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% the documentary

Jo
hypothesis is se-woefully deflcient in a number of crucial areas,
that the only logical step is to totally reject it. Since this
07— Azay‘/tzz/‘
borders %fqﬂ "heresy" in cexftain circles, the centributors
4 .
request%an emotional reaction be suspended in favor of a careful

éaﬂk

sifting of the fa;Z?.
Al though theéé—&eaay& can undoubtedly be classfied "negative,"
there is a Vvery real implication of a "positive" nature which
pervades tﬁém. It 1s implied throughout that the best werking
hypothesis is unified authorship, spedifiCally in reference to

the Pentateuch., 4 full=blown argument is certainly not given,
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et ¥. , In opting for
anFher AT Ig«ﬁﬁ/g
this ruling conception, the centribubters intend to show a healthy
Fw?L ermece Ae
respect for tradition, BExéy believe: the trend in general

literary studies is a powerful motivating factor in the direction

of unified authorship, while g careful sﬂaﬂy of the particular
literaﬁgﬂgpenoména of the Pentateuch points to a single creative
writer. /Since Moses is claimed by the writings themselves to %Zriée&L

“"d"“-/a/ Secnm
written or spoken laﬁge parts of the Pentateuch, he is—the most
for ;

WZ I:/’Sr
A1 kely candidate te—be- the author/of “the Pentateuch. But even

this very "plausible" hypothesis must be handleafcmnticusly; when
the account of Moses' death is given in Deuteronomy 34.5=8, it would

appear that more than strict Mosalc authorshlp gf /PR¢/FeUrAEFUAEH/
is requir%? to gxplaln ?ll the phenomensa of, Ppentateuch . In
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ease, it is thought here that/meny Of the supposed in ongz&itieé;7%
an

of the Pentateuch can often be glven a more adequate explanation £rea
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