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P. 9 Thanks to the literary-critical and form-critical scholarship of the
nineteenth century, readers of the Bible can now recognize in Genesis, the rest of the
Pentateuch, and on into the following Book of Joshusa four main sources of tradition
thet have been compined and interwoven with each other to form the story:of the-.
emergence of Israel in the form in which we now have that story. It is as if a pub=-
lisher: brought out -four, eucceeaive.edetlona of. & book, each one\expanded and -im-
proved to put-the. polnt .across more fully-;and telling than the. preqeilng one.: ; ;
Beglnnlng with the Yahwist, J Souroe in -the tenth ;century B.C., the t1ad1t10n waa ex-
panded by the addition of the Elohlet E Source something over a century laer, then
by the Deuteronomic, D.Source in jthe. eevepth or; gixth - century,*and finallyby- the
Priestly, P Source no -later. than. 400 B.C. BotE sad F 1o} pave s
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p. 10 Once we have learned to turn an snalytical eye on the composite product

of the sources, we can acknowledge thet they made their point well, superlatively so.
We can further see that ‘the sources" made use- of matefial that, witha - our’ categorles
of thinking, we call thh end legend ag well ‘@s ‘what ‘we' thlnk of ‘as history. Biblical
criticism has had to fight every inch of the way against the’ ‘résistance of those
willing to recognize only historicel fact as truth, as if myth and 1egend did not
proclazm other k1nda of truth eapeclally appropriate to thoee forme of wrltlng and
apeaking.‘
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= P 15 The nineteenth oentury saw the’ full appearance of that’ “higher“ ‘criticism
Q.' whlch aought to evaluate the received materlal of the Old Teatamant un&er the

from the past. For thoee of s who' llve after ‘this movement it ig" apparent on the
fece “of it that anyone who wishes 't0 acduire g reEpectable underetandlng of the past
must ‘teke “such ‘& "critical® approach ‘thward his’ sources, ‘bt when tne ‘pioneers of
literary criticism ‘proceeded ‘to study ‘the'0ld' Testament this: vay, @ "story of protest
fie: A6 broke around their heads|“ It has not ‘entirély subsided’ yet, but- within most circles
there is now & genuine and grateful acknowledgement ‘of the fundamental soundness and
necessity of thix the critics' methods.end, in ‘the mein’, of their principal results,
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p. 17 The work of Wellhausen, Gunkel, snd the other wmasters of literary criticism was
- informed by the preveiling "developmental' :thought -of their. time and -happens to have
come. before, modern. archaeology; emerged as a, proper science.. . Our present recognition of
the fallaoy of thet reigning philosophy must not, however,. drive us to-contempt or
dlq’aln for their having not thought shead of their age or having reached conclusions
that- must’ now ‘be modified in view of “subseguent ﬁlscovery.. Much’ ‘ot what they had to
say remains deflnltlve for“study of” the Bible,but ‘there are ‘other’ resources ‘to which
we may now turn. }'. Some modiflcatlon of the earl:er conclu51ons of lzterary critical
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which no one hed preV1ouely thought. j*” gt cGOVEST
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