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Appendix: This study of the glorious Name of God* provides a powerful
invalidation of the Documentary- or Sources-hypothesis

Since the end of the 19" century, the so-called Documentary- or

Sources-hypothesis has been forwarded among theologians.? It

suggested to no longer believe what Jesus and others in the New
Testament said, that Moses had written the Torah (the first five

books of the Bible), but that these books were compiled by an editor
(R, possibly the prophet ‘Ezra’), based on material from different

authors: a Priestly one (P), a Yahwist (J) who used the wonderful E'

Name of God often, and an Elohist (E) who denoted God by 'El, ﬂ— >
'Eloha, or 'Elohim. Differences in the way God is mentioned or
addressed would then indicate a different author.

. Diagram of the Documentary-
In recent years, | have been able to establish that the language and hypothesis (source: Wikipedia)

script that Moses used, differed considerably from the language and
script at the time of ‘Ezra’ and beyond.? In the 5™ or 4™ century BC the early form of the Masoretic Text
(MT)* as it has been handed down to us from the Middle Ages, was transferred from the Paleo-Hebrew
(or in part an even older, West Semitic script) to the Aramaic script with which the Jews had become
familiar in Babylon. This was not merely a simple transliteration; obviously, also little phrases were added
(e.g. sentences that relate what is written to the situation and the time of this editor), and the spelling of
words and grammar were adapted to that time. It is therefore not surprising that the text as we have it in
the MT, shows here and there some stylistic and grammatical features of the Hebrew from around the 5
or 4™ century BC.

However, there are strong indications that people in this editorial endeavor, as throughout history, dealt
with the text with a certain accuracy where it came to the choice of words and personal names. Where
3Y34, the glorious name of God, was written, they kept the wonderful Name of God (often initially even
in the old Paleo-Hebrew script), where the text had ’El, ’Elah/’Eloha, or 'Elohim, that was kept (later on,
they did replace the glorious name of God in some places, e.g. by 'Adonai - my Lord/Master, as witnessed by
the notes on this in the margin®).

This study of the wonderful Name of God® shows that all differences between passages in which God is
identified by His glorious Name or by a title such as 'Adonai, 'Elohim, 'Elah/’Eloha, or 'El, simply come
down to how the writer, or the main character who was speaking, was feeling at that time in relation to
God. Here we have seen why even the same person one moment calls God literally by Name and uses a
functional title for God in another moment. This phenomenon is socio-psychologically well known. As a
pastoral counselor, | have seen it in the stories of the people who poured out their hearts to me during

! See: ‘The magnificent and most lovely Name of the God Who was there, Who is there, and Who will

be there’ B, extensive Accede! / Hallelu-YaH! study on the glorious Name of God (over 70 pages; 1st
edition: 2009).

The Documentary Hypothesis was originally also based on the modernistic arrogant and ridiculous idea that
writing had not been invented yet at the time of Moses, and so, that Moses could not have been the author
of the Torah. Even up to this day | see publications that show great ignorance with regard to the script
Moses used. See the following note for more details.

For a Scriptural critique of the Documentary Hypothesis, see also:

Timothy Lin, ‘The Genuineness and Mosaic Authorship of Genesis’, in: Genesis: A Biblical Theology, Bibli-
cal Studies Ministries International Inc., 1997, p.18-24.

Don Closson, ‘Did Moses Write the Pentateuch?’, Probe Ministries International, 2001.

Colin Smith, ‘A Critical Assessment of the Graf-Wellhausen Documentary Hypothesis’, Alpha and Omega
Ministries, June 2002.

See: ‘'The Written Language of Abraham, Moses and David — A study of the pictographic roots and basic
notions in the underlying fabric of the earliest Biblical script’ T, extensive Accede! / Hallelu-YaH! study
(over 110 p.; 1st edition: Jan. 2011).

For more background about this, see: ‘THE Masoretic Text does not exist — Some facts about the original
Hebrew text of the First Testament’, brief Hallelu-YaH! study, April 2013.

See especially the Chapter ‘The usage and striking omission of God’s significant Name’, in the present
version at p.32-33.
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the past 35 years. Whoever e.g. is in love or who speaks with appreciation about his or her loved one,
mentiones the name of that loved one in almost every sentence. But one who experiences great difficul-
ties in relation with someone talkes about ‘that man’, ‘that woman’, ‘that person’, etc., and uses the name
never or very rarely. When we had listened to the last person when he was still in love or had much ap-
preciation for the other, we would have heard an intensive use of the name of that person. So we have
no need to invent a multiple sources hypothesis from thin air to explain the differences in the way God is
addressed. Someone experiencing God close to him or her, used the precious Name of God, which ex-
pressed that presence of God so powerfully. Someone who described God more functionally and less
relationally, or who felt more distant from God at the time, used such titles as 'Elohim. We see this very
clearly already in the difference between Genesis 1 — a rather short, functional description of creation
using 'Elohim —, and Genesis 2 — the story about God, engaged in a personal relationship and fellowship
with Adam and Eve (Chuah), with the use of Y33 - YaHUaH.

So, the different ways in which God speaks say especially something about the situation of the author
and/or the main character who is speaking, in relationship with God, at that time. By simply looking at
that, we observe that the way God is described, is appropriate in every situation. Thus in fact, the
Documentary hypothesis is based on ignorance regarding the deeper meaning of the different ways in
which God was mentioned. The other grounds adduced for the Documentary hypothesis are refuted
similarly.

The above is all the more reason to delve deeper into the meaning of the glorious Name of God and of
the differences with the other titles for God that were used, each in relation to the context and the
subjective perception of the main character or writer at that moment!

More information or suggestions

For more information, questions or suggestions you can contact me
via e-mail: info@hallelu-jah.nl

Hallelu-YaH! home @ or back to the articles index

Thanks for your interest!

© Copyright: André H. Roosma 3! Hallelu-YaH / Accede!, Zoetermeer, NL, 13 Dec. 2014, all rights reserved p. 72


mailto:info@hallelu-jah.nl?subject=God's holy Name
http://www.hallelu-yah.nl/
http://www.hallelu-yah.nl/materials.html

	Appendix: This study of the glorious Name of God� provides a
	More information or suggestions

