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explanation of why varying names are applicable in one case but
not another. TFor ingtance, Jacob and Israecl are names for the same
person, but thesge have never been used to distinguish documents.
The "cing of Bgypt" 1is also called "Pharaoh" and "Pharaoh king of
Egy@t” in the Pentateuch; what prevents one from using this variation
of Altles as a stylistic criterion of different documents?

ne of the most serious problems which the argument of varying
names for God has ,to oyercome is its virtual destruction by the

ho fodle

Maltl docunentary ngeaqp{tself' In:the historytof doeumentary taeories,

E and P were at one time paxrt of the Same document whlchA?
/oi;ml / Teve s 0/

cnaracte zed by uae consistent use f “Cedes However/ Huf T@ld
awﬂ-eh ~on e 4 am E"’. .
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P S j; e SRR e into—El—aaé—EE?~—E= (whioﬁ later
became known as P) retained its distinctive style from J, but ES

(later just E) was now claimed to be very similar in style to J
although each document used differeﬁt names for God. The variation of
the names for God loses all its bite when E becomes closer stylistically

to J than to P (even though this document uses the same divine name

as E!)
A. %f’j(j
Since the M%%%%documentary‘1iéﬁrﬁy gives g very unsgtisfactory
explanation for the varying names for God, is there another answer?
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Ironically, S.R. Driver, a proponent of the#%&é%aaocumentary

suggests a better case. In An Introduction to She Literature of the
Cle veland  and™ Mow Vi :

01d Tegtoment (The World Publishing Company, l956};,éé states, "It
is true that Elohim and Jghweh represent the Divine Nature under

different aspects, viz. as the God of nature and the God of revelation



	LinkTextBoxLeft: http://www.macraelib.ibri.org/Notes.htm


