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This book is an expansion and elaboration
of the author’s study which appeared under,
the title The Bm‘h of h’m Bz(!e— -a New A pproach
in 19';0

agsociated with the nayme of Wellhausen. Ob-
vious!y, the author has % the bibTical tex:
exhau‘:twely in supporteﬂj his thesis. The vol-
ume is carefully plannc d we!l documented, as
far as the biblical sou: La are concerned, and
clearly written. For this reason its view of the
or:'gin and histoF of the Pentateuch must re-
ceive serious and critical attention. Dr. Lewy’s
position 15 so clearly and concisely stated that
its general features may be identified readily
Originally, according to the author, there wa
one primaty document, the subsequent annofa-
tion of which resulted in the Pentateuch. The
original form of this document, which is essen-
tially the so-called ] source, was written in the
time of David by o who possessed the qualities
of humanencss, love of peace, devotion to God
as Creator and Ruler or the world, and skill
in the use of a vivid narrative style. The only
individua' in David’s day who had these quali-
ties was Nathan. He wrote N (or J) T order
to provide a book of instruction for young
Solomon and other members of the royal family.
His book was used by the priests after being
revised to fit their interests and needs. This
revision was done by Abiathar and Zadok
around 970 B.c. In the following century
Elisha (E) in the north and Jehoiada in the
south further revised the material in order to
emphasize their fervent nationalism. A century
later (ca. 720 B.c.) editors in the period of
Hezekiah combined the northern and southern
revisions which had thus been madeand included
the northern and southern versions of Deu-
teronomy. Then in the time of Josiah, the high
priest Hilkiah, adviser to the king, compiled
the Priestly Code and included it in the Pen-
tateuch. Thus the Pentateuch did not result
from the combination of various documents,
such as J, E, D, and P. Rather, it grew into
its final form through several annotations and
revisions of one basic document, the so-called
J source, the original version of which was
written by Nathan.
What is the basis of this highly original and
remarkable theory?,

Docs theauthorsupportthee.
position which hc holds with adequate proof?

The question of supporting evidence is, of
course, par'mmunt The wej htof t]'us evi gnee

a._.m&.ss.!.esicin fay

here. These trad
an rutiniz

The dt-vclopmcnt of t}m litera-
, liturgies, codes, and myths

ture as 1Ls, st i

take shape v 1,
munity’s necd for
social contiol reflocts still another view of its
history. Conscquds ily, thestate hal

the inﬂuence of the com-

studies liistl 1cs the re-examination of existing
ﬁconce tions and a_tho i i

ew approaches which may be adv. d.
”nEortuna tc!)', as stlmuiaung as Dr. Lewy’s

book is, its reconstruction of the history of the

text is supported by W’] i\ts

can be concluded simply by exar " ing
information in the Bil:  relative to n

who are named by Lewy as authors ui editors

of the Pentateuchal material—Nathan, Abia-
thar, Zadok, Elisha, Jehoindn YOFEinh
This mfor]nauon mustb gleaned from ine leg
ends, chronicles, and court recoidd Wi have
been included in the Bible for : sfter
than that of preserving accurat Cosof
these individuals. Even thouy' wc oo the

biblical evidence at its face value, i* (il us
nothing at all about the writir: of Teiis by
any of the persons named #: auti: icarn

something about the character a0 7 activities of
these persons, but that is all 1t is extremely
hazardous, under these circumstances, to con-
clude from a comparison of the text of the
Pentateuch with those portions of the Bible:
which allucde to oo individuals that they are
its authors. In spite of any similarities which
such a comparison may reveal, these can hardly
determine the question of authorship. Nathan’s
reaction to David’s treatment of Bathsheba
may show compassion and insight, but it hardly
proyes that he wrote the sensitive and moving
stories in the J document.

Even though this reviewer is convinced that

he thesis of this ook is not proved, he appreci-

ates the author’s honest effort to rela e
terature in question to the dramatic o

worship, instruction, and

relﬁlous needs, He demonstmtcs that therc is
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|mrr¢‘htlon between biblical writ-
lical history and that the latter
dtensions and problems which gave
. And when this history can
through the identification of spe-
hauthorb, this corrclation becomes
eaningful. 1t is unfomlmte that
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ithin the first rank of important
i this famous bui very difficult
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In my review of the first editiof I drew
attention to some of the diflicult passages of
Ecclesiastes where it was desirable that Gordis

-

28)<

would reconsider his rendering. Here I amplify .

only one of them, the contrast in 4:13-16 be-
tween the wise )uuth and the foolish old king.
Gordis interprets it as meaning that the youth
rose from prison to the throne, supplanting the
old king, yet “great as is the present fame
enjoyed by the new, young king (vs. 15) there
is an endless number of men who lived before
them both...and who therefore never knew
his fame, and future generations likewise” (p.
236). But surely Koheleth was not so ponderous
as this would imply. And where L, the contrast
that he announces at the beginning of his brief
parable, for instead this merely says that the
wise youth is not one whit better than the
foolish, old king. Strangely it is on linguistic
usage :]mt Gordis has slipped up. He says on
verse 16: “This verse is taken to refer to the
throngs whom the king rules. But the king is
usually described as being ‘before his people’ . . .
not the people before the king. Besides the
plural suffix cannot refer to the young ruler.”
The latter comment is quite right; besides there
was no “‘young ruler.” Liplne is a very common
term for courtiers and others being in the
presence of the king; and, by the familiar struc-
ture of the Hebrew relative clause, “the plural
sufix” refers to these. The youth never as-
cended the throne; that is the point of the
comparison: a wise youth who stays poor is
better than a king of the sort described who
remains king to the end. The passage says:

Better is a poor and wise youth than an old and
foolish king who no longer knows how to take care
of himself, even though he came from prison to
the throne, and though in his own kingdom he was
born poor. I saw all the living who move about under
the sun, together with the forementioned youth
who continued in his station in life; there was no end
to all the people, to all before whom he was, Yet
those who come later will never give him a happy
thought.
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Teaching the Bible. By A. Vicror Murray.
New. York: Cambridge University Press,
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There has long been a felt need among the
teachers of the Bible for a book that correlates
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