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and E to the period of the early monarchy.? It was only with regard to P
that Wellhausen discerned a problem.*

Prior to the 19th century, scholarly consensus considered both the
Priestly documents and Deuteronomy to be Mosaic compositions;’
however, subsequent to the publication, in 1805, of de Wette’s thesis that
Deuteronomy was to be dated in the last half of the seventh century
B.C.E., only P was dated early. After 1805, debate and discussion cen-
tered on the date of this source, until Wellhausen isolated and drew
together the significant problems in the history of Israelite religion caused
by its early dating and distilled the major argument resolving them.¢ This
involved an additional presupposition, namely that Israelite religion, of
necessity, developed from a primitive state through a prophetic one into a
priestly Yahwistic form.?

In the first part of Prolegomena, Wellhausen studied the biblical data
relative to the place of worship, the sacrificial system, the sacred feasts,
the priests and Levites, and the endowments of clergy. In each case he

- concluded that the data which derived from P bearing on these institutions

were post-exilic and that therefore the source was post-exilic.? In the
second section, he examined the narrative tradition in Chronicles, conclud-
ing that it was a post-exilic revision of history inspired by Priestly
concerns;® he also recognized the »exilic« Deuteronomistic edition of
Judges, Samuel, and Kings,!® and the Priestly edition of the Hexateuch.1!
In the third section, he emphasized again the influence of the post-exilic
Priestly source on the whole of the Hebrew Bible.!? Reading Prolegomena
a century after it was written, we cannot but be impressed by its forceful
logic and cunning argument. Nevertheless, it is important that we recog-
nize the limitations of what was demonstrated in this book.

As Robert Polzin shows in his recent analysis of Prolegomena, Well-
hausen argued deductively from a set of presuppositions rather than in-
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7 Prolegomena, 11. This particular notion was developed originally by the Dutch scholar A.
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ductively from raw data. Wellhauscn_’s cor.ach.lsions reggrding the lat.e
dating of P are the only ones possible given his literary critical pres‘upposlf—
tions concerning J, E, and D, and his reconstruction qf Israelite reli-
gion. 13 Polzin emphasizes that the marshalling of evidence in Prolegomena
is not done to prove the hypothesis, but rather to indicate its necessity in
the light of the aforementioned presuppositions:“‘

Of the two major presuppositions underlying Prolegomena, tl}e sfche-
matic reconstruction of Israelite religion has been invalidlated by 1n5|g_ht_s
gained through recent studies of biblical religion, research into other rehgx-
ous traditions of the ancient Near East, as well as from cultural and social
anthropology.!S The presupposition of Pentategcl_'ial docurpents apd the
manner of their editing retains its essential validity, and in the light of
recent studies of the formation of the Samaritan Pentateuch and of some
cuneiform historical and literary compositions, may almost be considered
empirically substantiated.'®

13 R.Polzin, Biblical Structuralism: Method and Subjectivity in the Study of Ancient Texts,
Missoula, 1977, 131-34.
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