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Preconceptions in Interpretation 
... , :-· \. ... - _- -:·--- ... -· . . ... ..., ........ ·- ~ 

,- .... 1':'· · · '-- • i'\ _ - 1·· •;" .... .• ..J 

L..J. 3ib1e "s-ch~larship·; .it . is "'quite evident· .that men witl:i si!.tl.lar 
... , - ..... - t .1 .: .... - _-\.:.~ -~ ·:.! _'"':, _, - - : . f' ., .. , ... , 

b ackrolinds, tr.ai~ng, and intellect can tra""lslate the Bible ":tri a ·wi'd.e 
y __ .•.· : ''= .• i. . · •)'.• :_ _ '}..::. . ... :? '7 .J. 1 1 ,_~ • • J"*· " -et - ~ 

variety 'Jf ways .. . _ No raatter how objective a scholar a::.:ipears or ciaLris 
• I 'I . , '1 , ~ i ! • .• • ~ .. ti - .. • j • ' .. ~ ...... • . .._ . _., ... , · • . - ' -

to be 2e ca..1 not help but bring into his schola::-ship certain pre.spec...:· -
.. " • .,. I -: . :~ - !.:..~ :. . .. • .: ~t•'..J · .... 1_ '1-;:- ~ ;.._' .tt_!'r,J;.&.:.;p• ..;~.::; 

ti1es and pre-understa.."11.dings which is part of: his intellectual and-: -
'\ . \ 'i. ;...! j .: _, I .- ~ r .. : .• ;. '" {'" ~" ' • - , -' -. "'1 "f' • ~ ": -.. w' - .. .,..... - --.·'-"'; ~ 

cnen ~tional r:i.ake-Up; - :f 1.ioUia V9ntu...····~{-to say ·that most or-:-:Bi'DlicaJ. 
_',-::-

• 

0 

'l ~ ~ . ! ~· . • ~ 7'1 I ..:... • , l ) ~ "l,-,• • :_ _: ,·• : - ', <. '• • .,,_ .., •- _ .. -r- • . - - . . . -. , -
schola:rsh::!.p is controlled by the :preconc7ptions that a sc:iolar will 

-., i , ,::> '"'"..; o _ 1 •- ~ I - "' • ,.. ,: -., • ,-

b~i ng to 1 the mass-of 8-.rj_d~n~e-·that ~e-is to deciphe~o 
_,, ! , .. - j_ -""'lo 

For this ·-~easori 
~ !. • 1. ~ - - .::: ! ..... l ... - •. ~ , v - .... ,- .. - - - .. l 

me.rrJ of conclusions reached ·":iy scholars will T>e highly subjective -in .:·; ~. 
~ - • • ·1 ·: 'I' ' - :- . -, ..: ... ... -· • t ::. ~ 

na4:.ure and . will~bear littl~ res-ambiance to the ena product/of a·"cut ' 

a.nd dry" sci~n"i:.ifi.~ ' inquicy. Thl.~·: P~Per will cxPlJ~ s::im~ - ~f the pre~ 
• ' •1 ' .l ~ -- - ...! - .: ' - - .:.. • .: J - • • J • ·1 ' - • -- 1 ~ - \. t • 
conce) tions held by a f ew scholars and/or the- intellectual cli.'l'?la:(e t:ia.t 

--
m:.rttl:'ed thei; s~hckrshlp~' "It is not-.- ~~ing 

- .. . . ~ {"' 

t o be'- in .. any ~af/ an .1.,in 
-,- .~ ..,, .-. . fl_. : .. _·; ~ · -· ~ .. 

depth st~dy- due " to- t~e - t;me alloted and the fr.eqiient ~ .9; f'fic"t.1t:7 ili .; ~ 

tend not t-~ ~dndt ~+,:. least in pd.ht~ the- suo.Je~f.l..,e · ~lem~nts that , . - -' 

effoct° t~~~j::;· obj~cti:r~ · ~t~d:l~s· . 3ut it . ~~rill 1.J~i~~ into sharper focu; -- ,._ ~ 
~- -

the rlifficulties for fcholars·, both liberal and conservati-;.e, to ill- · 

terprPt the facts to such a hi6h degree of acc _u-acy a3 to even ap~ 
... -

pro:~c~ . oftenti:nes a true evaL:ation o: .. the matei'ial. 
.!. 

One of the nost influentiul interpretations to sprout and grow 

in t~e 3~blical s c:hol3.rship world was the J, E, P, ·n ·hypothesis uork-

ed. by Julius Wellha."J.s?,n (1344-1918)" He saw the historical devel-
. .. 

oprrient of the Old Test.a.;-:ie ~1t to be cophets, Law, Priests rather than 

the .fomerly held Law, Priest, Prapne:fi;~- - His work, not; being altogether 

- l. -
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an original creation grew out of the work of former scholars a..~d the 
.~ ! -t- .. i,. __ - · - - .. J,_-~ 

roots of much their conclusions go deep into the intellectual clLmate 
. !f' ....... 'j-;;': •l: ..... """.;, "" I I -~~~:-::.. -.·· .j 

of this period of history. Wellhausen as well as the many scholars 
t l"" J_ - .... ... .... _.;. .., .... . -: 'l - -

pre•riously who had contributed to the· hypothesis (Astruc, Geddes,, 

Vater, De We~.t~~· ~~/{ail, iu~h,, ! H~pf~li,= ~'d. drar)' ere to some degree pr~·- - -
.. . :~ ; - } - - .... . f _, ; - ~ 

ducts of the eighteenth-century EnJighterunerrto The i!:nlightenment ·was 
·. , ... - "' . - .. . . - ' . -~: ':' 'L..; 1-:- _- :;; ·~ . - . ) - . . -

characterized by the enthroning of hu.118Il reason and also i!nportantly for 
.,.. ; :!. • · - ·-~~ -. -. _ ., _,: • • ~ • • .-. " _, • l . .!.- I - ~ ... ~ -- :. ':.! • • ~ --

Biblical studies a reaction to some de~ree of religious dogmas, church 
-· '...: • I I .... "' .... • "!-· _,-=-- 'i _:-_:_. . . . •..:.. .....,.. ..i. 

traditions, and ecclesiastical authorityo 
. - .-y 

This in its9lf may not ha7e 
1,. - .•• 

L 

bgen so bad. but the reaction included also the 'possibility of tald.ng the 
·~-; ·-.:~~.:-:- •• -:J".'" • 4 -' - ......... _, - ~ t 

Bible as devinely inspired. According to the rationalists,, the Bi'::lle was 
- L - - ,,. i,. - : ,.-~ ... - ::-~ :" ~- - • ·-. ... .. .. • . - ?_ ~ • 

true where it agreed to the conclusions arri~ea at by independent reason-

ing.. .8.lso•rinflti.encing:.Wellliausen ·were· .. the .principles of causation a:i.d 

~ I ... • 

evolution of .Hegel. Rejecting the d.Svine influence and accepting the 

' philosophy of ~Iegel, he could not see in the religion of the Hebrews a 
~ - • ·~ f i,.. ..::·.,!. ..' _ ! ,_ ... \ ..) 

God interacting with man. The sources that described the r eligion ·of 
. . - ... 

the pat:!'iarchs as being nonotheistic he C'Juld not agree with either but 
- ' -- '1 ' -.. > . '. 

saw the sources as <.being--w'.iliistoric. The early rel i gion of Israel he felt. 
' 
.!. "a. 

to be primitive and animistic. Later t he Is~aelites adapted t hemselves 
\ ·:. _-,~ ... " -=- ·. 

Canaanite patter.is and the religio!l gradualiy evol ·vad to t~e sophis~icat-

ed, hig~ly ethical religion o= the scriptu~es. I sraalite reli0 i on p~o-

gres si:ig f rom the siinDle to t he co:iplex had all t he earmar ks of He~el-

ian eYolutionismo So successf ully did We~'ri.ausen rs hypothesi s fit i..'1 

with the r eligious clim;:i.te of th<:! day that i t net wide e.cceptance in 

a very s'.10-rt time. There were those who rightly criticized r.ruch of J:i..is 
-

hypot:".1.~sis (as attributing such importa.<ce t o the use of two ·le vin3 n a,"'"1 '.?S ) 
___ _..!"_- -
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But t:'.leir. voices were drowned 0 11t by the applause of ,Wellh3.usen's follow-

ers M (Harrison pp. 21-22). ·Catching the imagination of many you..1"lg scholars 
. ·::\ , . !.. \ ' · . 

' of t he day, the theorJ was accepted, expaned, and applied to many parts of 

-
t he Bible including the New ·Togstamenta . ,Since the introduction of "!:.he 

- - I I • "' _. - • -

hypoth~sij,, seYe'!'al of ·1,,-ellhausen 1 s me-thod 1 s and co~clus:S.0ns have f ound to 
..- ... I I ... .. 

be very weak,. Archaeological clisco-,r-=r_::b_es an i cuneiform and hierogzyphic 

decipherments have -furt'"!er weak~ned some conclustons. Despite this how-

cvPr:1 the Graf-Wellhaausen theory still has a significant effect on con-
• • I . I f ) ~ 

t empora.7 scholarship• . ~q is now -part·· of. tl_le p:resuppos~ tions held by 
l ., I ' ~· · . : * .:. - t • I - ~ I l f ·{ _ . 

a great nany schqlars today. 
~ .. ~ J) 

Rationalistic historicism i f not bef ore was now well established. 
... r : ;1: "'; - • ·- ..... '{. , • 

The p'.1ilisophical presuppositions of this system guided r.:any schools,. and 
' ~· . ;_ - - .. 

im-estigations. The cla:L'11s the Bible ri ade of itself of being d~vinel:r 
'" l I ,.I. • 1 • -: !... "" \ - t 

in~pired or a t l east being a reco~d of Gods -dealings Wit:r·man." were not 
"' -~ _ ; - ~ - • "'l ·....; -

even considered. God was a clzad issue. The universe was co!ltrolled by . : .. 
. -~ ! ~! . !.: ,.. ' . - . · -=~ 

fix:e'.i laws and there is no god who i nterfere. As a result rniracles a.1"ld 

prophesy WPre out. They had t o be e:x;il ained in some other way. Exempli- -_ . 
tive of this Has the book of Amos, a book with fewer problems than a::ry 

.. . 1 - ~ 

other book. Certain scholars maintain there are certain a~~otations and 
l : 

adciit ions in the book. These are 1:1-2,9-10,ll-12; 2:h-5, 12; 4:To. Ba. 

l3j 5:8-9, 18b 22b;6:2, 9-lla; ?:ld , 8a; 1 :2a 6, lla; 9: 8c-25. Th se 

additions .?.r8 prophesie s f oretold 1J:r A!nos alon;; ·,d.t:1 passages of hope and 

oncl lless:.e.nic :ri rophe~~. (Freeman, pp. 1 83- 1 69). 

" Curr ent positions based ; n r ati onali stic historicism and heirs of 

the Graf_:.!ellhausen t heo!"J wit h its r:odifi cations c 2.:i be seen th::-ou::;:1out 

lih~r~l scholarship today• A good . part of l~oeral scholE~rship today i s 

na-5.c t:.p of theRe presuppositions-\.J'h'ich are in t urn made up of presup-
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positions. In his first c~apter Gerald A. Larue stat es; 
""r- Ii . 

4 "" - -..1 :"! . ·r : . ~:. r e:· .. ;-·· · .- .. n ... -- __ t} •. j~ :. t .. : -_c~: ·!.:..:. . 

The Literary history of the Bibl8 can be said to 
" -> .• ·,; · _ ·havet pa gun _in.-.the ,,time .. of Solomon wl;ten· .. two men,.i. _ : _. ~- ; __ .• 

- i 

O!' group~ ~~ men, produced :-1h a t was to become 
the nuclaus ;·ofl .- the Old · Testa.lllent. One cencen'!!'·;_ _. <i . _ ~ .,. -~~ . :· 
trated on the sto:rJr of David •••• Tte at.her writer 

:. or write!'s delved into the o::-:al -ancL.written . - ::: :i 

traditions of the p.:i.st to enrich the under-
standing ·of the-;present. ;~ · · .. j;_ · ·-··' ,_ ... ~ ... 

(p .. 4) 
.. . . ~ . ..:·· •; ~ l ~·:... .. :l · .,. . i. . __ 11 ' • r :....~ 1 ~ ~ : -!~ ··, -.:. r- ·,,..- -r · '"'.:. i .~- • '" - ,i •• ' 

Lat er he displays his true colors ·ag~in by saying: 
.. ':~ =.~: -:.;. -::::-- ~ -=.. ,. • _J_ 

Beca~se the documentary hypothesis is the most 
-. widely accepted of all. theories of Pentateuchal ~ , 

analysis, this b 0ok will utilize in principle, 
;:' ,- -'.r t he conclt!.sions : re.ached by .. this method-. of re- ... .:.. ' '' ; ~ . :~ 

s earch. 
- - . (p • . 33) ; · -~ ~ .... ": -

~ i ~·' . . 

Ot:'."ier-·noted schol~rs supporting the Graf..: . .fellhausen view and rational.-

ist :..c historicism· are such-noteables as i:Tohn Bright.; N. Gottwald,~ and- - ·J_ 

Ott o :Sissfe-ldt. • .. Gottwald states in his: A light to t he Nations says; 

"Gne o~ the- cer~ain results of modern Bible study has b een t he dis cov-?ry 

t l"at +-he f i rst f ive books of the Old Testament were not .. written by 

!-:oses .. " (p. 1C3) · 

Old Testament scholars w:io support Hosaic aut horiship are primar-

ily, Archer, Harrison, Hengestenberg, Green, Keil, Kitchen, Hoeller, · 

Unger,. T:food, and Youn·g. The presupposition ~enerall:r h'3l d by censer-

·,•a i:.i ve scholars is ·)f course the belie:' in God and ti3 working in histo:·y o 

And, nat·.: -r c:.ll~r this '\-iew would tenrl to col or an indi~ricual .rs s cholar-

s11ip :ln<l int,e :-nrgtation as nn1ch i f not r:ore t~2an a sch0l ar 's non-belie f 

i n God .., Holding high t he colors of this view is .Nerrill F ., Uni:;er w:i.o 

.? oi:s 0 t~ <:)r wit'1 its inS·3pera'r>le co1 mterpa.,..t, t he New 
Testament, i t (the Old Tcst~7ient) is essPnt i allv 
incomp'3.ra1'le irith any oth...,1" ~p-·;tton t...oo· l .. h· o ~·· ,, "'so 

- .,.. - ·t. .... _ .._. .. L' r .. , -' - '..# '-==- u """ 

it i :::: the F arr:! o.f God~ 
(p., 16) 
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The c;mses f ought by the conserYati·re are .such things as.-theJ: :!'.1ostic 

authors3ip .,of the Pentateuch, ·the1 deYine inspiration _of the .. Bible, 

and ·the .~r.ity of ,the books~ ~ut this is quite -natural considering their 

preconceptions. J.nd who can ar~~e - ~iith them· when such men as Unger . : 

claims· ·rmore._, er less, '.:.lihat-.c..od- is . o~ -: our · side?. A problem that .many - A -

conservatives have with their iworld view -is not to admit ,anything -that 

may take · on the aura· or: compromise • . (After all, the ~liberal -,does not ; 

have much to loose but the conse!"'TatiYe does i.e. his . God~) - Despite-this 

the· conseriative view o:fi'>:the~ unity of:Jthe· :Bible..;and· 1the :iearl;Y:~dateo.lof ~ 

its writting is still supported stronly by ~ibl;cal and exhra~Biblical 

- .• .... 

The .wide divergence-. of opinion ey· the conservative · and. the liberal 

in regards~;tot the,·date- o:fi: var..ious books of t~e - Bible ca.."1. be best illu::;trat ed 

in two gre.phs by S:'mi..:el Sr,!-iultz . ., 

Biblical ~istorical Vierrp~int of OT Literatare 
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Both vie!·rs are basicaJly the result of two presuppositions held by 
. 

scholars i.eg the rationalist~ approach and God working i n history 

approach. •· · '· An agreeflent by both liberal arid conservative scholars 

will most cer t ainly never occur, un.less indivi dual members of one ca.mp -_ 

will s 11rrender and joi.1. the enemy. (:9ut then to the l i berals, the con-
' t t ~ ; :- - - .. ...~ 1 • .. ... ,. • ;- .. - , __ _, •• - • 

ser7a~i ~;eu·1 o~3 . not ev~n · --poss· :·a- thr~at · nru.cri j_g-ss-an · eneri-.t..:.-'l'he-·pre-

sur-po~i~~ori.s : of t~~ ~ible beinK.devinely or no~ - d~vinely ~IE3pire~ will 
.. .. - -·- ~-· ---"" -.. ··- .,... ----- -

always eXist for ~ th~~~ · is not enough evidence t o support qi t her f ully • 
• ,_. .. 1' • ' - •::J ' - =- ... '' • •• ... t ..;,,. • ~ ... J .... - • ...... • t 

r;ih.e liber~ :dll .. c9nti!.'.llle•·tO""·tlaim ·tnat-the .:.conservat:i:ve is -l:llinded . . .. .._ - - .. . , . . 

b~r . his f ai. th.. or more likely . .. the liberal will only . ignore _ th~ , cons er-
., '" • ' - J "I. • D °'"' -4, • .. ·----- a. - - - -·-- .. - - ---- ~· -- --- _,... 

vative and the c~nservative- will cont inue to clailll that t he liber al 

is "Di lnded by dust of--t rftla and'" will ·not clear his visi~~ ~d look 

at the me.ssage God hS.S _·f ~r man. ~ 
--- . -·~ .. ... -· .... ..... .,, .... -...... 


