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titateuch, also known as the Torah or Five Books
es, constitutes the first and most important divi-
the Hebrew Bible (Old Testament). It holds pride
1 the Jewish canon, and was regarded as having
est authority, higher even than that of the
phets and the Writings, since it was traditionally
ught to be the work of Moses, who alone of the bibli-
s-spoke with Ged face-to-face (cf. Exod 330115

210-12).
e Pentateuch itself is the first part of a larger liter-
complex which we may designate the Primary His-
This comprises the books from Genesis through
s’ but omits Ruth (which in the Hebrew Bible is to
und among the Writings). The Primary History re-
ints the story of Isracl in the context of the total hu-
an gxperience from the beginning (i.e., creation) 1o the
ipse:ofthe kingdom of Tudah and the Babylonian ex-
tobedistinguished from the Chronicler’s history
hronicles--Ezra-Nehemiah}, which, while cov-
he same general subject matter, omits most of the
“narratives and focuses on the kingdom of David
lomon and their successors, It continues down to
rsian period and the reconstitution of the Jewish
niunity under the leadership of Ezra and Nehemiah,
arent from an examination of the two histories
ey.not only reflect drastically different points of
utarealso products of vastly different periods in
tory. The inconclusive endings point toward a
omposition shortiy after the events with which
loses:(i.e., before the next significant occour-
itisdifficult to suppose that the return from
vould :not have been mentioned had the Pri-
story-been completed subsequent to that mo-
event.-By contrast, the Chronicler’s account in-
is.datum and brings the narrative down to the
of Ezra and Nehemiah (late fifth cenrury sc).
tory.ends at this point somewhat inconclu-
:reasonable’ inference that the Chronicler’s
“compiled about this time, or in ahy case not

he garly fourth century.

oficomposition of the Primary History may be
inal entry in 2 Kings, itself a footnote to the

he fall of Jerusalem and the exile, This note re-
or:shown the shadow-king Jehoiachin by

the Babylonian emperor, in the year 561

BC. Since the death of jehoiachin is hinted at in these
verses (2 Kgs 25:20-30), we may date the work of the edi-
tor (Rews) in the decade following. By 550 the Primary
History in substantially its present form was completed.

The compilation of this sacred history was itself a re-
markable achievement. It reflected the determination of
the exilic community to remain alive and to retain its
identity as the people of God in spite of a series of cata-
strophic blows culminating in the loss of king and land,
temple and priesthood. Nor could they minimize the sig-
nificance of the disaster by attributing it to a hostile fare,
or the changing fortunes of war, or the superiority of
alien gods or peoples; rather, it was a deliberate act of
Judgment by their own God, the covenant God of Israel,
who was Lord of heaven and earth and the disposer of
the affairs of men. Soberly the exiles reviewed their his-
tory in order to discern the meaning of their fate: What
had happened between God and his people in the past,
from the start? How had they come to their present up-
happy state, and what, if anything, might the future
hold for them? They could delineate throughout the
course of history a consistent pattern of divine grace and
favor: a special commitment by God to Abraham and his
descendants, fulfilled in the mighty deeds of exodus and
conguest surrounding the covenant-making mystery of
Sinai, wherein God had declared Israel to be his people
and they had claimed him as their God. Successive gener-
ations saw the unfolding of this relationshi p of promise
and demand, of grace and obligation, of hope and threat,
through the tumultuous period of the judges until it
reached fruition in the kingdom of David and Solomon.
At the same time the unity and cohesion of the nation
were flawed by disobedience to the terms of the covenant
and defiance of the will of God, so that the state divided
under pressure from within and finally coliapsed in ruy-
ins from the attacks of forcigners. Thus had a singularly
blessed, but persistently sinful, people reaped an inevita-
ble judgment. Nevertheless, the end was not the end. Be-
fore and beyond the law of sin and death, there was an
unconditional commitment and an eternal relationship
of love (cf. Jer 31:3). The God who had summoned Abra-
ham from the east would call his seed to a new pilgrim-
age westward. And the God who had saved his people
from Pharaoh would deliver them again from bondage.
Out of the momentous past, and in view of the present
agony, the serious student could read sobering lessons
for himself and his people. This history was notonly a re-
cord of what had happened but also words of life and
hope for today and tomorrow.

Here was Israel’s legacy to Tsrael: the remains of the
old age and a foundation for the new. Old Israel perished
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in the furnace of exile, but a new Israel was to einerge.
The auathoritative guide of postexilic Judaism was the
Pentateuch. The division of the Primary History into
Pentateuch and Former Prophets (Joshua-2 Kings) was
occasioned by the needs and insights of the postexilic
community: the law of Moses and the social and cultic
pattern of the wilderness society were to be normative
for the Persian province of Judea. It may well have been
Ezra who permanently fixed the authority of the Penta-
teach in the Jewish community, although the books
themselves had long since been written, There can be ljit-
tle doubt as to the relative antiguity of the text of the
Pentatench (and the Former Prophets) as compared with
the other books of the HB, Not only do we have distinct
recensions - for example, the Masoretic Text (MT), the
Greek Septuagint (LXX), the Samaritan Pentateuch (Sam)
— but also 2 long, traceable history of textual transmis-
sion. The Hebrew source of the LXX text goes back at
least to the third century B¢, and almost certainly to the
fourth, while the Samaritan is almost as old. The MT, on
the other hand, may be even older. All three are repre-
sented in ancient manuscripts from Qumran.

If the Pentateuch was a finished product by the fifth
century B¢ (probably it was already complete in the sixth
CenLury G, as part of the Primary History), is it possible
to trace the earlier history of this great work and the
sources which contributed 1o its compilation? Such ques-
tions have exercised the minds of biblical scholars for
hundreds of years, and the results of their inquiries have
varied considerably. While there is as yet no CONSensus,
and the “assured resuits” of crivical analysis are no longer
80 sufe, certain conclusions may be regarded as highly
probable, and others as likely. The documentary hypoth-
esis, commonly associated with the name of Tulius
Wellhausen but actually the product of the labor of
many eminent biblical scholars of the past two hundred
years, remains the point of departure for the scientific
study of the Pentateuch. Its minute source analysis,
which was one of the crowning achievements of nine-
teeth-century biblical criticism, grew out of repeated of-
forts to deal with the difficulties apparent in the received
text. Inconsistencies in content, duplicate or paraliel nar-
ratives, and significant variations in diction and style
militated against the traditional view of unity of author-
ship. Obvious anachronisms and shifts in the historical
and geographical perspective fikewise indicated that a
Mosaic date for the composition of the Pentatench was
untenable,

In its standard form the documentary hypothesis
rested on arguiments of two kinds: those based on liter-
ary and linguistic evidence, which resulted in the divi-
sion of the Pentateuchal material into various written
sources; and those based on historical evidence for the
evolution of religious institutions and ideas in Israel,
which produced an analytical description of the interre-
lationships among the documents and a chronological
arrangement to account for them. Literary investigation
isolated four primary written sources: FE, D, and P D
was the simplest to identify since it stands out as a liter-
ary unit (i.e., the bulk of the book of Deuteronomy —
hence the designation D), with a distinctive style and

viewpoint, The separation of P {for “Priestly document™)
from the remaining narrative material was also a com~
paratively routine undertaking, and scholars have
achieved practical unanimity in defining the contents of
this work. It consists chiefly of archival and institutional
data spread out on an elaborate genealogical framework.
What rernains is the general narrative, itself manifestly
composite. Thus the separation of the two creation sto-
ries in Genesis (1:1-2:4a; 2:4b—3) and the assignment of
the former, with its schematized and formulaic pattern,
to P and the latter to the narrative source (in this case )
are easily seen. On the other hand, the disentanglement
of the narrative strands has proved much more difficult.
The Joseph story (Genesis 37; 30-50) is clearly composite,
In the episode describing the brothers’ treachery against
Joseph (37:12-36), there are two accounts of what hap-
pened, which have been blended into confusion. Tn one,
Joseph was thrown into a pit and Teft there to die. He was
found by Midianites, brought to Egypt, and sold there.
In the other, he was sold to a passing band of Ishmaelites.
Reuben figures prominently as the intercessor for Joseph
in one, Judah in the other. Only such 2 separation offers
an intelligible account of the episode.

Two principal narrative sources were jidentified: T (s0-
called because of its standard use of the name Jehovah
[YHWH] for God; it has also been associated with the
Southern Kingdom, Judah) and E (because of its use of
Elohim for God, though with less consistency bevond
the book of Genesis; it has been connected with the
Northern Kingdom, Ephraim). The details of the divi-
sion are not nearly so certain as in the case of D and B in
many passages where J and E have been fused, the analy-
sis is disputed {e.g., Exodus 32-34). Sometime before
they were integrated into the Primary History, ] and E
were combined into a single narrarive (JE),

D was the starting point in the determination of the
chronological relationships of the sources among them-
selves and with respect to the history of Israel, D wag
identified with the law code discovered in the Jerusalem
temple in the eighteenth year of Josiah (622 BC); its com-
position has generally been dated in the seventh century.
With regard both to narrative and to legal material, D
proved to be later than and dependent upon JE; JE there-
fore belonged to the monarchic period (tenth-eighth cen-~
turies}. More precise examination of JE established the
priority of J tenth-ninth centuries perhaps) over B
(ninth-eighth centuries). This decision was based in part
on the opinion that T was more primitive in his theology
{i.e., grossly anthropomotphic), but more exuberant and
naive in his storytelling. E, on the other hand, was more
subtle and sophisticated, and therefore of a later date.
Traditionally D has been considered independent of and
prior to F, and many still assign P to the exilic petiod or
later. However, a growing number of scholars are argu-
ing for a preexilic P, its earliest editions coming even be-
fore D,

The major conclusions of the documentary hypothe-
sis with regard to source analysis and the relative dating
of the documents stand fairly firm. Some of the pretnises
are less certain, particularly the theory of a simple evolu-
tionary development of Israel’s religious institutions 2nd




And the details of the analysis are open to question
uiriber of instances. In addition, important new ar-
fiinterest have been opened up in the continuing

st for knowledge about the Pentateuch. (See the biblj-

nthesis of what appear to be the soundest insights
“6f scholars who have worked and are now working in the
feld follows: :

[

d F;-the familiar narrative sources of classic Penta-
uclial analysis, are prose compositions, probably de-
ved from older oral and written sources, but with a sig-

cant amount of original material as well. In the
stratéuch at least, T and E follow the same basic pattern

rder of events, and thus presuppose a common
iice, At'the same time they are distinct compositions,
diverging concerns and attitudes, and they differ
1y in numerous details, On the basis of a minute
analysis of these sources, as far as they can be extricated
o the Hexateuch, scholars have concluded that  has a
southérn orientation, as against E, which is northern;
that] isiconcerned with David as king and with his dy-
s5ty, while E has marked affinities with and interest in
&prophetic movement, especially as it was related to
litical - developments in the north. In general, J has
~tegarded as a product of the United Monarchy
nth century), and E of the Northern Kingdom (c.
nth-éighth centuries), Subsequent editions (e.g., Joand
ould be dated still later.
- Thedistinctive historical character of Israel’s religion
ade-it inevitable that the story would be rewritten re-
eatedly so as to include the most recent events which re-
utted from Yahweh's dealings with his people, Unlike
agan myth, which was timeless and self-completing,
:{n_'d'whic_h required only to be rehearsed and reenacted
the cult, Israelite traditions could not finally be con-
ained in this fashion; and reenactment did not exhaust
he
dition. In like manner the pagan epic was a self-
nclosed entity describing a distinct era of the past: the
ge'of the heroes and their great deeds. But Israel, even
dth an “epic” tradition, could not simply look back to
1¢ glorious past, but was concerned with the continuing
tions of God.
‘While scholatly agreement on the scope of J and E has
Igver-been reached, and end points for both have been
ed all the way from the end of Numbers on into Sam-

‘and Kings, it is likely thar the end point is deter-

nitted roughly by the date of the writer. The interpreta-
tion: herein adheres to the common, if somewhat
tonservative, view that J dates from the United Monar-

{i.c., tenth century), and that E is northern and is to

dated in the late ninth or early eighth century. This
tieans that both J and ¥ are not simply prose abstracts of
an‘earlier tradition, but rather separate historical ac-
tounts based on that tradition, carrying the story beyond
riginal Hmits to their own time. Thus I finds the
Oinplete fulfillment of the promise to the fathers not in
the original settlement under Joshua but in the con-
ests and kingdom of David. Without attempting to
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pin down precisely the J material in Judges and Samuel,
one may nevertheless point to the two sources of 1 Sam-
uel and identify the earlier, pro-monarchy source with J.
The transference of the Abrahamic covenant (Genesis 15
~and old tradition) to David and his house (z Samuel 7)
is also to be attributed to 7. Whether J extends beyond
this point is debatable (the so-called Court History -
z Samuel ¢~20; 1 Kings 12z - may or may not be a sepa-
rate source); its possible ending, which would put it in
the reign of Solomon, could be 1 Kgs 4:20-21 (Heb. 4120~
5:1): “Fudah and Israel were as many as the sand by the
sea; they ate and drank and were happy. Solomon raled
over ali the kingdoms from the Euphrates to the land of
the Philistines and to the border of Egypt; they brought
tribute and served Solomon al} the days of his life.” Sub-
sequent editions of | may well have carried further the
story of the fortunes of the house of David and the king-
dom of Judah.

E is more difficult to fix as to date and extent. On the
basis of a northern provenience and demonstrable inter-
est in the prophetic movement, E may be regarded as a
product of the religious enthusiasm stimulated by Elijah
and Elisha, and his work may be placed in the age of Jehu
and his successors (c. 842745 BC). A clue to the character
of E may be found in the evaluation of Jehu’s revolution
in z Kgs 10:28, 30: “Thus Jehu wiped out Baal from Is-
rael. . . . And the Lorp said to Jehu, “Because you have
done well in carrying out what is right in my eyes, and
have done to the house of Ahab according to all that was
in my heart, your sons of the fourth generation shall sit
on the throne of Israel’” This material is embedded in a
typically hostile Deuteronomic estimate of the same
king (vv. 29, 31) and must therefore derive from a differ-
ent, and sympathetic, northern source. The reference to
the descendants of Jehu to the fourth generation would
bring us down to Jeroboam I, whose dominion mightbe
regarded more suitably as a fulfillment both of promise
and of prophecy. The assertion that Jeroboam’s victories
were achieved as fulfillment of the word of the prophet
(Jonah son of Amittai) is particularly instructive: “He re-
stored the border of Israel from the entrance of Hamath
as far as the Sea of the Arabah, according to the word of
the LorD, the God of Israel, which he spoke by his ser~
vant Jonah the son of Amittai, the prophet” (2 Kgs 14:25)
E reconstructed the story of Israel in the light of the pro-
phetic movement, beginning with Abraham, anachronis-
tically described (by E) as a prophet and similarly identi-
fying Miriam, Deborah(?), Samuel, and other ancient
figures by the same term. If we remove the Deutero-
nomic framework and commentary, what remains of
Kings (through 2 Kings 14, essentially E) is predomi-
nantly the story of the prophets and their impact ont the
history of the Northern Kingdom; for it was the prophets
who were the successors to the judges and the Northern
Kingdom which inherited the traditions of the tribal
league and its cult center. Thus F was the defender of the
older tradition against the claims of the Davidic dynasty.
it may be concluded that B was composed in the eighth
CEntuLy BC, in the north, and represented an attempt, in
the prophetic tradition, to relate the ancient tradirions to
the history of the Notthern Kingdom and to establish
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the latter’s claim to be the true successor and heir of “alt
Israel”

JE is the product of a literaty merger. At some time af-
ter the completion of J and E as separate entities, they
were blended into a continuous narrative by an editor or
redactor, Ryp. Analysis of the sutviving material in the
Pentateuch indicates that the editor used a variety of
methods in weaving the narratives together. First, the
dominant strand is clearly J, which, in fact, formed the
basic narrative. E has actually been broken up and in~
serted piecemeal into the overall structure of J. On occa-
sion there are parallel accounts (J and E) of the same epi-
sode; sometimes one version has been suppressed in
favor of the other (where apparently they were practi-
cally identical); elsewhere they have been woven together
into a single narrative. On the face of it, JE is the work of
a southern (Judahite or Jerusalemite) editor whose object
was to preserve the traditions of the north and to harmo-
nize them with the J narrative to form a single composite
history of the people of God. The logical occasion for this
work would have been the destruction of Samariz and
the collapse of the Northern Kingdom (722~721 BC). Its
purpose was to win the surviving population of Ephraim
to allegiance to the temple in Jerusalem and the Davidic
king of Judah. Since this was the announced policy of
Hezekiah, according to the account in z Chr 301311, in
which a determined effort was made to establish Jerusa-
lem as the center of worship for northerners as well as
southerners, we may plausibly connect the compilation
of JE with the movement toward religious reunion initi-
ated by Hezekiah. We may date Ryp in the early seventh
century BC and hold that his work included the major
part of J and selected material from E, and closed with
the reformation of Hezekiah and the attempt to unite
“all Israel” in the worship at Jerusalem.

D and DH

'The next major subdivision in the classic analysis of the
Pentateuch is D, identified with the document found in
the temple in the eighteenth year of Josiah (622 8C) and
corresponding roughly to the present book of Deuteron-
omy (perhaps chs. 5—28; 28). Scholars have been divided
on the questions of the date of composition and proveni-
ence of this document, though there is increasing agree-
ment that D, like E, has northern affinities, and that it
was composed during the century preceding its discov-
ery. 1ts nucleus is a legal corpus, preserving many ancient
laws and customs derived from the days of the confeder-
ation (e.g., the law of holy war) and reflecting the tradi-
tions of the cult center at Shechem and its priesthood. In
their present form, chs. 5-26; 28 constitute a series of
warnings and exhortations uttered by Moses just before
his death. A date of composition in the reign of Hezekiah
or later is practically required by the emphasis on cen-
tralization of worship in a single sanctuary, presumably
the temple at Jerusalem. The tradition of the central
sanctuary is very old, going back to the premonarchic pe-
riod. But the principle of exclusiveness — that is, the sin-
gle, central sanctuary — is new. It reflects the circum-
stances of Hezekiah’s time: the fall of the Northern
Kingdom and the emergence of the Jerusalem temple as

28

the only “independent” cult center. The temple at Bethel':
apparently survived, but it was under constant attack
from the south as heterodox and had suffered consider
able loss of prestige with the fall of Samaria. It was fi
nally wrecked by Josiah {cf. 2 Kgs 23:15f%.). Furthermore
the sermonic addresses anticipate or more probably pre.
suppose the destruction of the Northern Kingdom an
the captivity of its inhabitants, thus pointing likewise &

a date ¢. 7oo. A date in the reign of Manasseh is also pos
sible but less likely, while the idea that D was composed
in the reign of Josiah and deliberately planted in th
temple in order to be discovered there may be dismissed
as a fantasy.

The principal concern of D is the Horeb (Sinai) coves
nant and its significance for the life of Israel, The covenan
isa guarantee of life to those who obey its stipulations {th
Ten Commandments and subsequent legislation), but fo
those who forget, ignore, or defy its demands there is cet:
tain disaster. Placed in the mouth of Moses, these setmons
are not only a reminder of the solemn bond between God
and Israel - an explanation of the requirements of ¢
covenant, with its promise of security and threat of de:
struction — but also a prophetic anticipation of the culmis
nation of Israel’s history. For D, Moses is the true prophet
(18:151E; cf. 34:9-10, which is secondary), who, long before
the great prophets of more recent times, foresaw the
threatened catastrophe of military invasion and conquest,
intensified by that peculiarly inhuman practice of mass
deportation. The only hope of Israel, or what survived of
it, lay in strict adherence to the covenant obligations be-
ginning with the first commandment, which requires the
exclusive worship of Yahweh, and which; on the Deutets
onomist’s reasoning, restricts worship to the one place he
has chosen for his name.

The effect on Josiah and Judah of the discovery of D in
the temple is familiar to all. The great reformation of n
tlonal life and religion is described in detail in 2 Kgs
22:3-23:25 (cf. 2 Chr 34:8-35:19). The so-called Deutero:
nomic History (DH)} probably owes its inspiration an
composition to the reformation stimulated by the di
covery of D. It is a single work including the books fro
Deuteronomy through 2 Kings. Beginning with the M
saic sermons (to which he has prefixed an introductio _
Deuteronomy 1~4), the Deuteronomic Historian has
traced the Horeb covenant through the history of Israe
interpreting it in the light of the covenant requirements
and evaluating kings and people according to their a
herence or defiance of them. He has incorporated muc
older material practically untouched, while providing
for the whole a chronological and theological frame
work. Thus in the book of Judges he has organized chic
nologically and classified theologically a heterogeneou
group of ancient heroes and the folk tales handed dow
about them. In the books of Kings he has inserted frof
the official court records the necessary chronological
data of accessions, reigns, deaths, and successions; he h _
also interspersed a theological commentary gradmg each
king in relation to his good or evil deeds,

It used to be thought that the Deuteronomic History:
was compiled during the exile (i.c., after the last date §
2 Kings), but more recently scholars have argued ¢o




that:the first edition of this work was issued ear-
Juringthe reign of Josiah. Clearly the description of
sianic reform in 2 Kings 2223 is the ciimax of this

siv while what follows is a melancholy epilogue.
{ally the fulfiflment of the prophecy concern-
rethel {from 1 Kgs 13:1~3) inn 2 Kgs 23:15-18, with par-
stence 1o the mame of Josiah (which is antici-
inghe prophecy), and the conclusion in 23:25:

- him there was no king like him, who turned to
ithiall his heart and with all his soul and with
fmioht, according to all the law of Moses; nor did
ke hintarise afrer him.” This, together with the for-
wmimary of his reign in v, 28, looks like the original
3 the historical work. It is interesting that the
is:defeat and death ar Megiddo follows the

ore the empire of his illustrious ancestor, and
people-to renewal of life in obedience to the

_ omic History originally ended with the suc-
formation of Josiah, and was subsequently re-
rd with the somber facts of history (cf. the
tefapt at reinterpretation, 2 Kgs 23:26: “still
id:not turn from the fierceness of his great

temembered that b is explicitly attributed to
n:the necessity for placing these addresses in

:for the beginning of DH in the fortieth
lerings. I, in the course of D, Moses actu-~

the previous sequence of mighty deeds,
10:-recognize here an imitation of epic style.
pecific recapitulation only as far back as the

; erience, while the antecedent history is
inthe:vaguest possible way. In short, JE is as-
was attached. If Tand E actually carried
trinto-the period of the monarchy, then DH

sed: them, as he used D and other sources.

2 use of JE for the post-Mosaic period, he
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could hardly have dismissed or ignored it in the pre:
Mosaic and Mosaic eras.

1t is likely, therefore, that DH compiled his history
along the same lines as J and E (or JE, which is presum-
ably all that was available to him) — that is, he began
with Genesis and carried the story down to the reign and
reformation of Josiah. However, the fulcrum of his ac
count was the major prophetic exhortations of Moses,
the new document, D, found in the temple. DH had little
or nothing to add to the JE narrative in the Tetrateuch,
though there may be traces of his work there. His cre-
ative enterprise begins with Deuteronomy 1—4. which
constitutes an introduction to the history which follows
but also serves as a bridge connecting it with what has
gone before. It is clear that DH did not think that Israel-
ite history began with Moses, whatever may be the opin-
ion of scholars since Wellhausen.

We conchude that the Deuteronomic History was orig-
inally composed before the fall of Jerusalem, and that it
consisted of JE and D, plus other materials of a narrative
and archival nature, covering the period from creation
down to the reign and reformation of Josiah.

P

It remains to deal with P, the last of the sources identified
in classic Pentateuchal analysis. P consists mainly of ar-
chival data of different kinds: genealogical tables, tribal
lists, including a pair of census tabulations, and priestly
data and regulations — concerning, for example, the tab-
ernacle, the priesthood, sacrifices, and questions of clean
and unclean. Embedded in P are also legal prescriptions
which form part of the complex legal corpus of the Pen-
tateuch (e.g., the Book of the Covenant and Exodus 34,
usualbly associated with JE; the law code in D; and H, the
so-called Holiness Code of Leviticus 17—26). The princi-
pal questions concerning P are: {a) Is P an independent
source, or is it merely supplemental to JE in the Hexa-
tetch {or Tetrateuch)? Put another way, is P himself the
compiler of the Pentateuch, incorporating into the nar~
rative such archival data as seemed desirable? {(b) What is
the extent of P? It is generally agreed that P is to be found
in the books through Numbers, and not in Deuteronomy
{except for a couple of verses). But what about Joshua?
The two questions are linked, and the answer given to
one will influence one’s view of the other. It would seem
that the meticulous analysis of earlier scholars and their
conclusions concerning the nature of P have not been
overthrown by more recent advocates. It still appears
that the case for P a5 an independent source is stronger
than the case against it. If P was a seif-contained entity,
what were its character and scope? That P in Exodus-
Numbers is primarily concerned to fix in detail the cultic
practice of the wilderness encampment and to establish
it as a permanent norm for Isracl through the ungues-
tioned authority of Moses is clear. Here there is essen-
tially a static treatment of ancient materials, with a con-
cern, not, as in the older sources, for the movement of
God in history, but for the original pattern of worship,
which is binding forever. The particular historical event
has partly given way to the timeless and unchangeable
pattern of heavenly things. If P were limited to Exodus-
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Numbers, then the question of its independent status
would not figure seriously, and its incorporation into the
narrative as essentially supplementary data would be un-
derstandable. But the presence of P in Genesis, where it
provides the chronological framework and some narra-
tive details, suggests a broader, at least partly historical,
concern, Tf this is true, and it can hardly be doubted, then
we must recognize in P the old traditions present in the
other historical works and preserved in the festivals
which are a principal interest of ¥, P’s interest in the pa-
triarchs, however, requires 2 corresponding concern with
the settlement in the promised land. While Moses and
the pattern of life and worship in the wilderness are cen-
tral to B, the prelude in Genesis can be balanced only by
the fulfillment in Numbers and Joshua; but it is only in
Joshua that the specific expectations of P in the patriag~
chal narratives are fulfilled. In no way can Moses and the
wanderings or even Sinai be regarded as the resolution of
patriarchal anticipation. The divine promise can be real-
ized only in the occupation of the land {which is explic-
itly not Transjordan and for P does not even indude it).
Therefore, if P is an independent source, and is found in
Genesis as well as in Exodus-Numbers, then we should
expect to find it in Joshua also.

It is probable that P was incorporated by the final re-
dactor (Rpw) into the so-called Deuteronomic History (in-
cluding JE, as already pointed out) during the exile. Ap-
parently Rpy added the final reference to Jehoiachin, and
this points to the completion of the work in the decade
560-550 BC. Thus by the middie of the sixth century the
Primary History was complete, 2nd it has been preserved
substantially without change. Subsequent to the comple-
tion of this work, the Pentatench was abstracted, and not
later than the time of Ezra it was firmly established as
the Holy Scripture of Israel.

Form and Contents

The separation of the Pentateuch from the Primary His-
tory, and its assignment to a unique place of honor and
authority in Isracl, was a development of the greatest jm-
portance. The factors responsible for the division be-
tween Deuteronomy and Joshua were neither literary
nor historical, but primarily theological; they arose out
of the concerns and needs of the exilic community, Clas-
sic critical scholarship identified the Hexateuch as the
basic literary compilation, recognizing the close connec-
tion between the occapaten of the land described in
Joshua and the preceding stories of the Pentateuch. More
tecent scholarship has identified the Deuteronomic His-
tory as a single literary work, thus dividing the Primary
History at the end of the book of Numbers and connect-
ing Denteronomy with the following books, It will be
seen that neither approach allows for 2 normal break at
the end of Deuteronomy. At the same time, the ultimate
sources, oral and documentary, cut across the same divid-
ing line. The conclusion seems inescapable that the isola-
tion of the Pentateuch from the Primaty History was the
last stage in the process, and rhat it was occasioned by the
special interest of the exilic community in the person of

Moses and the experience of Israel in the wilderness.
subtle shift in emphasis from the historical pattern o
the older sources to the more static pattern of P is dig
cernible in the new arrangement. Where the Primary:
History is essentially the record of God’s dealings with |
his people and their expetience together through mo
than twelve hundred years, the Pentateuch, while retain
ing a chronological framework and, of course, sharing
the same narrative for the first half of this era, neverthe:
less has its central interest not in the mighty deeds of
God, nor in the historical vicissitudes of Israel, but rath
in the description of an eternal, perfect, and unchangs:
able pattern of community life, first and fully revealed at:
Sinai and successfully achieved by Israel in the wildel
ness. For the Pentateuch, the desert encampment go
erned by all the faws, civil and criminal, cultic and d 4
etary, was the first true realization of the anticipations
outlined in Genesis and the embodiment of the kingdom
of God. The pattern of the desert constituted the autho
itative example and model for the postexilic communi
History has been subordinated to revelation, and migh
deeds to eternal words. Essentially what was required
Israel was conformity to the Sinai pattern; in this woul
be found the guarantee of its survival and the promise
its security. To a considerable extent, the Pentateuch d
fined and also restricted the future hope of the postexili
compunity. While Pentateuchal passages could b
pressed into service for messianic pusposes, such expel
tations were maore at home in the prophetic literatur:
The themes of a second Moses, 2 second exodus, and ¢h
perfect realization of the Sinai pattern reflect the shado
cast by the Pentateuch on all hopes and speculation
about the future. Alongside the controlling patterno
community life is the figure of Moses, who dominate
the Pentateuch. His life constitutes the frame and thred
of the story from the beginning of Exodus to the end &
Deuteronomy {to which may be added the traditions
view that he was the author of all five books). Not only i
he the charismatic hero of the JE narrative, but he is als
the prophet “nonpareil” of D and Isracl’s sole lawgivet ¢
P. Thus all the sources and strands of the four lafte
books of the Pentateuch are drawn together around thit
superhuman figure of Moses {cf. Exod 34:29-35), while
Gentesis serves as prologue to the great drama. The cli _
emphases of the Pentateuch are on the intricate but wlti
mate pattern of laws governing the life of the peopleof
God, and the mediator of these laws, Moses, who at the
same time receives a full biographical treatment. = -
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