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The continued application of these methods to the Bible, despite their

practical abandonment in other fields of literary study, is all the

stranger since in the Biblical field thzre

more

factual material is xw ,,navailable than ever before. This x is the

result of the investigations of archaeology. During the pastheed hundred

years a whole new world has risen n from the dust -as 1che

work of excavators in Egypt,

sop*, Palestine and other portIrI aregins / / of the

Near East. At point after point where ±ii Biblical statements had

been considered by the critics to be purely imaginary, eée@as-eome--'

_--actual objects q' lon )uried wri,titgs/hae eome 'o light

that fit exactly with the piblicaiistatementsA Some supporters of the /
Vi iY c 0

Welapproach dliitely shut 'their eyes to these matters and

maintain that most of the Biblical contents represent mythical developments

or products of 'human imagination. Most ,xkw however, try to fit the

archaeological discoveries into their own

theories and thus are faced with an impossible task. The documentary theory-- Jsaps~
. . . ,. '. .: ., . , . ..

ix tend toe become bent and-twisted to fit archaeological
:''".;' .

discoveries it
, .' .........'.

can-- survive. mopg Between. tn documentary theorists who accept

archaeological evidence 4 z,A and those who 'try to xpIain t it away,

severe'' tensions' develop. Note, i±r for instance, the strong arguments that have

bèteen the school of Aibright, Bright' crigh and that of Notht'VC/
" ., ., .

Rad.' Archaeology has presented the evidence that could kill the documentary

theories, if properly applied, but many refuse to apply it.
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