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the conflicting results and the wild ups and dowvmas of the
documemtary'theories in the eenmtury before its final formulation
attest to the faulty methodology of distinguishing documents

by stylistic criteria.

Even fthough the chamelion features of the documengar

finally assumed a fixed form in the JEIT
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revent refining, which sometiﬁes gécame tantamounts
(4

0 gross tammcriug;‘ The Maisidocumentary Fhtewz vas always
the point of departure, but adjastments came dangerously close
to actualiy_destroying the theory.

~—— adn important illustration of this is the division of

J into two documents. Previously, scholars had spoken of J as

“a unit, but recently several scholars have split the ocumen%
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TS = oes not find J in the first 12 chapters of
Genesls, butv rather the document S which has an Edomite origin

near Seir. Pf

~E=—9ne of the latest books presenting the#ﬁa%%&documentary
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which has Dbeen taken from the original J document. Although some

would magnanimously c§}1 the splitting of J "a minor adjustment,'
ests

#@ﬁ=+1documemuarj ?z;eff has come cloge to adding another doc -

ument besideg the traditional four.
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