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A iled
Oral Tradition

which shows that an old Canaanite cult underlies the legend of
the flood.”

We have now tried to analyse a_complex of tradition from
the Tetrateuch, in order to question the certainty and confi-
dence with which literary critics often speak of their solution_

of the literary problems of the Flood narrative. Thereby we
have seen that a mesbamca/ division of the text into two inde-
pendent sources doss et s jusuce to the preseat text. Such
a division disregard: the iact that our present text is a work of
art, composcd ot differens traditions, it is true, but in such a
way that 3 umfied work has beea the result. Our main purpose,
however, was not the megative wne, to express our doubt and
distrust of the method of litersry criticism, but a more positive
one, viz., to advance an alteenative solution. Thus the question
now arises: What is the exact bearing of our ‘results’ on the
commonly accepted theory of the compilation of Genesis from
two (JE and P) or three (J, E, and P) strands of traditions
(sources)?

Evidently our results offer too small a basis for a general
answer. A general solution of any value must be built upon
similar analyses of the whole Tetrateuch. From the present
analysis, however, some things may be stated:

(1) The author who is responsible for the arrangement of

the traditions contained in chs. 69 lug_mg:l_tg_cnmpas:_ ;

them into a definite chronol

(2} If the chronolo;_gca.l system has to be cgggmgd with P

‘tn use the rgrmm: f literary critics), it is no longer

possible to e as an independent source beside .
He_plier tradi Liarc o7 sfrele

' For an strempn 1o undersansd Leon, 8-9 in its present version we rtefer to
Cassute'’s work mentioned above, though it inmne criticism on one point: his
treanment o {en. 716w Aagrantly opposed to the principles be applies to the
account 4 “hw Pheluge oo peners], esp. 6g-12. He divides chs. 6—9 into twelve
mnomwwmﬂctmhnnmfoc theDeny §;md§9thushavc
tm{?xj—miixo-u;‘ od h rs ral as

mﬂﬂghg_%ﬂc M'y.tﬁb{whmthemm:of‘mwuu i )
is thus left in an ted position, and Cassuto inclines to adopt a oon]octu:e

d to be found in ‘molt commentatori moderni’, viz., substituting Noah
in7. 16b for Yuwn (op. ait., p. 40).
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(3) Nor is he a redactor. A redactor is a ma_whisse .m 1e
interest is_in_harmonizing tradition: which he
neither created nor supported.

(4) He must quite certainly have been a great aris

And now it may be allowed to put two questions which demand
an answer:

(1) Is it possible to go behind this work of art and disen
tangle one special strand of tradition and to reconstruct
it as a literary book?

(2) Is it possible to localize with some exactness in ti

place the author, or the authors, of our present literary

text ?

If we were able to answer the second question in a convincing
manner, if we could gain a picture of the personality (or
theology) of the author(s), then we should possibly be ahic to
answer the first question. We think therefore, that #e_seat—
urgent task is the attempt at determinung the charact: . ofedr
author, and this should be done by szudsing the dhrm fogs mf[
syster, not with regard to its reliabilits s a historical soure: ¢
information, but with regard 4o j#s lokmry character and
theological (or ideological) foundstion, A ~d all the chrono.

logical material from the Tetratench st be taken e com
sideration, and not only the data beionging to the accepted
P-source. The clue of this system, we think, is the clue to the
‘personality of the author(s). Certainly, this task is attended by
some difficulties, the most important of which arz the diver-
gences between the Hebrew, the Greek, and the Samaritan
versions. These divergences, discouraging as they might be,
are evidence of the great importance which was attached to
chronology among the groups of Israclite people in Jerusalem,
Egypt and Samaria.
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