagues,
the exodus, the Red Sea, manna, the theophany at Sinai/Horeb, the giving
of law at Sinai/Horeb, the departure from Sinai/Horeb, the spies, rebellion
in the wilderness, the heresy at Peor, and Moses’ death.

This following of the JE sequence of events is not simply a matter of
the Redactor’s having arranged the P episodes to match those of JE. We can
know this because P, when read on its own, still flows as a continuous text.
If it were just a collection of rearranged sections, we would not expect it to
flow in this way.

“The account of Hezekiah's reign in fact comes from a separate source that the
Deuteronomistic historian used, not from the historian himself. This source covers the
kings of Judah from Solomon to Hezekiah. See note 13.
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Where P does have a change from what is in JE, we can see the reason
for the change in almost every case in terms of the consistent views of the
author of P. For example, P, without exception, has no sacrifices until the
Tabernacle is established in Exodus 40. P therefore has no story to parallel
the ] story of Cain and Abel, which involves a sacrifice; P has no sacrifice at
the end of the flood story, though | does; P has no sacrifice in the Abra-
hamic covenant (Genesis 17), though | does (Genesis 15); P has no parallel
to the E story of the near-sacrifice of Isaac (and sacrifice of a ram). Also, as
noted above, P has no channels to God outside the priesthood, so it never
includes angels, dreams, or talking animals, and rarely has a blatant anthro-
pomorphism. P therefore has no parallel to the | story of the garden of
Eden, with God walking in the garden and making the humans’ clothes,
and with a talking snake. Nor does P have the JE Balaam story with the talk-
ing ass. P does not have a story of the three angelic visitors to Abraham like
that in J. It does not have the story of Jacob wrestling with God or an angel
at Peni-El as in E, nor does it have a parallel to the | story of the angel in the
burning bush. P does not have the stories of the dreams of Joseph, the
drink steward, the baker, and the pharaoh in its account of Joseph.

P does not have the stories of the golden calf or of Moses’ Cushite wife,
both of which detract from Aaron, the ancestor of the priesthood accord-
ing to P.

P, on the other hand, has an account of Abraham'’s purchase of the
burial cave of Machpelah at Hebron, while ] and E do not; and this fits with
the fact that Hebron was a priestly, Aaronid city (Josh 21:13). This story
claims a legal holding at Hebron.

Observing this consistent relationship between P and the prior sources
is a valuable support for the hypothesis in general, and it helps us to iden-
tify the steps by which the sources were formed and the contexts of the
sources in history. It reveals that P was composed later than JE, that it was
composed by someone who was familiar with | and E in their combined
form, and it indicates that P was composed as an alternative to that JE ver-
sion of Israel’s story. It was a retelling of the story in terms that were more
suitable to the Aaronid priesthood.

7. CONVERGENCE

Above all, the strongest evidence establishing the Documentary Hypothesis is
that several different lines of evidence converge. There are more than thirty
cases of doublets: stories or laws that are repeated in the Torah, sometimes
identically, more often with some differences of detail. The existence of so



| Collection of Evidence

many overlapping texts is noteworthy itself. But their mere existence is not
the strongest argument. One could respond, after all, that this is just a mat-
ter of style or narrative strategy. Similarly, there are hundreds of apparent
contradictions in the text, but one could respond that we can take them one
by one and find some explanation for each contradiction. And, similarly,
there is the matter of the texts that consistently call the deity God while
other texts consistently call God by the name YHWH, to which one could
respond that this is simply like calling someone sometimes by his name
and sometimes by his title. The powerful argument is not any one of these
matters. It is that all these matters converge. When we separate the doublets,
this also results in the resolution of nearly all the contradictions. And when
we separate the doublets, the name of God divides consistently in all but
three out of more than two thousand occurrences. And when we separate
the doublets, the terminology of each source remains consistent within that
source. (I listed twenty-four examples of such terms, which are consistent
through nearly four hundred occurrences, above, in the Terminology sec-
tion.) And when we separate the sources, this produces continuous narra-
tives that flow with only a rare break. And when we separate the sources,
this fits with the linguistic evidence, where the Hebrew of each source fits
consistently with what we know of the Hebrew in each period. And so on
for each of the six categories that precede this section. The name of God
and the doublets were the starting-points of the investigation into the for-
mation of the Bible. But they were not, and are not, major arguments or evi-
dence in themselves. The most compelling argument for the hypothesis is
that this hypothesis best accounts for the fact that all this evidence of so
many kinds comes together so consistently. To this day, no one known to
me who challenged the hypothesis has ever addressed this fact.

Thus, I did not list the doublets as one of the primary arguments for
the hypothesis above. The primary argument is rather that so many double
stories could line up with so many other categories of evidence, composed
of hundreds of points of data. With that larger argument in mind, we can
now take account of the doublets and add them to the picture in this collec-
tion of evidence:

1. Creation. Gen 1:1—2:3 (P) and Gen 2:4b—25 (J).

2. Genealogy from Adam. Gen 4:17-26 (J) and 5:1-28,30—32 (Book
of Records).

3. The flood. Gen 6:5-8; 7:1-5,7,10,12,16b—20,22—-23;
8:2b—3a,6,8-12,13b,20-22 (]) and 6:9-22; 7:8-9,11,13-164a,21,24;
8:1-2a,3b-3,7,13a,14-19; 9:1-17 (P).
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Genealogy from Shem. Gen 10:21-31 (] and P) and 11:10-26
(Book of Records).

Abraham’s migration. Gen 12:1—4a (J) and 12:4b-5 (P).

. Wife/sister. Gen 12:10-20 (J) and 20:1-18 (E) and 26:6-14 (]).

(Triplet)

Abraham and Lot separate. Gen 13:5,7-113,12b-14 (J) and
13:6,11b—122 (P).

The Abrahamic covenant. Genesis 15 (J, E, and R} and 17 (P).
Hagar and Ishmael. Gen 16:1-2,4-14 (J) and 16:3,15-16 (P)

and 21:8-19 (E). (Triplet)

Prophecy of Isaac’s birth. Gen 17:16-19 (P) and 18:10-14 (]).
Naming of Beer-sheba. Gen 21:22—-31 (E) and 26:15-33 (]).
Jacob, Esau, and the departure to the east. Gen 26:34—35; 27:40;
28:1-9 (P) and 27:1-45; 28:10 (]).

Jacob at Beth-El. Gen 28:10,11a,13-106,19 (]) and 28:11b-12,
17-18,20—22 (E) and 35:9—15 (P). (Triplet)

Jacob's twelve sons. Gen 29:32—35; 30:1-24; 35:16—20 (JE) and
Gen 35:23—26 (P).

Jacob’s name changed to Israel. Gen 32:25-33 (E) and 35:9—10 (P).

Joseph sold into Egypt. Gen 37:2b,3b,5-11,19—20,23,25b—27,
28Db,31-35; 39:1 (]} and 37:32,4,12-18,21-22,24,253,28a,29—30 (E).

YHWH commissions Moses. Exod 3:2—44a,5,7-8,19—22; 4:19—20a
(]} and 3:1,4b,6,9-18; 4:1-18,20b—213,22-23 (E) and 6:2—12 (P).
(Triplet)

Moses, Pharaoh, and the plagues. Exod 5:3-6:1; 7:14-18,20b-21,
23-209; 8:3b-112,16-28; 9:1-7,13-34; 10:1-19,21-26,28-29;
m:1-8 (E) and 7:6-13,19—20a,22; 8:1-3a,12-15; 9:8~12 (P).

The Passover. Exod 12:1-20,28,40-50 (P) and 12:21-27,29-36,
37b-39 (E).

The Red Sea. Exod 13:21-22; 14:5a,6,9a,10b,13-14,19D,20b,
21b,24,27b,30-31 (J) and 14:1-4,8,9b,10a,10¢,15-18,213,21cC,
22-23,26-27a, 28-29 (P).

Manna and quail in the wilderness. Exod 16:2-3,6-35a (P) and
Num 11:4-34 (E).
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22. Water from a rock at Meribah. Exod 17:2~7 (E) and
Num 20:2-13 (P).

23. Theophany at Sinai/Horeb. Exod 19:1; 24:15b-18a (P) and
19:2b-9,16b-17,19; 20:18-21 (E) and 19:10-164,18,20~-25 (]).
(Triplet)

24. The Ten Commandments. Exod 20:1-17 (R) and 34:10-28 (J)
and Deut 5:6-18 (D). (Triplet)

25. Kid in mother’s milk. Exod 23:19 (Covenant Code) and 34:26 (])
and Deut 14:21 (D). (Triplet)

26. Forbidden animals. Leviticus 11 (P) and Deuteronomy 14 (D).

27. Centralization of sacrifice. Leviticus 17 and Deuteronomy 12.

28. Holidays. Leviticus 23 (P) and Numbers 28-29 (R) and
Deut 16:1-17 (D). (Triplet)

29. The spies. Num 13:1-16,21,25-26,32; 14:13,2—3,5-10,26—29 (P)
and 13:17-20,22-24,27-31,33; 14:1D,4,11~-25,39-45 (]).

30. Heresy at Peor. Num 25:1-5 (J) and 25:6-19 (P).

31. Appointment of Joshua. Num 27:12-23 (P) and
Deut 31:14-15,23 (E).

I have seen it claimed that such doublets are a common phenomenon
in ancient Near Eastern literature. That is false. No such phenomenon
exists. Doublets are not common in Near Eastern prose because there is no
Near Eastern prose, in the form of either history-writing or long fiction,
prior to these biblical texts. It is not even common in Near Eastern poetry.
The poetic text that comes closest to the qualities of the biblical text that we
are discussing here is the Epic of Gilgamesh, and the Epic of Gilgamesh is a
composite of several sources. It is a demonstration of composition by com-
bining sources in the ancient Near East, not a refutation of it!*?

I have also seen the claim that the scholar just chooses the evidence to
fit his or her arrangement: for example, that the scholar assigns every
verse that has the word “congregation” in it to P and then says that the
recurrence of this word in P is proof of the hypothesis. This argument
should be seen to be false in the light of all the evidence presented here.

#leffrey H. Tigay, ed., Empirical Models for Biblical Criticism (Philadelphia: Univ. of
Pennsylvania Press, 198s5); R.E. Friedman, “Some Recent Non-arguments Concerning the
Documentary Hypothesis,” in Texts, Temples, and Teaditions: A Tribute to Menahem Haran,
ed. Michael Fox et al. (Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns, 1996), pp. 87-101.
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No scholar is clever enough to make all of these terms line up within the
sources—and to make it all come out consistent with the other signs of
the sources. In the text of the Torah that appears in the next section of this
book, one can observe each of the doublets with the sources identified.
One can then observe all the characteristic terms, the resolution of the
contradictions, the separation of the words that are used to identify the
deity, the continuity of each story within the doublet, and all the other cat-
egories of evidence. The combined weight of the evidence that one will
observe there, together with the evidence that is collected here in this sec-
tion, should make it clear why this explanation of the biblical origins has
been so compelling for more than a century. And, whether one agrees with
this explanation, questions it, or challenges it, one will have in front of him
or her the evidence to address. It is amazing that at this point, when such
a mass of evidence is available, some writers still discuss this at so low a
level as, for example, arguing about whether “different names of God” con-
stitutes proof or not, or whether doublets prove multiple authorship, or
whether a beautiful literary structure (for example, a chiasm) is evidence
for a single author. Or some just say that “the hypothesis was disproved
long ago” or “nobody accepts it anymore.”

Here, rather, is the evidence, for anyone to see, evaluate, acknowledge,
or refute.
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