Figure 4.2 JEPD Hypothesis* (Page 69)
	J (Yahwistic)
	Anthropomorphic, with God closely related to humans (Gen. 2.4-3.24).
 Emphasis is on Davidic dynasty and leaders and covenant with David; stresses divine blessing. Uses Mt. Sinai and refers to natives in the land as Canaanites.
	1000-800 BCE, Judah, written by Aaronid priests; sometimes suggested to have been written by a woman.

	E (Elohim)
	God is more distant (spiritualized, transcendent), communicating by dreams and intermediaries, such as heavenly messengers and prophets (not kings). Uses Mt. Horeb and refers to people in the land as Amorites. Emphasis is on divine covenant through Moses, and stresses obedience and fear of the Lord.
	8th century BCE, Israel, written by Shiloh priests.

	P (Priestly)
	Strong interest in boundaries and order (favors lists or genealogies and schemata such as 7 days); concern with priestly family (Aaronid) and temple-based religious system (Gen.1).
	Between 587-500 BCE or perhaps as early as the monarchy, and proposed by one critic to be associated with the religious reform of under King (715-687 BCE). According to the last dating,  Aaronid priests rewrote J and E, removing objectionable golden calves (symbol of religion in the north).

	D (Deuteronomistic)
	Characterized by unique hortatory or preaching style and insists that God cannot be seen; insists God does not physically dwell in the Tabernacle; emphasizes one God to be worshipped in Jerusalem (Deut 4.12 and ch. 12).
	Mid 7th to 6th century BCE, Babylon; Shiloh priesthood writes a law code favorable to themselves, conspiring with King Josiah (640-609 BCE) to have it found in the Temple.


*This early date for P has been proposed by  Richard Elliott  Friedman in Who Wrote the Bible?  

Although disagreement exists and debate continues, the following table provides a sketch of what some believe to be identifiable sources in the Pentateuch.

�The Jewish Study Bible, eds. Adele Berlin and Michael Fishbane, and consulting ed. Michael Fishbane (New York: Oxford University Press, 1999). Jewish scholars have tended to shy away from source-critical models, finding the arguments for specific dates tinged with anti-Semitism.  The arguments tended to devalue rabbinic Judaism, seeing it as a degeneration from earlier Hebrew religion. Some source critics also seemed to hold Biblical Israel in esteem but not Judaism, seeing Christianity as superseding Judaism.


� Eds. John Barton and John Muddiman, The Oxford Bible Commentary (New York:  Oxford University Press, 2000) 18.





