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development at the stage represented by nomadic Arabia in the
late Jdhiliyah. Wellhausen himeelf was much more prudent
than most members of his school, who have often assumed light-
heartedly that the material contained in the codes dates in general

from the time of their original composition. Actually he and

his followers have only shown that the final form of each of the
major documents must be set in a given chronological relation
to the others. With this result work has only begun, since nothing
can be said about the age of the u ng sources and materials
until they have been carefully anaiyne&n on the basis of objective
criteria unknown to Wellhausen and his contemporaries. No
amount of analysis could yield satisfactory conclusions, as long
as such criteria were lacking. Nor could any reconstruction of
Hebrew history, whether that of the Wellhausen achool or of
another, carry much weight, since the earliest document, ], is
dated by the school in question to the middie of the ninth century,
i. e, nearly a century after the Division of the Monarchy. If
Stanley Cook and the reviewer, among recent writers, are cor-

rect, the final form of ] must be brought down to the end of the

eighth century B.C., after the Fall of aria.* If we are right,

the Wellhausen reconstruction becomes even more treacherous.

Considerations like these impelled Kijttel to make his famous

pronouncement (1921) with regard to the solidity of the critical

construction of Hebrew history: “Es fehite dem Gebdude das
~ Fundament, und es fehlten den Baumeistern die Massstiibe.”

Since 1900 new criteria have become available. First and
most important are the discovery and interpretation of a vast
body of cuneiform legal material, including the Code of Ham-
murabi, the Assyrian Code, the Hittite Code, and innumerable
legal documents and contracts from the last three pre-Christian
millennia. In the hands of com tive jurists like Kohler,
Koschaker. San Nicol6, Cuq, and Miles, this material has been
€ reduced to manageable juristic form. Secondl comes the recon-

- struction of both Canaanite and Israelite culture with the aid of

O cuneiform, hieroglyphic, and alphabetic texts, combined with the

*See provisionally the reviewer, The Archuo!o ine ond the Bible’

pp. 147 and 213 f. (n. 59); Stanley “pp. 274 . The theory
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