
Y~n)e pertinent question is: When will Biblical scholarship

catch up with general literary studies?

The subjectivity of the argument from different styles is

also quite clear when one takes the rouble to trace the
lyv05e5

meanderings of the documentary coc before the final

_____ 7if',j
formulation of the ltidocumentary &hory by Welihausen.
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yo enormous variability
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of the toories-. As originallr advanued, two documents tero

discerned stylistically. However, this was soon followed by

an energetic "fission process" which parceled up he Ge 'x

'ler5
into as many as 4fragments. The aginent ory as,-tte

ndchäT9e would have it, was short-lived. It as given the death

blow by a modified return to the two-document theory,in which

a foundation document (Giunschrt -n crman was expnded3
YaIwe /oVec;5

by another document which used 'iCB-." The supplementary Theory
iL b,//ç;c

had its day and was followed by the crystallization -T11or

which postulated an a,lternating,biil4-up of the Pentateuch. by
Tch&e

writers using either or The gyration of the number

of sources continued until Hupfeld split E ipto two documen
1le Code

The three documents of Hupfeld's theory plus,Deuteronoidc1carried

the day. As dicoucood in 'ollhauoon' TIc '#

he ultimate success of Hupfeld's

form of the documentary theory can only be understood by its

close association with th intriguing and popular notion of the

ev/wtionary history of Israel's religion from polytheistic

& beginnings to 1e final triumph of ethical monotheism. Certainly,
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