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; sl Tradition
must naturally never be M- <Ged in advance with the book
we know by the pmphcts 0AME. <. 4o other hand it is
attempted to explain through what phases ti <L5in4a] collec-
tion of prophetic 1:racles passed in order to become ous | —acepe
prophetic book By means of certain established criteria a
portion of the material is separated from the rest as being
secondarv. An arrempt is made to determine the age of this
secondary mare ol and b ttos means it is believed to be pos-
sible to reconstruct, with more or less accuracy, the develop-

s o0 e meanhetic book 1n question often through a period
Of Severa:n centuries. ]'h;: literary mad khttnfimj invcstigations_

go hand in hand; a separation of them is impossible. 1 hic oo
ot the work is the effort to recover the prophet’s own book, to
get back to his original message without the later additions.
In order to do this the necessary prerequisite is, as likewise
appears in the purest literary criticism, that the reduction to
writing of a saying is contemporaneous with the origin of the

saying. Not the spoken word, but the written word can be
preserved intact throughout the ages.

The fraditio-bistorsan proceeds in a different way, He attempts
to distinguish between the historical and the literary aspect of
the investigation, and he first devotes himselt to_the literary
investigation. In this way the complex of tradition with which
he s concerned is first of all separated from its surroundings,
and then an understanding of its structure s attempted. The
passages having a literary relation are defined, the central point

« complex is sought for, and an attempt 1+ macde to explore
the owoctulity of understanding the remamiay material as
literar: e wirs around this nucleus. Supported by the know-
ledge avasiwtsic troe <ot <nurces as to the conditions for oral
composition ar-: oral Frowsmiscion the scholar tries to describe
how this Lterary depimi areoi . leus can have taken place,
and why a nucleus nas atiracees e chat material by
which it is at present surrounded. But this does not yet prove
anything as to the histornical value ot the different savings, their
value as a source of information as to the prophet’s message.
This is an entirely different problem, the solution of which can
only be attempted when the literary investigation is brought
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to an end. It w s matter of opinion whether the tradse

historian’s histoticai investigations—if he embarks upor then
at all—should commence with the nucleus or with the deposits.
Personally we thsek it most natural to commence with rhe
nucleus. If this sucleus can without contradiction be titred
into the historical pattern, from which tradition asserts that «t
derives, “hage is scarceiv reason to doubt the correctness of the
tradition. But w.:~unagy is something we never attain. If the
deposits exhibit more wwm= a formal relationship with the
nucleus, or exhibit an inherent relaic~<hip with it in spite of
formal differences, and even in spite of appa.z~t or perhaps
demonstrable differences, then we can plead the auti.~nticity
Of Wit oajinge, in the first case in full measure, in the secund
in a substaniiai wcasure, Y tne iack Of INNET FeMmtivLaLLp 1o (cil
too strongly, it is naturally necessary to emphasize the role f
tradition for the<e dennwits, which thus testfy to a later revision,
perhaps a modification, of the thoughes of the prophe: fur
even in this case these passages retain « swderable value 1
principle, however, neither greater nor e« value than the
supposedly original savings of the propher  Uf cours thepe

are people who apotheosize the rophets.  For thro the

‘secondary’ is equivalent to the wferies For the historia: aho

can date wese deposits, they bHreome . vever useful Hluwera-
tions of the view- held in certain times and in certain circles on

certain matters.

As the pursuit of the prophet’s own words is an essential
concern of literary criticism in its radical as well as its conser-
vative form, we have first of all to examine the complex, Mic.
4-5, in its relation to the remainder of the book of Micah, among
other reasons because radical criticism in its classical form as it
appears in Karl Marti’s commentary! does not recognize any
authentic saying by Micah after Mic. 3.12. Marti’s argument
is briefly this: Jer. 26.18, which quotes Mic.3.12, shows that
2 hundred years after the prophet’s activity he was still remem-
bered as a great and bold, but remorseless, prophet of doom.
And this is just the picture of him we know from Mic. 1-3
(without their secondary additions); this section is a compact

1\ Dodekapropbeton { Kurzer Hand-Commenmar), 1904, pp. 258-302
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