
the conflicting results and tb.a wild ups and douns of the

" documentary theories in the .entury before its final formulation

attest to the faulty methodology of distinguishing documents

by stylistic criteria.

Even though the chalaeliou features of t1".e docuraelitaryV

U " -' X~~'!-.-a' filially assumed a fized f=-n in the JEM

this did nprevent refining, which sonietiijes b,came tantamount

to ss ampc ring,' The idocuinentary was always

the uoint of deDarture, but adjstme.nts came dangerously close

to actually destroying the theory.

" important illustration of this is the division of

into two documents. Previously, scholars had spoken of 3 as

a unit, but recently several scholars have split the document.
/

_- Otto Eissfldt refers to a lay document (L)akei from
1J

The J o.cc'ozyt u I:roluoton 1
h1Jj Robe'rt

H. Peifer iihio Introti tod Tmni &

l' does not find 3 in the first 12 chapters of

Genesis, but rather the document S which has an Edomite origin

JACks mean Seir. Pfiffcr'o 6 corroepoado approcixatoly to E1folds

One of the latest books presenting the ltiocumentary
L1o/h1,L / T±4ry in detail, Georg Pohrer's I




discusses a nomadic document (N)

which has been taken from the original J document. Although some'

would magnanimously cll ti;e splitting of 3 tla minor adjustment,"
&,hô (5L5

the documentary has cone close to adding another doe -

ument besides the traditional four.
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