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The Cld Testament Since the Reformation, Emil G. Kraeling. Harper & Brothers, 1955
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In 1753 tne French pnysician, Jean Astruc, rediscovered the key to Penta-
teucnhal criticism that a @&erman cleric, Witter, had found in 1711.
Astruc's views wonld probably nsve been forgotten like Witter's, the more
since the leading 0ld Testament seholar of the day, Michaelis, 1oww

them unacceptable. It was tuneir espousal by micnuorn a gensravion later
wiiich gave tnem an epoehal signiticance tor Old Testament crivicism.

We M., L. De Wette,_Beitrace gur Kinleiiuneg in das Alte Testament, 2 vols.,
1506-¢; a work really marking the beginning oI une higner crivical movement

Influenced by Herder's example, the most versatile mind of the time, Goethe,
also gave attention to the 01d Testament from a seclilar angles zand eaven
contributed to biblical criticism. (p. 290 - See K. Galling, "Goethe als
theologischer Schriftsteller", Evangelische Theologie, 1949, 529 f.; H. H,
Schaeder, Goethes Erlebnis des Ostens, 1938, 24f, It shculd be mentioned
that Schiller, too, took an interest in 01d Testament matters in seversl
short papers. )

In the theological development, however, Hegelianism was the order of the
day. Notably the evolutionistic =pproach that Hegel had applied was having
its effect on all historical thinking. Biblical stuaiss now took on a
fresh hue, and particularly all efforts to deal witn the story of the
religious development of Israzel and early Christinity. Utilizing the re-
sults of the criticism pioneered by Eichhorn and De Wette but proceeding
evolutionistically in the spirit of Hegel, Vatke now gave a brilliant pre-
cantotion of the development of the Old Testament religion, on which a
Wellhausen fifty years later still hestowed the praise that it wes the
most important contribution ever made to the historical understanding of
ancéant Israel,

p. 82-84 Diestel - to our present day way of thinking this would Timi! him to the

purely historical. But Diestel has more than the merely historical in
mind. He follows three lines of inguiry:

(1) the purely historical :("mational!) which stresses the full objective
understanding of the Heb. nation, of i1t3 literary remains, and of its
religion in the light of its Oriental chaoracter and background. He

finds this ap roach nnsatisfactory . . . .

““;:b (2) The philosophic-historizing line. By this he megns attempts to

apporoach the 0.T. from the angie of a philospphy of religion in such

a w2y as to construe the Heb, development in accordance with certain
ideas or principles. This approach is particularly exposed to srror
when, instead of proceeding from the standpoint of Cnrisuvianityg it
takes a standpoint in pre-Christian "ethnic" viewpoints (dualism, deism,
pantheism). On all sides it trreatens to fall iatc a more or less
humanisticelly fashioned naturalism.

(3) The purely religioms line. This emphsizes primerily the eternal truths
ot Israel's religion or its kinship itk Christianity, as well as
those historical aspects of thne O0.T. religion that are important
from the point of view of a history of redemption.

¥raeling states ( p.”4) th=at "In essence, Diestel set forth the procedure with
which Christian biblical scholarship is now coming to operate. '"We are in-
clined to tone down the sscond principle (tnougn we cannot do without the
unifying activity of the mind or evolutionary considerations) becanse of our
modern distrust of all speculative constructions. But the third principle,
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