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Some have epfle4 this the "Copeiuicn ievulabion-of Higher

C.ttioism, because of the dra-e-t+c change it wrought--4i--the

.d.e.eumentary theory of the Pentateuoh Unlike Copernicus'

thrvy however, this,. view w more complicated than Lts
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&t. .1

E had. bçen spii.in1to jwo
do71

nents, - Karl Ilgen had done
e,-Ifrei '/4-V a-

in 17 Put;h h und 17deeurnents in Genesis, and

his work was not influential4

Hupfeld also suggested that the documents composing

the Pentateuch had been written in the order P, E, J, D

and that they had been put together by.an

editor or redactor *Ia-to-lioci II who added a few commcns

aid:oooacionaliy puta .Ja --u-in P r oi
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we
bthe




eye




'7reiigioie The complex laws of

P could not have come firsts Therefore Karl Heinrich Graf,

-in-+866j suggested that P be split up and the legal material

in it be dated even later than D. The Dutch scholar Abraham

4. C2Kuenen3replied to Graf) in 1869, "(1

arguing that P could not be split because of its uniformity

of style. He suggested. that all of P should be dated after D.

With this revision, the stage was finally set for the

appearance of Ju1us_Welihausen's -Prolomr
- 1.1 )

".,ublishéd in 1878. This book contained

no significant innovations in dividing the Pentateuch into

documents, but Hupfèd's view was stated brilliantly and
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