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I'CSUltS and absurd lengths to which literary critics had gone
(eY/

A in sLg U.n *ritinjS into hynOthet}Cal docus, often
Ai Igei dej/4.

coj:osed by unknown writers Thero was fi.ally a reaction against

such an arbitrary rethodology in general literary studies. How-

ever, B;.blical studies have shoUi very few signs of retreating

from documontarr analysis. blil oülro hvo given up
0 .t4Qs4P) t1 7J /

l1h&uBcn'e Thetry C 1e'1 A,Ii4I 1O :,

e c of Israel s religion and rcligious insti-

tiitions fron orinitivo bo:innings to an advanced level

is now seen to be siuoUstic and. 1aihly
tie' ei I

subjective. However, iellhausen' 0
larpl

paved the way for the acceptance of the Midoournentary tfry,P1
)

k+-would Seem to susooct the documentary Tbc
i-6 Jcje,'k /

when t.e oluonp±r history is torn away. cone wad.

ci&u that th ltidooumentary Tory tand or fa1i apart-

'o1liiguoo particular thoor of Hebrew roligiouc dovel

o-ent cince the r.ltidoounontary Theory War, cilaboraed in

t ontury prooeding To1ihauon Rogniing thc prarent force

ofthi rgumt the tw "Do 3L-L±O Difi

- Pv EDP ,Tiory? and "Do Duolloationo Prove th JEDP
A /c/f
.Theory? s4ow tne internal literary wealcoesses of the do en

A t1c
4mentarj /heory .2. fair appraisal of the facts i hg ys et
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