Preconceptions in Interpretation
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In Blble séholarahlp, 1b is qul“e evident that men w1th 31n11ar
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béckrounds, traln;nv and anellect ‘can tranalate the Bible in a wide
veriety of Qays. No matter how obgactwve a qcnoTar annaars or claims
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to be he caa not he 1p but bring 1rto hls scnoTa"shlp certaln preapec-
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tives and p -unders andlngé Whl"h is Dart o? his 11t°llectual and s
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.7enem0tiona_ nako-ub.' Twowld ventire to say thaﬁ ot o Blblical
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ola¢sh-p is conurolled by th@ prnconceot+on3 +hau a scholar w1ll
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brln: to nhe nass . of nVﬂdence thau ae i5 to dec1phpr, For thisureasoﬁ
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many of conclusmons reached by bch01ars wll_ bn hlzhly suoaect:w° iRt s

nahture and will,bear 1ittls resemblance to the end product'of a'"cut

and dry" scienhific“inquiry. This paper will cxplore some of the pre=

CDULEﬁt’Oﬁs he’d by a fow anolars and/or the 1ntallectaal climate tazt

nurtv“ed tnelr achchrshlp. It is not going to be in any Way an 1n
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"tacking down" the prnconceptlons her by various scholars - scholars

tend not to admlt at lea5u in prlnu, the SuOJeCulve elements that
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effoct their ob3=ct1ve studies, 3ut it w111 or1ng into sharper focus
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ifficulties for scholars, both liberal and conservative, to in-

tarpret fhe facgé to such a‘high degree of accuracy as to even ap- -
proach oftentimes a truz evaluation of the material. E

One of thé most influential i ue“nretaulonq to sprout and g“ov
in the ?iblicai‘éﬁholarship world was the Jdy By P,'D’hypothesis uofk—

ed out by Julius Wellhausen (1S44~1918)s He saw the historical devel~

e 0ld Testament to be Prophets, Law, Priests rather than
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goment o

the formerly held Law, Priest, Prophatsgs - His work, not being altogether
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an original creation grew out of the work of 1c‘or*ne:r' scnolars and the
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roots of much their concla31ons go deep into the 1nuellectual cllma te
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of this nerlod of hlSuOTy. Ncllhausen as well as the many scholars
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prevwously who had contrlbutpd to uhe hyp0uh331s (Ast“uc, Gﬂddes,

Vater, De We+te, Ewald, Tuch, Hupfeld and Gra¢) ere to some degree pro-
ducts of the elgnteenth-contary mnllghtenmentg Tne bnllghtenment was

charac te*lzed bj the enthrom_no of human reason and 2lso 1mportantly for
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Biblical studles a reactlon to some deWree of religious ao"mas, churcn
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tradltlons, and eccTBSlastwcal authorl\,;y'° Th_s in 1tsnlf maj not havn

bean so bad but the react on included also thé'possibility of talkding the

- 4 : 5
Bible as dev1nely 1nsn1red. Accordlng to the ratlonal ots, the Bible was

tue where it agr reed to the conclusions arrlvnd at by 1nuependent reasone-

inge Alsominﬁlﬁancing;weilhausen'were;the,principles of causafion and

evolution of Hegel. Rejécting the dévine influence and accenting-the

philosophy of Tecal he could not see in the religion o? the Hebrews a
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God 1nt°ract1ng with man. Thn sources that described the religion'df
the qu*larchs as being nonothewstlc he could not agree with either but
saw the sources as baiﬂg -uhgistoric, The early religion of Israel he felt

.

to be prlmlt ive and an¢mlst1c. Later the Israeiites adapted themséivash
TR

Canzanite at werns band the y'el gion gradnally evolvaed to the sophistic St

ed, highly ethical;religién of ths scripturaé. Israzlite religion pro-

gressinglfrom the simple 1o the complex had all the earmarks of Hegel~

ian evolutionism, So suceessfully did dellnausen's hypothesis fit in

with the religious cl te of th2 day that it met wide acceptance in

a very short time, There were those who right lg criticized much of his

hypothesis (as attrlbutlng such 1mnnrtancn to thn use of two devinz nanes)
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But their voices were drowned out by the applause of Wellhausen'!s follow=-

ers.(Harrison PP. 21-22), 'Catching tha imagination of many young scholars
| i l |

£ the day, +he theory was accevtﬂd, n:manod and ap011ed to many parts of

the Biblse includinv the an Tostamenta. Since the 1ntroquouion of +the
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hypothesig, sav0*al of “ellhauspn's meuhod‘s and conclusions have found to
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be very weak, Arc P3801031u81 d_scove“ies andl cuneiform and hieroglyphic
decivherments have further vezkened some conclusions, Despite this how-
ever, the GrafAWellhaausen theory still has a significant effect on con-

‘temporary scholarshlp, =nd is now part -of the p supﬁosiﬁions held by
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a great nany svholars fodav.
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Pat'onaiist c h_storicism if not before was now well established,
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The pailiso Dhical presuppOSitﬂoﬂs of this system guided many schools, and

investigations, The claims the Bible rmade of itself of being devinaly
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inspire d or at least being a record of Ceds dealings with Tian were not

even conéidefea. ‘éod was ; dzad issﬁe. The universe was éoﬁﬁrolled by
fixed 1éws and there is‘novgod whoNinterferej Aé‘; fééuit.iiézclés and
prop pqy were out. They had to be exdplained in some other way., Exempli=.
tive of this was the book of Amcs, a book witﬁ-féwer probléms than éjy
other book, Ceriainuscholars maintain tnere are certain aniotations and
dditions in the book; The;e are 1:1-2,9-10,11-12; 2:L-3, lZ;ih;?b. 8a,
13§ ©:8-9, 18h 22b36:2, 9-1la3 7:1d, Ba; ':2a 6, 1la; 9:9¢-25, Th se

additions 2re prophesies foretold b Amos along with passages of hdpé and
and lessianic nrophesy. (Freeman, ppe. 158=1£9).

éurrent positions based n rationalistic ﬁistoricism and heirs of
the Crafelellhausen theory with its rodifications con bte seen throuzhout

liheral scholarship todaye A good.part of liberal scholarship today is

najfe tp of these presuppositions-which are in turn made up of presup-



0051t10ns. In his fl"st chapter Gerald A, Larue state
mhe the ary hls ory of the Flbln can be =a1d to
=% s havetbesgun in:the: time.of Solomon when two man,, -
or groups ~7 men, procuced what was to become
the huclaus:of the 901d Testament. One concene: . & r- - -,
trated on th2 story of Davideeeelhe other writer
» or writers delved into the oral :and written. - =3
traditions of the past to enrlﬂh the undsr-
standing of the.vresent, 2. .4 S 3 e 0 et T
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Tater he dleblwys Hls true colors ag in by saying:
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Becanse the docunentary nypothn513 is the most
widely accepted of all. theocries of Pentateuchal., == .=
analysis, this baok will utilize in principle,
©:2rthe conclusions:reached by.this method-of re-

asarch,

v ks 8 r SRR B ol Rk g Sl Rkl sl

Other-noted scholars supporting the Graf-Wellhausen view and rational-
istic histericism- are such-noteables as John Bright,; N. Cottwald, and

Otto Zissfeldt,  Gottwald states in his A Iight to the Hations says,

"Cne of the certain results of modern Bible study has been the discovery
irst five books of the 0ld Testament were not. written by
Moses." (pe 1C3) ; s

C1ld Testamsnt scholars who support Mosaic aLthorlunlU are primar-
ily, Afcher, Harrison, Hengestenberg, Creen, Keil, Kitchen, Moeller, -
Unger, Wbod,rand Y;uﬁé. The éresupposition renerallry held by conser=
vative scholars is of course the belief in God and his working in hist
And, naturally this view would tend to color an individualls scholar
ship oand intercretation as mucn if not more than a scholar's non~belief

in Cod, Holding high the colors of this view is.lMerrill F. Unger who

Tosethar with its inssperable counterpart, the lew
Testament, it (the 01d Testament) is essentially
nnnomna“QbTe with any othey written book, Because
it iz the Vord of God,

(po 16)



The csuses fought by the conservative are such things as-the:Mosaic
authorship.,of the Pentateuch; th=2idevine inspiration of the- Bible,
and the unity of :the booksg but this is guite -natural considering their
praconceptions. And who can argue-with them when such men as Unger
claims -~more..or less,'ﬁhataﬁod.is_ohtour'side?. A proolem that many---
conservatives have with their world view-is nect to admit anything-that
may take o the aura of compromise.. (After all, the liberal-does not;
havz mmch to loose but the conservative does i.e, his,Goéé)- Despite~this
thé conservative view ofvthe unity ofuthe :Bibléuand:thezearly-dateaof.
its writting is still suppeorted stronly by Bivlical and éxtraeBiblical
evidence.,. ik ool era® Th ; ' = Vo

The .wide divergence of opinion by the conservative and thé liberal
in regards:stor the date ofizvarious books of the Bible can be best illustrated
in two graphs by S:muel Sehultez,

Biblical Historical Viewpdint of OT ILiterature
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Both visws are basically the result of two presuppositions held by

scholars i.e. the rationalistz approach and God working in history
approscie “ An agreement by both liberal and conservative scholars
will most certainly never occur, unless individual members of one camp - -

will surrender =nd join the enemy, (Sut then to the liberals, the con=
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servative Joes not even pose @ thrzat much lsss—an enery,)—The-pre-

suppositions. of the 2ible being.-levinely or not devinely inspired will
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always exist for there is not enough evidence to support =ither Tully.
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The 1ibefal will contime-to-tlaim thet-the-conservative is blinded
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by.his faith.or more likely the liberal will only ignore the conser-

vative and the conservative will continue to claim that the liberal

.

is blinded by dust.of-trivia and will not clear his vision and look
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% the message God has.for man. .



