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.\BSTR.\CT 

This is a study of the interpretation of archaeological data by i\nglo-American 

Bible scholars, though the emphasis is primarily American, in scholarly and popular 

publications from 1900-1930 

The major archaeological research interest for many Anglo-American biblical 

scholars was its direct reflection on the biblical record. Many were devout and reared on a 

literal reading of Scripture Traditional scholars insisted that the function of archaeology 

was to provide evidence to validate the Bible and to disprove higher criticism. They were 

clearly motivated by theological concerns and created an archaeology of faith that 

authenticated the word of the Lord and protected Christian doctrines. 

Liberal or mainstream scholars rejected conservative methods that simply collated 

archaeological data to attack the documentary hypothesis and its supporters. Several 

eminent Bible scholars developed important studies on the interpretation of archaeological 

results from Palestine. They participated eagerly in analyzing archaeological material and 

refused to concede the field of biblical archaeology to theologically-motivated 

conservative scholars and theologians. They were determined to conduct important 

investigations of the archaeological evidence free from theological bias 

Palestinian excavations lacked the spectacular architectural and inscriptural 

remains unearthed in Egypt and Mesopotamia. The popular press did occasionally report 

on the progress of several excavations from Palestine, but, for the most part, Palestinian 

excavations concentrated on tells and pottery and the results were disappointing. 



s 

However, by the 1920s the New York Times was a major source of information concerning 

archaeological news and frequently carried stories that indicated that archaeology was 

confirming the biblical record and many of the Bible's revered figures. The Times played a 

vital role in popularizing biblical archaeology and contributed many illustrations of 

amazing archaeological discoveries that "proved" the historicity of the biblical text. 

W. F. Albright's scholarly conclusions in the 1920s were moderate. Albright's 

scholarship was not motivated by theological concerns as many have assumed. Though 

his religious convictions were assuredly conservative, his scholarship had little in common 

with the tendentious archaeological assumptions created by conservative Bible scholars 

and theologians. Albright's interpretations were based on the archaeological data and not 

on theological dogma. 
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CHAPTER ONE 

INTRODUCTION 

This study is a historical examination of the interpretation of archaeological data 

by Anglo-American Bible scholars, though the emphasis is primarily American, in 

scholarly and popular publications from 1900-1930 

Archaeological interpretation by biblical scholars at this time was principally a 

Protestant enterprise. The major archaeological research interest for many Anglo-

American Bible scholars was its direct reflection on the biblical narrative. Inscriptions, 

illuminating political events and biblical personalities, concentrated the attention of these 

early scholars. Many were devout and reared on a literal reading of Scripture. They 

believed it was not the excavation and the discovery of archaeological material by 

archaeologists that was essential, but whether the interpretation of the data confirmed the 

biblical text. Conservative Bible scholars and theologians presumed that the main task of 

biblical archaeology was to provide valuable testimony to disprove critics of the biblical 

narrative. These defenders of the faith cared little for archaeological techniques or 

considered perspectives concerning culture, anthropology, sociology, comparative 

religion, architectural forms, environment and a host of other specializations about the 

interpretation of excavated material. Conservative scholars thought biblical proofs could 

be diligently located by the spade. Their pious interpretations produced apologetic 

conclusions. These scholars were not genuinely interested in the principles of scientific 



10 

investigation, for they were blinded by their prejudices and clearly motivated by 

theological questions. Far too many biblical scholars created an archaeology of faith that 

authenticated the word of the Lord and demonstrated that "liberal" interpretations of the 

Bible were specious and heretical. 

Not all Bible scholars, however, believed that archaeological interpretation must be 

synonymous with the defense of the Bible. Mainstream Bible scholars argued that it was 

not proper merely to marshal archaeological evidence to attack critical theories relating to 

the origins of the biblical narrative. These scholars were restrained in viewing 

archaeology's function as proving Scripture, and they were critical of the unethical use of 

archaeological data in the attempt to vindicate the Bible. Indeed, eminent scholars 

contributed important studies and examples of how reliable information concerning 

archaeological remains and the Old Testament should be interpreted. They refused to 

concede the interpretation of biblical archaeology to partisan scholars who adopted fallible 

methods and distorted their conclusions to preserve the Scripture. 

Four theses figure prominently in this study; 1) Conservative scholars and 

theologians energetically used archaeological evidence to defend the veracity of the Bible 

and to discredit liberal and critical theories concerning the biblical record. 2) During this 

era, archaeological evidence and its relationship to the biblical text were not confined to 

faith-oriented scholars and theologians. Mainstream Bible scholars went beyond the 

biblical narrative, consulting the archaeological evidence, and writing valuable studies 

concerning the religion of Canaan and ancient Israel fi-ee fi"om religious bias. 3) The New 
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York Times played a prominent role in publishing and sensationalizing information relating 

to archaeology and Scripture. By 1930 America's most respected newspaper was a 

leading contributor of news stories claiming that archaeology had substantially proved the 

Bible to be true 4) In this era, W F Albright's archaeological conclusions were 

moderate and were contrary to conservative literature and motivations. Christian doctrine 

seldom influenced his principal scholarship pertinent to biblical archaeology 

As to these propositions, many studies have suggested that conservative Bible 

scholars viewed archaeology as the handmaiden of theological interests devoted to 

refuting higher criticism and to endorsing the historicity of the Scriptures.' However, no 

scholar has carefully investigated the contents, the accuracy, or the arguments of 

conservative scholars and their interpretations of archaeological results. They are 

oblivious to the many conservative scholars and theologians who played pivotal roles in 

popularizing archaeological evidence in "proving" the Bible. Scholars have not asked 

where conservative works were published, and they are generally unacquainted with the 

conservative campaign to sustain the doctrine of inerrancy in the public arena, where 

archaeology and theology merged to consecrate the biblical text. 

Modem scholars are unaware that conservatives did not dominate in the 

investigation of archaeological data. Mainstream scholars from the beginning of the 

'T. W. Davis, "A History of Biblical Archaeology" (Ph.D. diss.. University of 
Arizona, 1987), 89-90; P. R. S. Moorey, >1 Century of Biblical Archaeology (Louisville: 
Westminster, 1991), xvi-xvii, 2-3, and Amnon Ben-Tor, The Archaeology of Ancient 
Israel (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1992), 7-9. 
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century studied archaeology for a more thorough understanding of the biblical text 

There were serious scholars critical of the misapplication of archaeology by conservatives 

in support of biblical faith, who did not abandon the discipline to conservative apologetic 

endeavors. Major scholars scrutinized archaeological evidence for a complete picture of 

Israel's history, culture and religion. Several scholars forged new methods in studying and 

interpreting archaeological results. They provided numerous examples of work that could 

enhance and clarify the biblical record by examining the material culture uncovered in 

Palestinian excavations. A few remarkable scholars argued that the archaeological record 

demonstrated that the ancient Israelites were polytheistic and worshiped Canaanite deities 

as late as the Deuteronomistic reforms. These conclusions preceded the present scholarly 

consensus by decades. 

Modem scholars have not considered the impact of the popular press in 

sensationalizing archaeological activity in Palestine. During this period, popular 

magazines and the New York Times published many articles on the Bible. Yet there has 

been no serious investigation of the accuracy nor analysis of the popular press in reporting 

archaeological results." Modem scholars are unacquainted with the analysis of 

archaeological evidence by scholars, archaeologists, and defenders of the faith in popular 

formats. 

^The one exception is L. Davidson, "Biblical Archaeology and the Press," BA 59 
(1996); 104-14. 
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As to the last proposition, scholars have not placed Albright in proper context 

They have not examined his writings vis-a-vis his contemporaries. Many of Albright's 

theories have been rejected. His archaeological conclusions were often based upon the 

biblical record for confirmation. Albright's personal religious beliefs were certainly 

conservative. His writings and his scholarly conclusions, however, had little similarity to 

the established conservative scholarship in the 1920s. Modem scholarship has failed to 

evaluate Albright's scholarly conclusions in the historical context of his time.^ These 

statements suggest there are numerous misconceptions regarding the interpretation of 

archaeological data. Scholars have not properly assessed many aspects of early 

archaeological interpretation. This study will clarify, evaluate and determine the nature of 

archaeological interpretation by Bible scholars from 1900-1930. 

CRITERIA 

The inadequate investigation of this topic prohibits us from developing an 

extended bibliographic essay. Of course, there are many volumes on the origins of biblical 

archaeology, but there are few studies on the evolution of the interpretation of 

archaeology by biblical scholars. The primary sources of this study were located in the 

published works of early biblical scholars, theologians, journalists, and Bible enthusiasts. 

They criticized, debated and referred to the misrepresentations of other authors and the 

problems of archaeological interpretation. We are not necessarily interested in only 

^W. G. Dever, "What Remains of the House that Albright Built?" BA 56 (1993); 
25-35. 
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recognized scholars of major institutions, for they were often not the most influential, 

especially in public circles. To appreciate the complete picture of archaeological 

interpretation at the beginning of this century we must recognize the works of devoted 

religious zealots who interpreted the archaeological record as if on a holy redemptive 

mission. They have contributed most of books and articles about archaeology and the 

biblical narrative. Thus the data we will consider will also include works that are biased, 

contradictory and non-scholarly. Assertions concerning the author's motives, when 

detectable, are also crucial in understanding the early debates regarding archaeological 

evidence and the biblical text. 

TERMINOLOGY 

Higher Critic - Those scholars who supported the documentary hypothesis 

refined and elaborated by Julius Wellhausen were commonly labeled "higher critics." 

Most of these scholars believed that the Pentateuch was created mainly fi-om four literary 

sources, and insisted that the biblical narrative must be studied scientifically as should any 

other major piece of literature. Personal religious interests should not play a role in their 

investigations. Any interpretation that included divine intervention, or that could be 

defended by appealing to theological beliefs was inappropriate. Many higher critics 

subscribed to Wellhausen's basic theory that the primary elements of the Pentateuch were 

written no earlier than the temh to the ninth centuries B.C.E., and perhaps as late as the 

fifth century B .C.E., and reflected the time in which they were created. Thus, much of the 
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literature regarded as the Pentateuch was virtually worthless to scholars investigating the 

early history of Israel. 

Liberal - This term refers to one who rejects the theory that the Bible is the 

inerrant Word of God. They considered the Bible a product of human activity and argued 

its historicity must be proved by scientific principles. Liberals were often sharp in their 

criticism of the misuse of archaeological data in defending the biblical record. They 

asserted that archaeology had not refuted the fundamental results of higher criticism. 

They insisted that archaeology had not produced any evidence that Abraham, or any other 

character in Genesis, ever existed. Archaeology could not confirm that any of the 

narratives in the Pentateuch were contemporary with the events recorded. Some liberals 

recognized that archaeology could assist scholars in comprehending ancient Israel's 

culture and religion. They argued that textual scholars could not neglect archaeological 

evidence, and that when properly interpreted provided important data to elucidate biblical 

history and culture. 

Moderate - Moderates frequently accepted archaeological data and its proposed 

efficacious illumination of the biblical record. Though most moderates rejected 

theological interpretations of archaeological data, they frequently argued that archaeology 

proved that many events described in the Bible had indeed occurred, when in fact the data 

were inconclusive. Many faulty interpretations by these scholars were utilized by 

conservative and orthodox believers as proofs of faith. Many moderate scholars had no 

direct experience in excavations or the evidence in question. They endeavored to maintain 
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a neutral and impartial attitude pertaining to archaeology, but they advanced solutions and 

theories based on questionable evidence that led to far-reaching conclusions that were, in 

reality, based solely on the biblical narrative. Their results, for the most part, were not 

motivated by a theological bias or a Christian agenda to destroy higher criticism 

Fundamentalists and Conservatives - The fundamentalist or orthodox believer 

interpreted the Bible literally; this means that Scripture contained no discrepancies or 

contradictions, except those that appeared in the text because of scribal errors. They 

accepted the doctrines of inerrancy and divine revelation, and the conclusion that the text 

was entirely trustworthy in all aspects of faith and practice as well as in its history. We 

should not assume that this community of believers was uneducated. For among their 

group were scholars and theologians who were acquainted with scholarly methods and 

who did engage intellectual discourse. 

Conservatives generally regarded the Bible as an authentic document, but they 

rejected the idea that the entire Bible must always be understood as the literal word of 

God. They argued that scholars must acknowledge the human element in the Bible's 

creation and interpretation. However, conservatives recognized that the Bible was a 

revelation from God and this theological notion was frequently the basis of their scholarly 

investigations. The key for the conservative study of the biblical text was how to interpret 

this revelation within Scripture. Some aspects of textual criticism, mainly philological, 

were acceptable as an indispensable element in divining God's will. Whatever critical 
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methods conservatives employed to understand supernatural intervention in Scripture, 

they were always vigilant concerning the excesses of higher criticism. 

Labels such as conservative, orthodox, traditional or fundamentalists may be 

appropriate in detecting shades of theological interpretations, but for the purposes of this 

study the feasibility of identifying every writer's bearing upon revelation when they 

analyzed archaeological evidence was impractical. Thus, in this invenstigation, the above 

terms were occasionally used interchangeably in classifying various Bible scholars' 

methods of interpretation or theological world view. Moreover, the degree of revelation 

that fundamentalists and conservatives embraced when interpreting archaeological 

evidence is a distinction without a difference. Fundamentalist, orthodox and conservative 

archaeological interpretations were nearly always similar and completely prejudiced, 

because their theological interests and presuppositions produced an archaeology of faith. 

Their conceptions of revelation and inspiration abrogated the possibility of comprehending 

that archaeological interpretation is a complicated task pursued by imperfect scholars. 

They seized upon archaeological resuhs to disparage higher critics. These scholars and 

theologians shared the same agenda: protecting the veracity of the Old Testament. When 

higher critics refuted the doctrines of inspiration and inerrancy of the Old Testament, 

traditionalists regarded these heretical theories as the equivalent to impeaching the 

legitimacy of the heavenly Christ. Their major interest was not archaeological, but to 

develop a paradigm for believers to oppose biblical critics. They imposed their theological 

beliefs upon the testimony of archaeology, therefore their scholarship was rarely objective. 
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There is little to differentiate between conservative, orthodox and fundamentalist 

archaeological interpretation. They were based on faith and dogmatic principles to fortify 

Christian faith. 
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CFL^PTER TWO 

EARLY EVIDENCE 

INTRODUCTION 

In the beginning of the twentieth century, there was a triumphal feeling among 

many conservative scholars and theologians that archaeology had exonerated the truth of 

Scripture. Archaeological discoveries had proliferated in the last years of the nineteenth 

century, and some scholars interpreted this new material as demonstrative proof of the 

Bible's reliability. The results from these excavations emboldened traditionalists who 

adhered to the philosophy of biblical inerrancy and infallibility. These cherished doctrines 

now appeared to be wondrously corroborated by celebrated digs that had unearthed 

biblical antiquities. More significantly, in England first and then in the United States, 

archaeological evidence was interpreted and integrated into the conservative struggle 

against German higher criticism. The new data became the bulwark of faith oriented 

scholars in the Anglo-American community where archaeology received its greatest 

support and promotion. Enemies of higher criticism found sustenance in the belief that 

archaeology confirmed and validated the truth of the biblical text and they utilized 

archaeological data in their persistent attacks upon the supporters of Wellhausian 

approaches to biblical criticism. 

The conservative response to higher critics was based on the remarkable 

archaeological discoveries which during the mid nineteenth century had unearthed 
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previously shrouded mythical cities such as Babylon, Erech, Nineveh, Nimrud and Ur 

Their texts and material culture revealed unimaginable information that verified many 

episodes of the Hebrew text. Tablets contained the names of Assyrian, Babylonian and 

Israelite kings and events mentioned in the Bible.' Incredibly Assyrian and Babylonian 

cuneiform writings contained flood and creation stories." It was obvious to all scholars 

that the early chapters of Genesis were connected with these spectacular discoveries. 

Conservatives declared that these versions authenticated the biblical record, but critics 

claimed this evidence raised doubts about the correctness of many of the traditions located 

in the Old Testament. 

Even more startling were the archaeological data and inscriptions revealed in the 

last years of the nineteenth century that alerted supporters of the Bible to astonishing 

evidence that validated portions of the biblical record. The campaign waged by 

conservative scholars and clergy against higher critics was sustained for the most part by 

these new discoveries. For example, the Tell el-Amama letters, discovered in 1887, were 

cuneiform tablets written by the Egyptian court and many of the kings and princes of Syria 

and Palestine. These texts depicted the political and social life in Canaan in the fourteenth 

'As early as 1853 numerous kings and cities mentioned in the Hebrew Scriptures 
had also been located in Assyrian texts. See A. H. Layard, Discoveries in the Ruins in 
Nineveh and Babylon (London: John Murray, 1853). 

^G. Smith, Assyrian Discoveries (New York: Scribner, 1876); idem. The Chaldean 
Account of Genesis (New York: Scribner, 1876). 
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century and, amazingly, mentioned a group of people, Hapiru, that many scholars 

identified as the ancient Hebrews.^ 

While excavating in Egypt in 1883 Edouard Naville believed he had discovered 

Pithom (Egyptian Pr itm, "House of Atum"), one of the store-cities erected by the 

Hebrews during their enslavement in Egypt (Exodus 1:11)/ In 1905-1906 Flinders Petrie 

believed he had uncovered the other store-city, Ramses at Tell el-Retabeh.^ By 1900 

^M. Greenberg, The Hab piru (New Haven: American Oriental Society, 1955); 
W L. Moran, Tell el-Amama Tablets (Baltimore: John Hopkins University Press, 1992). 
A. Sayce was so impressed with the Amama correspondence that it revolutionized his 
convictions and turned him into a unremitting foe of higher criticism. A. Sayce, 
Reminiscences {London: Macmillan, 1923), 272-3. 

^E Naville, The Store-City of Pithom and the Route of the Exodus, 3th ed 
(London: Egyptian Exploration Fund, 1903). Naville regarded archaeology as a tool for 
revealing inscriptions that would enhance the understanding of Egyptian religion and 
mythology. He often abandoned a site for days, leaving an assistant to supervise the work 
while he deciphered inscriptions or visited Cairo. He was the chief representative and first 
excavator of the Egyptian Exploration Fund for thirty years. In his excavations he ignored 
small objects and considered that only large monuments were worthy of investigation. 
Rejecting new innovations, Naville insisted that pottery could not assist the archaeologist 
as a criterion for dating. Petrie believed that Naville was the essence of the incompetent 
excavator, more inclined to destroy archaeological data than to preserve it. M. Drower, 
Flinders Petrie: A Life in Archaeology (London: Gallancz, 1985), 280-1, 285. 

'W M. F. Petrie, Hyksos and Israelite Cities (London: School of Archaeology, 
1906). For a discussion on the locations of Pithom and Ramses see M. Bietak, A vans and 
Piramesse (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1981), A. H. Gardiner, "The Deha 
Residence of the Ramessides," .^£<4 5 (1918): 127-38; B. Halpem, "The Exodus fi"om 
Egypt: Myth or Reality," in The Rise of Ancient Israel, ed. H. Shanks (Washington: 
Biblical Archaeologic^ Society, 1992), 86-113, J. S. HoUaday, "A Biblical/Archaeological 
Whodunit," CMIB %I2 (1988): 6-8; D. Redford, "Exodus I, H," VT 13 (1963): 401-18, 
E. P. Uphill, "Pithom and Raamses: Their Location and Significance I" JNES 27 (1968): 
291-316; idem, "Pithom and Raamses: Their Location and Significance II," JNES 28 
(1969): 15-39; J. Van Seters, The Hyksos, A New Investigation (New Haven: Yale 
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scholars were aware that the invasion of the Egyptian Pharaoh Shishak, cited in I Kgs 

14:25 and 2 Chr 12:2-12, had been located on a triumphal relief-scene at the temple of 

Amun at Kamak.® 

During an excavation in 1896, Petrie recovered the stela of Memeptah (1207). On 

the stela is a victory hymn for the Pharaoh's campaign in Canaan in which Memeptah 

boasted of destroying a people called Israel. This was the earliest known reference to 

Israel in an extra-biblical text .^ 

French archaeologists digging at Susa in 1901-02 uncovered the law code of 

Hammurabi (1792-1750 B.C.E.). At that time it was the oldest law code in existence and 

University Press, 1966). 

®S. R. Driver, "Hebrew Authority," va Authority and Archaeology, ed. 
D. G. Hogarth (London: John Murray, 1899), 87-8. For the discrepancies between the 
biblical account and Shishak version, see K. A. Kitchen, The Third Intermediate Period 
(Warminster: Aris and Phillips, 1973), 287-302; B. Mazar, "The Campaign of Pharaoh 
Shishak, " fTSuppl 4 (1957): 57-66. 

^W. M. F. Petrie, Six Temples at Thebes (London: Quaritch, 1897). Petrie 
immediately understood the importance of this discovery, claiming, "This stele will be 
better known in the world than anything else I have found." Drower, 221. Yet Petrie was 
troubled by this stele. His history of Israel was Bible based, and the putative campaign of 
Memeptah is not mentioned in the Bible. This dilemma was intensified because Petrie 
believed the Israelites entered Canaan during the reign of Ramesses HI, at least twenty 
years after Memeptah's invasion. Petrie's solution: a portion of the people of Israel 
remained in Canaan when others went into Egypt. These northern Israelites were the 
Israel that Memeptah defeated on this stele, Petrie, Six Temples, 30. For an update on the 
issues concerning the stela, see M. G. Hasel, "Israel in the Memeptah Stela," BASOR 296 
(1994): 45-61. 
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remarkably similar to elements in the Hebrew law code. For many conservative scholars it 

confirmed the antiquity of the Mosaic law * 

Many pious scholars praised these archaeological discoveries as confirmation that 

events depicted in the biblical narrative did indeed occur. The totality of the 

archaeological evidence also encouraged devout scholars to believe they could discredit 

Wellhausen and his supporters. In the next decades, a complete validation in the 

historicity of the biblical record was magnified throughout conservative scholarship based 

on the misapplication of archaeological data. However, critical scholars challenged these 

erroneous claims and warned students that a great deal of archaeological evidence was 

incomplete and often hypothetical. Liberal scholars insisted that higher criticism had not 

been repudiated by archaeology, and they reiterated, time and again, that any 

archaeological interpretation inspired by a religious spirit or direct appeals to Scripture 

was inadmissible. The stage had been set for a contentious dispute among Anglo-

American scholars over the interpretation of archaeological data and its influence on the 

biblical text. 

FRAMING THE ARGUMENTS 

A. H. SAYCE 

In this early period the most articulate opponent of "Higher Criticism" was A. H. 

Sayce. For over thirty years he vigorously objected to the negative assertions of higher 

*G. R. Driver and J. C. Miles, The Babylonian Laws, 2 vols. (Oxford; Clarendon, 
1952-55). 



critics Sayce was an Anglican clergyman and a professor of Assyriology at Oxford. His 

scholarly credentials were considerable and include the fact that he was instrumental in 

deciphering the Hittite language' and was the first to publish the Siloam inscription. 

Most importantly, Sayce's writings and arguments in defending many aspects of the 

biblical record fi^om its skeptics were incorporated into later works by serious scholars and 

confessional elements. 

Though Sayce was regarded as the major representative "of the so-called 

'Orthodox' party and a defender of the Holy Writ," he should not be dismissed as a 

fundamentalist reactionary struggling against higher critics." T. K. Cheyne, a severe critic 

of Sayce's methods relating to archaeology, regarded him as a brillant Assyriologist, and 

stated that "his [Sayce] most daring hypotheses have again and again in various degrees 

pointed the way to truth, and when this has not been the case, he has generally corrected 

his own error."'* It would also be erroneous to characterize Sayce as a pseudo-scholar 

who roamed the Near East in desperate search of monuments and inscriptions to 

authenticate the Scriptures. 

'G. A. Barton, Archaeology and the Bible, 7th ed. (Philadelphia: American 
Sunday-School Union, 1937), 77, 79. 

'"A. H. Sayce, Reminiscences, 192. 

"Ibid., 303. 

'^T. K. Cheyne, Founders of Old Testament Criticism (London. Methuen, 1893), 
231. 
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Many of Sayce's themes became the foundation of the biblical archaeology 

movement later developed by W. F Albright. Consider the following: Sayce insisted that 

the archaeologist's spade had illuminated the era of Abraham and consequently scholars 

knew more about the age of Abraham than they did the ages of Solon and Pericles 

Scholars could speak with confidence concerning the Babylonian civilization in which 

Abraham lived, its manners, customs, beliefs, practices and law codes. Sayce briefly 

indicated that patriarchal traditions found in Genesis such as Hagar's position and 

treatment, Eliezer's role as heir to the "childless Abraham," Abraham's purchase of the 

family tomb at Machpelah, and the mode of witnessing a deed all reflect the Babylonia of 

Abraham, not that of the age of Moses.The names of Abraham and Jacob are common 

in "the age of Abraham" and pass out of "use at a later date."" Furthermore, Abraham's 

movements in Genesis reflect a period of Babylonian hegemony throughout 

Mesopotamia. 

Though Sayce did not cultivate these issues with the sophistication of an Albright, 

it is clear that Sayce contributed to the development and dissemination of several theories 

that evolved into the basis of the biblical archaeology movement that would later flourish 

under the Albright school. However, Sayce was an easy target for his critics and 

'^Sayce, "The Age of Abraham," BfV 26 (1905): 248. 

•'Ibid., 255. 

''Ibid., 250. 

'®Ibid., 250-1. 
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opponents He often excitedly proclaimed that archaeology could indeed authenticate the 

Bible: 

Who knows what is in store for us, during the next few years, if only 
sufficient funds can be provided for carrying on the costly work of 
excavation'^ Histories of the patriarchs, records of Melchizedek and his 
dynasty, old hymns and religious legends, may be among the archaeological 
treasures that are about to be exhibited to the wondering eyes of the 
present generation. A few years ago such a possibility could not have been 
dreamed of by the wildest imagination; now it is not only a possibility, but 
even a probability.'^ 

Early in Sayce's career he recognized that higher criticism did advance the 

understanding of the Old Testament by producing valid philological and etymological 

studies concerning the biblical text. But with the sensational discoveries made by 

archaeologists at the turn of the century, Sayce began to deny that Wellhausian literary 

criticism contributed any valid knowledge in comprehending the Scriptures." 

Archaeology and the monuments were confirming the credibility of the Bible and 

simultaneously refuting the salient themes of German criticism: 

The records of the Old Testament have been confronted with the 
monuments of the ancient oriental world, wherever this was possible, and 
their historical accuracy and their trust worthiness has been tested by a 
comparison with the latest results of archaeological research . . the 
evidence of oriental archaeology is on the whole distinctly unfavorable to 

'^Sayce, "The Latest Discovery in Palestine," SST 34 (1892): 546. 

'*B. Z. MacHaflBe, "Monument Facts and Higher Critical Fancies,"/4mmca7; 
Society of Church History 50 (1981): 324-6. 
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the pretensions of the "higher criticism." The "apologist" may lose 
something, but the "higher critic" loses much more " 

He testified to the spurious nature of higher criticism and perceived that the spade would 

be useful in sanctifying biblical events and impeaching critical theories; 

To dig up the sources of Genesis is a better occupation than to spin 
theories and dissect the scriptural narrative in the name of "higher 
criticism." A single blow of the excavator's pick has before now shattered 
the most ingenious conclusions of the Western critic . . we doubt not that 
theory will soon be replaced by fact, and that the stories of the Old 
Testament which we are now being told are but myths and fictions will 
prove to be based on a solid foundation of truth.-" 

By 1900 Sayce had established his reputation as a gross popularizer whose works 

were eagerly read by the public. T Cheyne depicted Sayce as a scholar who 

constantly popularizes his results, without indicating whether they are 
peculiar to himself or not, and through the attractiveness of his style and 
concessions to biblical orthodoxy, these results have obtained such a 
currency in the English-speaking countries that they are at present 
practically incontrovertible.'^ 

Sayce maintained this basic motif throughout his career: the critical hypothesis of 

Wellhausen and his advocates had been controverted by the evidence of archaeology. In 

1923 in expectation of archaeology's assured victory over higher criticism he wrote: 

Subjective fantasies must make way for the solid facts of science which 
were at last being recovered. One after another the foundations upon 

"Sayce, The "Higher Criticism " and the Verdict of the Momments (London: 
Society for Promoting Christian Knowledge, 1894), 554, 561. 

^°Sayce, "Latest Discovery," 546. 

^'Cheyne, 232. 
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which such theories [German higher criticism] had been built had been 
shown to be baseless . With hardly an exception the archaeological 
discoveries of the last thirty-five years in the Nearer East have been dead 
against the conclusions of the self-appointed critic and on the side of 
ancient tradition." 

Sayce's sustained attacks on Wellhausen and his followers were based on his 

belief that scholars must abide by the verdict of archaeology "whatever it may be,"^ and 

he believed that it had overturned the arguments of higher critics T. Davis wrote that 

Sayce was willing to accept the claims of critics if the facts of archaeology supported their 

suppositions.^^ Sayce attempted to separate theological issues when analyzing the 

doctrines of higher criticism. He insisted that the Old Testament must be subjected to the 

same scientific investigation as any other ancient document. Theological arguments must 

be rejected for the scientific method." Though Sayce did occasionally use apologetics in 

his conflict with German critics, he endeavored the following throughout his career; 

I had never changed my point of view: on its historical and literary sides the 
Old Testament must be treated like any other book of ancient oriental 
literature and its interpreter must follow the evidence of the facts wherever 
they may lead.^® 

^Sayce, Reminiscences, 303-4. 

^Sayce, The "Higher Criticism,'̂  28. 

W Davis, 45-55. Davis' focus is on Sayce's writings before 1900. See 
mainly Sayce's Fresh Light from the Ancient Monument ([London]; Religious Tract 
Society, 1885), and his Patriarchal Palestine (London; The Society for Promoting 
Christian Knowledge, 1895). 

"Davis, 45-55. 

^^Sayce, Reminiscences, 304. 
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Sayce's major work in the 20th century was Monument Facts and the Higher 

Critical Fancies. Here he argued that archaeological evidence had a greater claim to 

scientific authority than philological evidence used by higher critics who attempt to 

"extract history out of grammars and dictionaries . This literary tact is based on the 

"purely subjective impression" of a modem European, and it is quite different from what 

an ancient oriental author would have written.^' Furthermore, it is impossible for the 

European scholar to break down an "old Hebrew book" into its component parts, 

determining what section or verse belongs to various writers. This is further compUcated 

by the fact that Hebrew is "imperfectly known" and its grammatical forms are "uncertain 

and disputed." The higher critics' interpretation "of the Pentateuch is but a measure of 

our ignorance and the limitations of knowledge."^ Sayce insisted that archaeology had 

easily demonstrated that the faulty German critics were wrong to argue early Israel could 

not read or write until the Exile. Sayce contended archaeology had demonstrated 

convincingly that centuries before Abraham was bom, Egypt and Babylon were literate 

societies full of libraries and schools. Thus Abraham and Moses were bom into literate 

"Sayce, Monument Facts and Higher Critical Fancies (London: The Religious 
Tract Society, 1904), 12. 

'"Ibid., 13. 

^id., 19. 
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environments and assuredly knew how to read and write. Furthermore, examples of 

cuneiform tablets and hieroglyphic inscriptions had been located throughout Canaan. 

Sayce implied that the Bible was indeed an historical document. Throughout, the 

biblical editors list their sources, the "Acts of Solomon" and the "Annals of the Kings of 

Judah and Israel" among others in the Books of Kings. Even foreign sources are utilized. 

In the Pentateuch there is a list of the kings of Edom, and the account of Chadorlaomer in 

Genesis 14 must have originated from Babylonian documents. Incredibly, Sayce claims 

that the Genesis flood story was copied by an Israelite scribe. The "Elohistic and 

Yehvistic" elements are contained in the earliest Babylonian accounts; thus there is no 

composite authorship. The Israelite historian copied the Babylonian account and 

Hebraized the objectionable paganism not during the Exile or 9th century but much earlier. 

Sayce refuses to posit a date, but he says the stories were known to Abraham and must 

have been written long before Moses' birth.^' 

Israelite scribes even had the Babylonian accounts of Genesis 14. The biblical 

editors were scrupulous and accurate and they simply copied a Babylonian chronicle, the 

Hebrew version indicates a cuneiform source. Sayce referred to the "Massoretic 

^®Ibid., 29-43. Sayce even insisted that not only could Moses have written the 
Torah "but it would have been little short of a miracle had he not been a scribe." Ibid., 42. 

''Ibid., 45-53, 104. 

"Ibid., 62-5. 
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exactitude" of the Israelite scribes in the "reproduction of these older documents. The 

accuracy of the Babylonian names preserved in Genesis 14 destroys the critical argument 

of Israelite myth-making. Sayce is amazed at how Hebrew scribes redacted and handed 

down this ancient literature imitating the accuracy and care found in the scribal schools of 

Babylonia and Assyria.^ This must have been a bitter theory for fundamentalist 

opponents of higher criticism. In defending the historiography of the biblical record, 

Sayce postulated that the Hebrew Scriptures were filled with Israelite borrowing and 

scribal editing, both of which would seemingly nullify theological issues such as inerrancy 

and the revelation at Sinai. Indeed, he ignores these topics entirely. 

According to Sayce the discovery of Babylonian law codes written during the age 

of Abraham indicates that the Patriarch was acquainted with them and could have 

"compiled a code of laws" quite easily." Furthermore, "higher critics" were wrong in 

questioning the reliability of the Exodus. They suffered another fatal blow with the 

discovery of Pithom and Ramses. The exposure of these cities established the accuracy of 

the Book of Exodus.^ Sayce contended that the Exile must be excluded as the period of 

"Ibid., 66. 

"Ibid. 

"Ibid., 71. 

"Ibid, 88-96. 



composition for the Pentateuch. The idea that Judean scribes would have borrowed a 

creation story from their 6th century oppressors was ludicrous 

Only at the end of Momment Facts and Higher Critical Fancies does Sayce fall 

back to theological pleading. He admonishes critics to remember that their conclusions 

conflict "with the articles of the Christian faith," that the doctrines of the New Testament 

rest upon the Old.^* He demands a clear answer from skeptics who still adhere "to the 

historical faith of Christendom." What was Christ appealing to in proof of His divinity? 

Are Messianic prophecies in the Old Testament "an illusion"? The modem critic cannot 

serve "two masters." Either there are real portraits of Christ, or the Lord himself was 

mistaken." Sayce's debates with high critics were based almost entirely upon inscriptions 

and the biblical text. However, archaeology was in its nascence. Questions concerning 

the evaluation of archaeological data and techniques would have to wait .^ 

Many of Sayce's conclusions became the grist which many religiously committed 

or reactionary scholars appealed to in attacks on higher critics. It is true that Sayce 

developed his ideology in a conservative Protestant tradition that placed strong emphasis 

on biblical inspiration, but Sayce rarely made a plea in support of biblical faith. His 

"Ibid., 114. 

"Ibid., 125. 

'Ibid., 126-7. 

•"iDavis, 51-2. 
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insistence that archaeological data should lead the scholar's investigation was dropped by 

his supporters in their apologetic strategy of confirming God's word. 

S. R. DRIVER 

The most lucid adversary of Sayce and other scholars who employed archaeology 

in attacks on Higher Criticism was S. R. Driver. A professor of Hebrew at Oxford, Driver 

was a committed advocate of the Wellhausen school of critical scholarship.^' One scholar 

has described Driver's An Introduction to the Literature of the Old Testament as the most 

influential introduction "ever to be written by an Englishman, . . in advancing the critical 

cause in English Old Testament study. During his career Driver was attacked by 

conservatives, who considered his opinions threatening, and by critics who believed he 

compromised with fundamentalists.^^ Driver's analysis of the crude assaults in the battle 

against literary criticism are the century's most incisive Years later his works are still 

valuable in their sharp criticism of the misuse of archaeological data in defending the 

biblical record. Albright praised Driver's A/ot/fw Research as Illustrating the Bible as 

^'Sayce, Reminiscences, 213-4. Sayce believed he foiled to receive the Hebrew 
Chair at Oxford because he had been labeled a leader of German critical theology. He 
found the circumstances of Driver's appointment ironic for Driver would become the 
proponent of German higher criticism and Sayce would be depicted as the champion of 
orthodoxy. It should be made clear that Sayce believed that Driver "was one of the best, 
if not the best, Hebraists in the country," and regarded Driver as the best choice for the 
appointment. 

Rogerson, Old Testament Criticism in the Nineteenth Century (London: 
Society for Promoting Christian Knowledge, 1984), 275. 

^'Cheyne, Founders of the Old Testament, 248-372. 
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doing far more good in "warning students against the dangers of'archaeology' than it did 

harm by discouraging those biblical scholars who were inclined to leap too hastily into the 

archaeological arena. 

By 1899 Driver had delineated his arguments concerning the eflBcacy of recent 

archaeological discoveries in refuting higher critics.^' Throughout his career he never 

deviated from his conclusions: archaeology had not controverted the results of literary 

criticism. Driver was highly critical of the "testimony of archaeology" in challenging 

higher critics. Problems arose from the questionable and even illogical inferences deduced 

from the archaeological data.^ Supporters of the biblical record had frequently alleged 

that the Tell el-Amama tablets demonstrated that writing existed in Canaan before the 

appearance of Moses.^" Consequently Moses could have easily written the Pentateuch, 

and the claims of higher critics of the late composition of the document were undermined. 

Driver asserted that dating constituent elements of the Pentateuch did not depend upon 

the ability of Moses to write. Determining the structure and date of the Pentateuch 

depended 

upon the internal evidence supplied by the Pentateuch itself respecting the 
elements of which it is composed, and upon the relation which these 

^W. F Albright, "The Old Testament and the Archaeology of Palestine," in The 
Old Testament and Modem Study, ed. H. H. Rowley (Oxford; Clarendon Press, 1951), 2. 

R. Driver, "Hebrew Authority." 

^Ibid., 146. 

""Ibid. 
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elements bear to one another, and to other parts of the Old Testament 
The grounds on which the literary analysis of the Pentateuch depends may, 
of course, be debated upon their own merits; but archaeology has nothing 
to oppose them/* 

Driver insisted that there is no proof that Genesis 14 was a translation from a cuneiform 

document or that the Genesis narrative of Joseph was derived from a hieratic papyrus/' 

The purchase of the cave of Machpelah could have just as easily have come from the 

period of Sargon II and Sennacherib as from the early Babylonian Age^ Furthermore, 

the familiarity with Palestinian topography by the writers of Genesis does not reflect 

historical truth concerning the narratives themselves." 

Driver did write that monuments (a play on Sayce's The "Higher Criticism " and 

the Verdict of the Monuments) or inscriptions have produced evidence "which no 

reasonable critic has ever doubted," such as references to Israelite kings and Assyrian 

rulers in the Assyrian annals. Inscriptions from Babylonia, Assyria and Egypt have 

revealed important information concerning the culture and history of these nations, but 

they supply "no confirmation of any single fact" recorded in the Old Testament prior to 

the invasion of Shishak." 

"Ibid. 

'Ibid., 147. 

'"Ibid. 

"Ibid., 148. 

"Ibid., 150-1 
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Driver asserted that Sayce's writings had not produced any evidence that "either 

Abraham or the other patriarchs ever actually existed."^' Sayce constructed a picture of 

Canaan from the monuments then proceeded to place the Patriarchs into his historical 

creation, arguing that his characterization of the Patriarchs was fact. According to Driver, 

Sayce confused "the illustration of the narrative, known, or reasonably supposed, to be 

authentic, with the confirmation of a narrative, the historical character of which is in 

dispute.'"^ Though Driver admitted he could not forecast the fijture or the expected 

archaeological surprises on the horizon,'' based on the evidence known at the time he 

claimed that none of the earlier biblical narratives had been verified by "archaeology to be 

contemporaneous with the events to which they relate."'® 

Throughout Driver's major works he charged that Sayce's proposal that 

archaeology had demonstrated the veracity of the Pentateuch was misleading and 

inaccurate. Driver recognized the importance of cuneiform records from Mesopotamia 

but felt nothing had been discovered that corroborated Sayce's statement that there was a 

"particular person called Abraham," who lived in Ur, journeyed to Horan, then to Canaan 

as depicted in Genesis." Sayce's claims of historicity for the Joseph stories were 

"Ibid., 149. 

'^Ibid., 150. 

"Ibid., 151. 

'^Ibid., 147. 

"S. R. Driver, The Book of Genesis (London; Methuen, 1904), xlviii. 
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illusional Archaeology cannot confirm that these narratives were contemporary with the 

events recorded^* Sayce's insistence that Melchizedek can be inferred in the .\mama 

tablets was "destitute of solid foundation."" Driver argued that Sayce's evidence that the 

Babylonian narrative of the flood contains both J and P could not be taken seriously So 

flawed were Sayce's arguments that Driver's responses were often dismissive, even 

contemptuous. Driver referred to Sayce's contention that the patriarchs lived under the 

law of Hammurabi, as "doubtful," as not able to "prove what is alleged," and as "too 

slight to merit any attention 

The belief that archaeology had discredited the basic foundations of Wellhausen's 

doctrines was, in Driver's opinion, based on the faulty evaluation of the data. Driver 

argued that it was impossible to doubt the main conclusions of higher critics To do so 

would deny "the ordinary principles by which history is judged and evidence estimated."^* 

It was apparent to Driver that scholars and theologians such as Sayce who belittled 

higher criticism were motivated by religious dogma and that they feared the resuhs of the 

'%id., li. 

'^id., 168. 

""Ibid., XXV. 

®'Ibid., XXXVI. 

"S. R. Driver, An Introduction to the Literature of the Old Testament (New York; 
Scribner, 1931), vii-viii. 
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Wellhausen school conflicted with "the requirements of the Christian faith. Driver 

understood that with the advancement of modem science, traditional views cannot be 

maintained. Yet he assured the faithful that their apprehensions are unfounded. He 

stressed that critical conclusions expressed in his writings were not in conflict with the 

"articles of Christian faith." Higher criticism did not affect the fact of revelation or the 

"authority and inspiration of the Scriptures of the Old Testament." Furthermore, the 

consequences of higher criticism do not change the general position "that the Old 

Testament points forward prophetically to Christ."" How Christ would have replied to 

the question of authorship of a particular portion of the Old Testament is unknown. 

Indeed, Driver pointed out that we have no record of anyone asking Christ whether 

Moses, David or Isaiah actually authored any book in the Scriptures or what "His answer 

would have been." Christ's appeal to the Old Testament for prophetic and spiritual 

lessons is unaffected by critical inquires. Driver believed that "criticism in the hands of 

Christian scholars does not banish or destroy the inspiration of the Old Testament"; rather, 

criticism underlines the literary forms and methods God employs "in revealing Himself to 

his ancient people of Israel, and in preparing the way for the fliller manifestation of 

Himself in Christ Jesus."^' In this instance Driver's defense of biblical revealation is 

®^Ibid., viii. 

"Ibid., viii-ix. 

"Ibid., xii-xiii. 
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basically Old Testament theology as a branch of Christian apologetics " Driver's 

theological inclinations rarely appeared in his major publications. He often argued that 

ancient Israel's history and religion be evaluated as an integral component of the history 

and civilization of the Near East. Furthermore, he stated that much of Israel's material 

culture and religion was dependent upon her neighbors.®^ Though he insisted upon the 

"unique religious pre-eminence" of the Israelites and their "deep religious truths," these 

revelations did not conflict with Driver's call to investigate Hebrew religion and history on 

their own terms.®* 

Few literary critics would have joined Driver in depicting higher criticism as 

clarifying the Lordship of Jesus. Perhaps Driver's insistence on protecting the theological 

context of the Bible was a sop to conservative Christian elements; however, the reason is 

unclear Rogerson depicts Driver's theological position as revelation in terms of God's 

moral demands. Literary criticism was concerned only with the form of revelation; it 

could not "assail" its content.®' Nevertheless, one must remember that Driver's personal 

®^Ibid., xiii. 

^'Driver, Modem Research as Illustrating the Bible (London: Oxford University 
Press, 1909), 16. 

^nbid. 

^'Rogerson, 282; Cheyne accused Driver of compromising biblical criticism for 
apologetic reasons. Yet Cheyne was also inconsistent in his approach to biblical criticism. 
He believed, "nothing but the most fearless criticism, combined with the most genuine 
spiritual faith in God, and in his Son, and in the Holy Spirit, . . . can be safe . . A 
perfectly free but none the less devout criticism is, in short, the best ally, both of spiritual 
religion and of a sound apologetic theology." Cheyne, 258-9. 
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religious convictions and the intermingling of faith with scholarship seldom surfaced in his 

major publications. 

Driver always considered himself a literacy critic of the Bible; however, he 

produced one of the first thorough and scholarly works on archaeolog>' and its relationship 

to the Old Testament.™ Modem Research as Illustrating the Bible was a remarkable 

work that demonstrated how reliable information concerning archaeological evidence 

related to the Old Testament should be interpreted.^' 

Driver recognized that to comprehend the Bible properly biblical scholars need not 

only to master the multiple forms of literary criticism but also to examine the evidence of 

"many special studies, such as geography, geology, botany, zoology, fi-om the observation 

of customs in Bible lands, and also fi"om archaeology ."^ Driver discerned the "special 

value of archaeology" which "illustrates, supplements, confirms, or corrects, statements or 

representations contained in the Bible." Rather than opposing higher criticism, 

archaeology assists literary critics in understanding the Bible's "true historical 

^"In one work he modestly described himself as someone who "followed closely 
the course of archaeological research . . ." Driver, Literature, vi. 

^'Moorey credited Driver's Modem Research as the seminal work in the field only 
to be surpassed by M. Burrows' What Mean These Stones (New Haven, Conn.; A50R, 
1941). This is an extraordinary endorsement considering many of Albright's principle 
works had already been produced. P. R. S. Moorey, A Century of Biblical Archaeology 
(Louisville: Westminster, 1991), 90. 

"^Ibid., 89. 
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perspective Perhaps even more importantly Driver maintained that archaeology 

allowed biblical scholars to incorporate an holistic approach to the "history and 

civilization" of the ancient Near East and the place of Israel in it and to the nature of the 

influences which were placed upon Israel/^ 

Incisive as Driver's comments were in Modem Research on the results of literary 

criticism, 19th century archaeological evidence and the current progress of Palestinian 

excavations, more noteworthy was Driver's considerations on female goddesses, the role 

of bamoth in Israelite religion, infant sacrifice, tombs, the role of pottery in chronology 

and ethnic identification, and the influence of Canaanite culture on the Israelites." Driver 

set a remarkable agenda for later scholars to determine what constituted legimate 

archaeological evidence in illuminating the Bible. He understood that the textual scholar 

could not neglect archaeological data properly interpreted and that Israelite religion, 

culture and history could not be reconstructed solely through the biblical text. 

Unfortunately, Driver's suggestions would not be incorporated in biblical studies. Far too 

'%id. 

'••ibid., 16. 

''Ibid., 56-91. Driver concluded that present "excavations show no trace of the 
break between the Canaanites and Israelite culture: there is no sudden change fi-om one to 
the other; the transition is gradual." His insights on Israelite origins were exceedingly 
prescient or perhaps the present state of scholarship on the issue is rather desiccated, ibid., 
87. 
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many scholars called on archaeology to discredit followers of Wellhausen rather than to 

provide data to elucidate ancient Israelite cultiire and history. 

Sayce and Driver set the debate in Anglo-American scholarship concerning 

archaeology's role and relationship to the biblical record. Sayce's goal was to provide a 

challenge to higher criticism through archaeological data. His method was emulated by 

conservative scholars and theologians who activated archaeological evidence to buttress 

arguments against the theories of Wellhausen and his followers. Driver asserted that 

higher criticism had not been refuted by archaeology He warned his readers that they 

must be on guard against confusing the facts of archaeology with the precarious inferences 

or hypotheses founded upon them. He understood the value of archaeology and provided 

examples of careful interpretation of archaeological data and its illumination of the biblical 

record. 

APOLOGISTS AND CRITICS: 1900 - 1910 

From 1900 to 1910 harnessing archaeology to excoriate higher critics was done 

sparingly by scholars and writers. Indeed, more articles were published sunraiarizing the 

resuhs of archaeology and its relationship to the biblical record without any mention of 

literary criticism. Scholars and writers who attacked higher criticism did not always utilize 

archaeological data with sophistication; some did not even refer to any specific 

archaeologist or excavation, while many argued for a new appreciation of the historical 

reliability of the Scriptures. As conservative scholars perceived that archaeological 

discoveries appeared to corroborate biblical events, they attacked the supporters of the 
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documentary hypothesis for their lack of faith and failure to acknowledge the truthfulness 

of the biblical text. The principle issues for confessional scholars were theological. These 

scholars appealed to the faithful and extolled archaeology's contributions towards 

vindicating the Bible and enhancing God's revelation. In the coming years, archaeology 

became the main bulwark of conservative scholarship and a major resource of traditional 

theology 

G. S. DUNCAN 

George Duncan's "Archaeology and the Old Testament" was a major summary of 

the consequences of archaeological illumination of the Bible. His article was a positive 

statement on the reliability of the biblical record. Duncan, a professor of Egyptology and 

Assyriology at American University, did not criticize or attempt to discredit higher critics 

and even dismissed some fundamentalists' articles of faith, such as Bishop Ussher's 

creation date of4004 B.C.E. He also proclaimed that there was no creditable chronology 

in the Old Testament before Abraham and that Genesis was not the source for 

Mesopotamian creation stories. It should be noted that Duncan's article contained many 

examples of factual data, mostly inscriptions, that elucidated the Bible. Duncan correctly 

asserted that archaeology clarified the Hebrew language. Every Hebrew grammar and 

dictionary has benefited fi-om archaeology's discoveries.^ Archaeology aided scholars' 

'®G. S. Duncan, "Archaeology and the Old Testament," BW22 (1903): 116-28. 

"^Ibid., 118. 
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understanding of the religion "of the earliest Semitic peoples Old Testament studies 

can now draw on archaeological material concerning ancient Israel's rituals, ceremonies, 

customs and geography/' 

However, Duncan made many dubious claims similar to those of Sayce in praising 

the contributions of archaeology Hammurabi was Amraphel in Genesis 14. The table of 

nations found in Genesis 10 "has been wonderfully illuminated by archaeology," questions 

on racial groups and geography have been cleared up.*° Moreover, the Temple of 

Solomon is clearly modeled on Egyptian building principles." Duncan demonstrated little 

preoccupation with higher criticism, nor did he employ archaeology to support theological 

beliefs. His only comment pertaining to literary criticism was that unfortunately some 

scholars were tearing apart texts "without regard to the context."*" Duncan's style would 

not be the norm for those opposed to the critical interpretation of the Bible. Duncan did 

not trumpet archaeological discoveries in attacking scholars who questioned the 

authorship of the Torah. In the coming decades when the defenders of the Bible 

recognized that archaeological data appeared to conform with biblical traditions, they 

admonished higher critics for their failure to acknowledge the historicity of the Scriptures. 

'"Ibid., 125. 

"nbid., 126. 

''Ibid., 120. 

"Ibid., 123. 

»%id., 128. 
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E. REICH 

In a much publicized series of articles, opposition to higher criticism was 

vigorously conducted from 1905 to 1906 by Emil Reich. His offensive language and 

attacks on the supporters of higher criticism compelled several major scholars to respond 

to Reich's assertions. Reich, a historian and lecturer at Oxford, Cambridge and London, 

insisted that higher critics were attempting to "batten down the foundations of all that we 

believe and hold most in reverence." These German pedants have "disturbed the minds . 

. of thousands of people who have been to simple to grasp the absolute emptiness of the 

philologists methods in history "*"* Reich depicted higher critics as "inquisitorial judges" 

whose research methods were "profoundly tainted" and "mere insinuations" representative 

of witch trials.*^ Reich further contended that "Literary criticism . is either mere playing 

with verbal tricks and thus not worth serious attention; or it is hopelessly inadequate and 

thus misleading in its results."*® Reich was not a Bible scholar, and Driver described his 

writings as ignorant, arrogant and incompetent.*' Another major English scholar, T K. 

Cheyne, professor of Scripture at Oxford, was compelled to respond to Reich in two 

'^E. Reich, "The Bankruptcy of Higher Criticism," 244 (1905): 734-44; 245 
(1905); 449-61; 248 (1906): 387-97; also Reich's The Failure of Higher Criticism of the 
Bible (Cincinnati: Jennings & Graham, 1905). 

»^E. Reich, "Bankruptcy" 244 (1905), 735. 

"Reich, "Bankruptcy" 248 (1906), 387-9. 

^'^Ibid., 394. 

"Ibid., 387. 
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separate articles and wrote that no competent scholar would support Reich's appeal to 

"popular religious prejudice" or attach any weight to his gratuitous accusations ** 

This controversy was more than an amusing spectacle in which Reich and 

celebrated scholars traded insults and barbs over the reliability of higher criticism. There 

was much more at stake for the faithful. Reich understood that his articles and lectures 

would not "destroy the apparent 'scientific rigor' of higher criticism." His solution was a 

call to action, the action of the spade. According to Reich, "this humble instrument is 

infinitely more efficacious than the most erudite tomes." The spade is "competent," 

"dispassionate," when "it speaks it does so in no ambiguous terms . . let us, then, apply 

the spade. If only a copy of the Pentateuch could be unearthed that dated from the 

thirteenth or twelfth century, higher criticism would "fall to pieces and become waste 

paper. The Tell el-Amama tablets discovered at Taanach convinced Reich that during 

the period of Moses "the habit and ability of committing records of events to clay-tablets 

was as ordinary as is to-day that of committing them to paper."'' There could be no doubt 

that the events of the Exodus and much of the Pentateuch were immediately recorded. In 

"T. K. Cheyne, "Shall We Put the Clock Back in Biblical Criticism," LA 245 
(1905), 69; also idem, "Has the Clock Stopped in Bible Criticism?" LA 245 (1905): 588-
91. 

''Reich, "Bankruptcy," 248 (1906), 395. 

'"Ibid. 

"Ibid., 395-6. 
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borrowing a theme from Sayce,'" Reich suggested that archaeologists excavate Kiijat 

Sefer, "the town of scribes." The Bible mentions the city numerous times, and scholars 

believed the site had been located. Reich assumed that there was a considerable likelihood 

of discovering fragments or tablets, some relating the "great events of the Exodus from 

Egypt Reich was optimistic that in the near future a cuneiform Pentateuch would 

surface, "which would, by one stroke and for ever, dispose of the preposterous, 

retrograde and medieval method of higher criticism."'^ Reich's premature rhapsodies that 

the "spade" would accelerate the collapse of higher criticism appeared in The Living Age, 

a popular magazine. More important, the fact that Reich's pretensions were contested by 

two of England's foremost biblical scholars afforded the conservative cause heightened 

awareness and maximum publicity. 

W. H. BENNETT 

Reich's and Sayce's conclusions pertaining to the connections between 

archaeology and the Bible were regarded by some as a contaminate in the debate over 

German criticism. W. H. Bennett, who taught at Lancashire College and Cambridge, was 

unsparing in his denunciations of the misinformation appearing in popular works assailing 

"Higher Criticism." Bennett was stunned that in some circles archaeological discoveries 

'^Sayce, Higher Criticism, 56. 

''Reich, "Bankruptcy" 248 (1906), 396-7. 

'"Ibid. 
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had resurrected "the crude Rabbinical and medieval views of the Bible, which most 

educated men have long regarded as obsolete"'^ Erroneous information was now being 

published heralding the expiration of higher criticism. Bennett was fearful that the public 

would be influenced by the dubious claims made by the titles of these works which have 

great polemical value. Sayce's Monumental Facts and Higher Critical Fancies and 

Reich's "The Bankruptcy of the Higher Criticism" were illustrations mentioned by Bennett 

that induced the reader to view "Higher Criticism" as illegitimate. Bennett's quarry was 

Sayce, the main transgressor cited in this article. 

Bennett regarded many of Sayce's arguments as anachronistic. According to 

Bermett, Sayce rarely refers to modem higher critical works. He quotes literature that is 

over a hundred years old, inferring that German criticism has not changed in more than a 

century. Sayce's representations of several critical theories were not simply incorrect, the 

theories never existed. Bermett even wondered if Sayce had read Wellhausen carefully, 

for it appeared he had not. Bermett ridiculed Sayce's theories of Mosaic authorship, 

saying that the existence of the Code of Hammurabi does not prove Moses gave to Israel 

all the laws found in the Pentateuch. Moreover, Bermett accuses Sayce as representing 

the traditional authors "who fail to specify either the critics or books which represent the 

'Higher Criticism' which they denounce."'® Sayce's theory that the name Kiijath-Sepher 

"W. H. Bermett, "Archaeology and Criticism," CR 89 (1906): 518. 

'^Ibid., 520. 
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demonstrates that libraries existed in Canaan and that this fact was recorded by the 

Israelites was regarded by Bennett as "a striking example of the way in which Professor 

Sayce bases large conclusions on slight and ambiguous evidence."^ Though Bennett was 

deficient in illustrations, he did recognize that archaeology contributed significant 

information for biblical studies, but only when the archaeologists excluded theological 

polemics. Indeed, according to Bennett, literary criticism of the Old Testament is 

consistent with archaeology. Bennett admitted that there is evidence for a connection 

between Moses and the Pentateuch, "but there is no evidence worth discussing to show 

that Moses wrote the whole or bulk of the Pentateuch."'* No such claim can be found in 

the Bible. Bennett's focus was not what archaeology added to biblical studies but the 

alleged evidence that confirmed the biblical record. He insisted that few if any inscriptions 

can validate the narratives of the Old Testament and for the most part "the confirmations 

are irrelevant to the controversies as to date and authorship."" Archaeology could neither 

confirm nor contradict large areas of biblical history until the period of Solomon. He 

briefly mentioned that inscriptions were at variance with biblical dates of the Creation and 

the Flood, and scholars do not contend that Abraham, Joseph, Moses or the Exodus were 

absolute inventions of the authors of the Pentateuch. 

'"Ibid., 526. 

'"Ibid., 524, 

'nbid., 525. 

"^id. 
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Bennett's discussion on archaeology was based largely on inscriptional evidence, 

focusing on debates over biblical personages, often only listing a series of discoveries such 

as the Meshea stela, Sennacherib's invasion of Judah and the annals of Cyrus. He did not 

allude to any Palestinian excavation. He commented only superficially on archaeology's 

contribution to a clearer understanding of ancient Israel's social life, commerce and 

religion, but he gave no examples. His interest in archaeology was limited to scrutinizing 

and discrediting the archaeological claims of conservatives. Bennett's intent was to warn 

the public of conservative fallacies about the archaeological rehabilitation of the biblical 

record. The reader learned that Wellhausen's theories were untarnished but very little 

about archaeology. 

G. F. WRIGHT 

In an interesting twist in the battle to affirm Old Testament history, G. F. Wright 

concluded that the "strength of the evidence of the truth of the historical statements in the 

Bible is . not diminished, but rather is increased, by modem scientific investigation."'"' 

Wright taught at Oberlin College and held the peculiar professorship of "The Harmony of 

Science and Revelation"! Wright's investigation of the Old Testament began by 

establishing the truthfulness of the New Testament and Jesus as Lord. Wright insisted that 

there was a direct line from the historical basis of the Pentateuch to the writings of the 

apostles and the divine plan of salvation. Since "Christianity is clearly an outgrowth of 

""G. F. Wright, Scientific Confirmation of Old Testament History (London: 
Hodder & Stoughton, 1906), 385. 
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Jewish history," the investigation of Old Testament history regarding its truthfulness is of 

"the highest evidential value."'"" 

It was clear to Wright that Moses wrote the Pentateuch; not only did the Lord 

command it (Ex 24:4, Ex 17:14 and Dt 31:9), but the abundant evidence of clay tablets 

thousands of years before Moses indicates that the Israelites could have easily preserved 

their history on clay tablets. Other remarkable confirmations of the "sacred records" 

noted by Wright were the Assyrian annals, Moabite Stone, the invasion of Shishak,"" 

Naville's excavations in Egypt,'"' and Sayce's extensive literary evidence of the truth of 

Genesis 14.'°^ 

When no archaeological evidence existed to support portions of the biblical record 

deemed crucial by Wright, he simply cautioned historians to recognize the hand of God as 

a secondary agency of history. Furthermore, regardless of the availability of data, critics 

must supply the burden of proof and the scientific evidence when challenging the 

authenticity of the Old Testament.'"' According to Wright, the conservative case for the 

validity of the biblical record was sustained not just by archaeological discoveries but by 

'"-Ibid., 14-5. 

'"'Ibid., 30-1. 

'"*Ibid., 56-63. 

'"'Ibid., 82. 

'°®Ibid., 155-8. 

'"'Ibid., 32, 42. 
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the specific evidence of natural phenomena. The miraculous events concerning Joseph and 

famines in Egypt are still part of the Egyptian environment.'"* Crossing the Red Sea can 

be attributed to the prevailing winds, and the route of the Exodus fits the geography of the 

area.'*" "The falling of the walls of Jericho, the parting of the waters of the Jordan, and 

the destruction of Sodom and Gomorrah" all are connected to the earthquake activity 

found in the area of the Jordan fault."" Moreover, Wright contended that the order of 

creation in Genesis corresponds with modem science 

Wright's intentions were to protect the major tenets of the Christian faith by 

emphasizing that geological phenomena was within the realm of God's activity Wright's 

use of science endeavored to revitalize and reestablish Old Testament history and at the 

same time undercut critical biblical studies with a scientific paradigm. His theological 

concerns, such as protecting the historical uniqueness of the biblical record and 

dependency of the New Testament upon the Old, were so obvert that they simply 

discredited his bizarre intermingling of theology with pseudo-science. 

J. URQUHART 

A more substantive and lucid attack on higher criticism was authored by John 

Urquhart. His work, entitled Archeology's Solution of Old Testament Puzzles: How Pick 

'°*Ibid., 67-82. 

'°^id., 83-117. 

""Ibid., 126. 

'"Ibid., 368-86. 
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and Spade are Answering the Destructive Criticism of the Bible reveal the author's 

objective Throughout his work, Urquhart refers to an impressive number of 

archaeologists, historians and biblical scholars to validate his work: Sayce, Driver, George 

Smith, W. Robertson Smith, Conder, Warren, Wilson, Petrie, Maspero, Budge and 

Jeremias. He summoned the usual evidence in authenticating the biblical record; Moabite 

Stone, Assyrian annals, the existence of the Temple based on Warren's surveys,"^ and 

widespread literacy throughout the ancient Near East. However, Urquhart never stated, 

as Driver had done numerous times, that no reasonable critic ever doubted the reference to 

Israelite kings in the Moabite Stone and the Assyrian annals or that writing was 

widespread throughout Mesopotamia and Egypt. Nor did Urquhart mention that the 

ability of Moses to write had nothing to do with the dating of the component parts of the 

Pentateuch. 

Problems arose in Urquhart's book, as in other conservative tracts purporting to 

authenticate the Bible over the illogical conclusions derived from the archaeological data. 

Urquhart argued that the Tell el-Amama tablets "show us the Israelites extending their 

conquests just as they are represented to have done in Judges,"""* that Egyptian words in 

the book of Exodus indicate the story reflects Israel's sojourn in Egypt,"' that the sojourn 

""(Chicago: Bible Institute, 1906). 

"'Ibid., 29. 

"'Ibid., 37. 

"'Ibid., 39. 
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in Sinai fits the topography and must have been recorded by an eye witness,"® that the 

laws of Hammurabi validate the patriarchal customs and laws of the patriarchs,"' that 

Genesis 14 is historical,"* and that there was a Hebrew-speaking community at Ur."' 

Urquhart also maintained that in the earliest portions of the Pentateuch, Genesis 4 

mentions possible known geographical locations which Urquhart interpreted as shedding 

light "upon the very begimiings of human history as recorded in the Bible."'*" Urquhart 

never defined or sunmiarized higher criticism. He brushed it aside. It was a marginal 

discipline with only passing influence. He asserted there was little to fear from a genuine 

scientific investigation of the Scriptures. Then, as a final thought, Urquhart assured his 

readers "there is to-day a higher appreciation of the antiquity, veracity, and historic value 

of the Bible than was to be found in any previous time since the march of modem science 

began."'-' Urquhart's work was an example of the conservative obsession with 

ambiguous archaeology data. Conservatives insisted that archaeology had generated 

unimpeachable evidence which cleared up a host of biblical problems, when in reality it 

had not. 

"®Ibid., 42. 

"'Ibid., 47. 

'"Ibid., 50-1. 

"nbid., 50. 

"°Ibid., 52. 

"'Ibid. 
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J. ORR 

Another formidable adversary of German criticism was the evangelical theologian 

James Orr, a professor of Theology and Apologetics at the Union Free Church college in 

Glasgow. He was regarded as "one of the champions of evangelical orthodoxy."'^ A 

persistent opponent of the documentary hypothesis who resisted "all evolutionary 

interpretations of man's moral history, and held firmly to orthodox Christological 

formulations,"'^ Orr was a productive scholar who wrote sixteen books as well as 

hundreds of articles, edited the International Statjdard Bible Encyclopedia, and 

contributed to The Fundamentals, a compendium of essays that attacked liberal Protestant 

thought. Orr "was recognized worldwide as an evangelical theologian of undisputed 

orthodoxy."'-^ His approach and demeanor were dissimilar to those in other broadsides 

delivered on higher critics. His work. The Problem of the Old Testament was not "a 

wholesale denunciation of critics."'"' The struggle against Wellhausen must appeal to the 

public. He rejected previous unrestrained publications that indulged in "violent and 

indiscriminate assaults on the critics." The case against higher criticism must be made in a 

'~G. Scorgie, "James Orr, Defender of the Church's Faith," Crux 22 (1986), 22. 

'"Ibid. 

'"Orr lectured widely in the United States and Canada. He wrote for local 
newspapers and scholarly journals. He reached out to the public as well as Bible Institutes 
and seminaries including Princeton. J. B. Rogers and D. K. McKim, The Authority atul 
Interpretation of the Bible (San Francisco; Harper & Row, 1979), 385. 

'"J. Orr, The Problem of the Old Testament (New York; Scribner, 1907), xiv. 
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''calm, temperate and scholarly way, if it is to be dealt with to the satisfaction of 

thoughtful Christian people."'*® It was apparent to Orr that the debate concerning higher 

criticism must be more than obscure scholarly polemics about issues of no concern to the 

public. He was persuaded that if the Graf-Wellhausen hypothesis, which rested on 

"erroneous fundamental principles," was carried out to its logical conclusion, it would 

"prove subversive of our Christian faith."'^ In the final analysis would "the value of the 

Bible as an inspired and authoritative record of God's historical revelation to mankind" 

survive these investigations'' 

Has God spoken, and does this book convey to us His sure word for our 
salvation and guidance'' Have the Scriptures of the Old Testament any 
longer the value for us which they had for Christ and His disciples? Or are 
we to concede ... as the result of the critical discussions of the past 
century, the historical foundations of Old Testament revelation have in the 
main been subverted?'"® 

The issue was unambiguous: the revealed religion of Israel and Christianity were 

interconnected and must stand or fall together. 

A substantial amount of Orr's work was textual, sparing with the supporters of 

Wellhausen, but the author argued that the results of archaeology during the 19th century 

produced a "mass of material available for the illustration and confirmation of Holy 

'^®Ibid., XV. 

'"'Ibid. 

'^'Ibid., 6. 
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Scripture for which we cannot be sufficiently grateful."'^ Orr's archaeological evidence 

was based on the literary records of Mesopotamia and Egypt. Among the authors cited, 

Orr quotes Sayce approvingly and disputes with Driver extensively The arguments are all 

too familiar: writing had existed for thousands of years before the advent of the Hebrews; 

critics were wrong to believe that Moses "could not have given the laws or David have 

written the psalms.'"^ Orr occasionally developed an interesting twist to the standard 

conservative persuasion. Creation stories "were not purified versions of the Babylonians." 

They, in fact, were representative of an independent and related version that shared a 

common origin with the Babylonian The Israelite version preserved its monotheism "in 

line with revelation," and the Babylonians reverted back to the "corrupting influences of 

polytheism."'^' Discovery of patriarchal names in Babylonian tablets and/or Egyptian 

monuments illustrates the patriarchal era. Hammurabi is "no other than the Amraphel of 

Genesis 14." The discovery of the great Hammurabi's code proves the "minute fidelity 

with the which patriarchal history reflects the customs of that early times.""* The author 

of the Joseph stories presented vivid portraits of Egyptian manners, customs and 

institutions. Orr disputed Driver's contention that Egypt's relationship with ancient Israel 

during the monarchy made it easy for a "Hebrew writer to gain knowledge of Egyptian 

'^id., 396 

''•^id. 

'^'Ibid., 408. 

'"Ibid, 410. 
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customs and institutions " Orr contemplated how a writer of one country was able to 

relocate himself into a foreign environment and create such an accurate depiction of that 

country's customs and institutions. 

Are we to understand that the problematical J or E undertook a special 
tour to Egypt—as the modem novelist might do—in order to acquaint 
himself by personal study with the customs and antiquities of that nation. 
Or did the two writers do so?'^^ 

As for the lateness of the personal Egyptian names—Potiphera, Zaphenath-Paneah, 

Asenath—their lateness rests "on the argument from silence which maybe upset at any 

moment,"'" Occasionally, Orr's archaeological interpretations were based on the biblical 

'"Ibid , 416. 

'"This writer is not convinced that Israel's sojourn in Egypt is simply an artificial 
and theological literary construct. Most serious scholars realize that many of the details of 
the lengthy narratives pertaining to Joseph and Moses are creations of later editors of the 
7th and 6th centuries. The question that needs to be addressed is whether or not there is a 
core of genuinely historical material used by these editors. Do any of these traditions 
contain anything contemporary with the historical events they portray? To totally ignore 
the Exodus stories, as Miller and Hayes have done in A History of Ancient Israel and 
Judah (Philadelphia: Westminster Press, 1986), or to label them as "religious 
historiography" that creates "whatever 'history' it wants or needs," as G. Ahlstrom does 
in The History of Ancient Palestine (Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 1993), 28, is totally 
unwarranted and leads us nowhere. Similarly, pronouncements such as Y. Yadin's "What 
nation would invent such a crazy story, that they were slaves in Egypt and they left that 
country and came to this country, and they make that the kernel of all their history?" in 
"BAR Interviews Yigael Yadin," BAR 9.1 (1983): 17, are equally finstrating. The present 
state of our knowledge is not devoid of possibilities. Many scholars have recognized the 
potential connection with Yahweh's Sinaitic origins and the partially nomadic and partially 
sedentary Shasu. For years scholars have known that Egyptian texts have confirmed the 
location of Yahweh in the Sinai, he is mentioned in the lists of Soleband and Amarah as, 
"Yhw in the land of the Shasu." Egyptian texts place the "Land of the Shasu" in the 
mountainous areas of Edom and Seir, east of the Arabah. The biblical tradition claims that 
Yahweh comes from Seir in Edom (Dt 33:2 and Jgs 5:4). The most intriguing claims 
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record and intuition. His preference for Thutmoses III as the Pharaoh who enslaved the 

Hebrews was based on the data located in I Kgs 6:1, which placed the Exodus 480 years 

before the fourth year of Solomon's reign. He surmised that Hatasu [Hatshepsut] might 

be connected to the Pharaoh's daughter in the Exodus story, indeed, "Moses must have 

been bom just about the time this 'bold and clever' princess was rising into power.""' 

Orr's work was respected in many scholarly circles, even among those who supported 

higher criticism.'^ However, as with many opponents of higher criticism during this 

concerning the Shasu and Israel come from Donald Redford. He believes that the people 
called Israel on the Memeptah stela has "all the character of a Shasu enclave" (D. 
Redford, Egypt, Canaan, and Israel in Ancient Times [Princeton; Princeton University 
Press, 1992], 275). Dever observes in a review of R. Albertz's A History of Israelite 
Religion in the Old Testament Period that arguments for the origins of Yahwism created 
by an oppressed group from Egyptian society, nurtured somewhere in southern 
Transjordan, and brought to Canaan by early Israelites by way of the Jordan cannot be 
supported by the archaeological record. Though Dever does not discount the possibility 
that "these Israelites had then a disproportionate role in shaping the later 'all Israel' 
there is absolutely no extra biblical evidence for such a reconstruction of Israelite origins, 
only the biblical 'story'" (Dever, "Archaeology and Religion of Israel," BASOR 301 
[1996], 84). Also see the following: R. Albertz, A History of Israelite Religion in the Old 
Testament Period, vol. 1 (Louisville; Westminster, 1994); 49-55; J. A. Dearman, Religion 
and Culture in Ancient Israel (Peabody, MA: Hendrickson, 1992): 21-5; J. C. De Moor, 
The Rise of Yahwism (Leuven: Leuven University Press, 1990), 108-18; R. Giveon, Les 
bedouins shosou des documents egyptiens (Leiden: Brill, 1971); M Weinfeld, "The Tribal 
League at Sinai," in Ancient Israelite Religion, eds. P. Miller, et al. (Philadelphia; Fortress 
Press, 1987); 303-14, for a contrary but not very convincing analysis see G. Ahlstrom, 
Who Were the Israelites? (Winona Lake, EN; Eisenbrauns, 1986). 

"'Ibid., 423. 

'^H. G. Mitchell believed that Orr presented "the case against the critics as well, 
perhaps, as any work that could be mentioned," in "Has Old Testament Criticism 
CoUapsed?"/f77? 3 (1910); 470. 



60 

decade, the archaeological issues Orr addressed were only superficially archaeological. 

The principle issues were theological, literary and directed to restoration of a historical 

setting for biblical heroes and narratives 

R. A. S. MACALISTER AND GEZER 

In the beginning of the decade, the English and American foes of higher criticism 

generally employed inscriptions uncovered in Mesopotamia and Egypt during the 19th 

century in confi-onting Bible critics and ignored the Palestinian archaeology. Yet, there 

were numerous important Palestinian excavations fi"om 1900-1910: Bliss at Tell el Safi, 

Tell Zakariya, Tell el Judeideh and Tell Sandahana; Reisner at Samaria, Schumacher at 

Megiddo; and Sellin at Jericho and Taanach. No dig was as widely published as the 

Macalister excavation at Gezer which was supported by the Palestine Exploration Fund. 

The excavation began in 1902, interrupted in the 1906 season by cholera, then renewed 

from 1907 to 1909. When Macalister finished his excavation, no site in Palestine had been 

so fully excavated. Nearly two-thirds of the tell had been exposed, and Gezer provided 

scholars a wealth of archaeological data, exceeding all other excavations in Palestine for 

years Macalister's final reports were published rapidly and appeared in 1912.'" 

"^R. A. S. Macalister, The Excavation of Gezer, 1902-1905 and 1907-1909, 3 
vols. (London; Palestine Exploration Fund, 1912). The bibliography on subsequent 
excavations at Gezer is enormous, see W. G. Dever, H. D. Lance and G. E. Wright, Gezer 
I: Preliminary Report of the 1964-66 Seasons (Jerusalem; Hebrew Union College-Jewish 
Institute of Religion, 1970); W. G. Dever et al., Gezer II: Reports of the 1967-70 Seasons 
in Fields I and II (Jerusalem: Hebrew Union College-Jewish Institution of Religion, 
1974); W. G. Dever and L. D. Lance, Gezer TV: The 1969-71 Seasons in Field VI, the 
^cro/7o//5 (Jerusalem: Nelson Glueck School of Biblical Archaeology, 1986); also E. 
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Prior to the final report in 1912, numerous articles appeared following the progress 

at Gezer, many written by Macalister Beginning in 1902 Macalister wrote a series of 

articles for the scholarly Palestine Exploration Quarterly, the major British publication 

devoted to history and archaeology in Palestine, several popular pieces on Gezer in 

"Atheaeum" and "Harper's Monthly," and his popular account Bible Side-Lights from the 

Moimd of Gezer In the main, Macalister showed little preoccupation with highlighting 

biblical personages or Bible stories. However, in Bible Side-Lights he linked many of the 

archaeological elements discovered at Gezer to biblical characters and the narrative. It 

was clear to Macalister that the "plain Bible student" derived little fi^om the reports 

published by the Palestine Exploration Quarterly. The "society and its officers are by no 

means blind to the immediate claims of the Bible student." He assured the reader that 

Bible Side-Lights would address that void.Macalister fulfilled this perceived need in 

Bible Side-Lights, which is permeated with allusions to biblical figures and narratives that 

were more representative of conservative literature than critical scholarly inquiry 

Stem, NEAEHL, (Jerusalem. Israel Exploration Society, 1993), 2:506. 

A. S. Macalister, "The Excavation of Gezer," Athenaeum, 1 February 1903, 
185, idem, "Uncovering a Buried City," Harper's Monthly. June 1903: 83-8, idem, Bible 
Side-Lights from the Mound of Gezer (London: Hodder & Stoughton, 1906). For articles 
in the Palestine Exploration Quarterly, see volumes for years 1902-09. 

'^'Macalister, Bible, 1-2. 

'^avis writes that Gezer became a stop for "Sunday School tour groups. 
Macalister would escort them around the site and then ask for donations. In 1907 the 
Sunday School Times . .. asked Macalister to write two articles for their adult readers:" 
one with the dubious title, "Were There Giants in Canaan?" Davis, 67; also see Davis for a 
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Macalister suspected that the stone High Place at Gezer may have stood at 

"Moriah where Solomon afterwards built the Temple it is quite admissible to believe 

that at the foot of this stone in its original position the author of Genesis located the 

attempted sacrifice of Isaac by Abraham The cistern at Gezer reminded Macalister of 

Rebekah's fetching water for the servant of Abraham.'^" Several bronze ornaments from 

Gezer could be similar to the presents given to Rebekah by Abraham's messengers.'^' 

Dwellings, jewelry, seals, household goods and amulets excavated at Gezer were 

representative of similar items discussed in Genesis Moreover, a temple uncovered at 

Gezer clarified Samson's death. 

Macalister's forced biblical inferences created for the "plain Bible student" were 

more extreme than anything published on Gezer in the Palestine Exploration Quarterly. 

Furthermore, many articles on Gezer appearing in less scholarly and more popular formats 

good description of Macalister's excavation methods at Gezer, Ibid, 64-70. 

'•"Macalister, Bible, 62. 

"^Ibid., 84. 

"'Ibid., 92-3. 

'•"Ibid , 95-106. 

'^'Ibid., 135-7. 

"^For the PEO see W. M. F. Petrie, 34 (1902): 365; T. G. Pinches 36 (1904): 229-
36; A. H. Sayce, ibid., 236-7; C. H. W. Johns, ibid., 237-44; W. M. F. Petrie, ibid., 244-5, 
F. L. Griffith, 38 (1906): 121-2; J. L. Myers, 39 (1907): 240-3; C. J. BaU, et al., 40 
(1908): 26-30; L. H. Vincent, ibid; 218-29; P. Dhorme, 41 (1909): 107-12. 
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were more restrained than Macalister's in their analysis of the archaeological data and the 

biblical narrative.In general the assessments of these publications concerning the Gezer 

excavation were dubious, but their overall nature was generally more thoughtfiil than that 

of Bible Side-Lights. Some of the more spurious observations, however, were that Gezer 

burial caves may reflect Patriarchal customs at Machpelah; destruction of the high place 

testifies to the "influence of the reforming zeal of Hezekiah and Josiah,"'** fortified towers 

were built by the pharaoh who gave the city to his son-in-law Solomon;'^' and the 

discovery of a small image of a cobra reminds one of Moses' serpent and King Hezekiah's 

dismantling of this form of worship."" Nearly all publications on Gezer described the 

burial jars containing the remains of newborn infants as a remnant of human sacrifice, yet 

attacks on higher critics and proclamations pertaining to biblical accuracy were practically 

absent. A mild exception was H. Pope's "Excavation at Gezer." After studying the data 

fi-om Gezer, Pope stated that "no one acquainted with the details of Gezer excavations 

'^^E. W G. Masterman, "The Excavation of Ancient Gezer," BW 21 (1903): 407-
24, C. W. Wilson, "The Excavation of a Levitical City-Gezer," LA 237 (1903): 286-93, 
idem, "Excavations at Gezer," Nation, 5 March 1903, 194-5; E. W. G. Masterman, "The 
Excavation of Ancient Gezer," BW 28 (1906); 176-86; H. Pope, "The Excavations at 
Gezer," DR 141 (1907): 296-324; J. D. Grace, "Work of the Palestine Exploration Fund 
at Gezer During 1908," RP 8 (1909): 78-83. 

'^"Wilson, "Levitical City," 292. 

'''Masterman, BW2\ (1903): 420. 

•'Masterman, 28 (1906): 179. 
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will deny that the Bible comes out of the ordeal not merely unscathed but triumphant. 

For Pope, Egyptian scarabs, possible Maccabean castles, standing pillars, infant sacrifices, 

the discovery of a Canaanite temple, and cave shrines did not just illuminate the biblical 

narrative but validated biblical history "from the standpoint of its religious teaching the 

Bible stands vindicated by the discoveries at this Canaanite Tell."''* Few scholars 

acquainted with Gezer would have concurred with Pope's unwarranted assumptions 

Indeed, even Macalister's believer-oriented Bible Side-Lights avoided any such absolute 

statements. 

Pope also wrote enthusiastically about Emil Reich. He sanctioned Reich's appeal 

for fijnds in order to excavate Kiriath-Sepher, known as "Book Town." Though Pope 

never mentioned German criticism, it is apparent why he regarded the excavation of 

Kiriath-Sepher as critical. Appropriately, he described the significance of this excavation; 

"One cuneiform tablet containing the originals of the Pentateuch would be worth all the 

cuneiform tablets which have yet been discovered."'" 

Today Macalister's popular works appear unsophisticated; however, "his 

publications for scholars and the general reader alike were prompt and informative."'" 

Macalister's Bible Side-Lights was one of the first popular accounts delineating a 

"'Pope, 296. 

'"Ibid., 320. 

'"Ibid., 324. 

"•"Moorey, 33. 
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Palestinian excavation. Macalister's works occasionally embellished and linked the 

archaeological data to biblical episodes and characters. Yet it is difficuh to oppose 

Moorey's summation of Bible Side-Lights, for "it did something to meet the needs of the 

ordinary Bible reader as responsibly as possible.'"" 

ATTACKS ON HIGHER CRITICISM AND RESPONSES 

During the first decade of this century there was a substantial number of articles 

pertaining to the then-present state of higher criticism. Most never mentioned 

archaeology and fi^equently ignored commentators such as Sayce and Reich. The debate 

over Wellhausen's theories generated articles written by scholars, theologians and laymen 

and appeared in a variety of popular and scholarly formats.'^ One publication, 

Bibliotheca Sacraan ultra-conservative journal, was singularly devoted to defending 

the Scriptures. Before 1910 articles published in Bibliotheca rarely utilized archaeological 

evidence in attacking higher critics; its publishers preferred to engage the supporters of 

'"Ibid. 

'"For a sampling see the following: H. P. Smith, "The Old Testament in the Light 
of Higher Criticism," IND, 52 (1900): 1381-3, 1483-5, F. Crane, "An Excursion in Fligher 
Criticism," IND, 56 (1904): 495-6; R. Anderson, The Bible and Modem Criticism 
(London: Hodder & Stoughton, 1905); J. Murray, "Recent Developments of Old 
Testament Criticism," QR 206 (1907): 174-96; S. A. Cook, "Critical Notes on Old 
Testament History," 19 (1907): 342-95, idem, "Critical Notes," 70/? 20 (1908): 145-
66. 

Bibliotheca Sacra was first published at Union Theological Seminary (1843), 
and subsequently at Andover Newton (1844-1883), Oberlin College (1884-1921), and 
Xenia Seminary (1922-1933); its present publisher is Dallas Theological Seminary (1934-
present). 
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Wellhausen in name calling. F J Lamb referred to critics as destructive and called them 

people who have never proved their theories according to science and were practicing a 

cult .'^* Lamb depicted the methodology of higher criticism thusly: 

It is the vice of manufacturing two or more narratives of the same matters 
of the Pentateuch that gives destructive critics the means and opportunity 
to imagine, conceive, create, and deduce alleged divergences, 
contradictions, and destructive conclusions, with which they attack the 
verity of the Bible. 

No author published more prodigiously in Bibliotheca Sacra than Harold Wiener, 

a barrister-at-law from London. For years Wiener wrote articles ridiculing critics of the 

Bible as scholars incapable of weighing evidence of any kind and guilty of abandoning the 

historical method. Typical of Wiener's comments is the following; 

It is the fact that higher critics have purported to conduct many different 
inquiries ... if accuracy, care, thoroughness, impartiality, be essential 
elements in scholarship . . these men are not scholars.'®" 

Most serious scholars disregarded the likes of Wiener and the conservative 

onslaught in opposition to higher criticism. Wellhausen's theories and methods of 

examining the Old Testament were regarded as the legitimate approach to biblical 

exegesis. Even those scholars who had no sympathy with Wellhausen's results generally 

recognized the merit of the arguments and did not engage in ad hominem attacks on the 

'"F. J. Lamb, "Science and Higher Criticism," BibSac 65 (1908): 57-86. 

•''Ibid., 79. 

'^'H. M. Wiener, "Essays in Pentateuchal Criticism," 65 (1908): 481; ibid., 
66(1909): 119-70,291-331,411-30. 



supporters of the documentary hypothesis However, for some scholars, such as S. R. 

Driver and S. A. Cook, the intemperate language and the conservative insinuation that the 

supporters of Higher Criticism were culpable of unworthy motives could no longer be 

ignored. Their caustic analysis of conservative scholarship demonstrated that pious 

scholars were oblivious to evidence or reason. Critical scholars exposed the conservative 

approach to biblical issues as having little to do with erudition. The methods of 

conservative scholars were theological and were based on a testimony to the truth of 

Scripture, and not to the truth of scholarship. 

S. A. COOK 

For the first three decades of the century, S. A. Cook was a distinguished scholar 

at Cambridge and a devastating critic of those authors who produced shoddy, 

recriminatory and anti-intellectual tracts in defending the historicity of the Bible. Cook's 

contributions in archaeology, literary criticism, history and religious studies have not been 

sufficiently recognized by present day biblical scholars. Cook published in many journals 

and was the editor of the Palestine Exploration Quarterly fi^om 1902-1932; thus, he was 

well-apprised of the archaeological scene in Palestine. He wrote numerous reviews of 

excavations and studies of the Old Testament. 

In 1906 Cook wrote a piece on the present state of Old Testament study He 

critiqued the theories of several scholars and included a stinging rebuke of Reich and 
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Wiener Cook referred to Reich's The Failure of the Higher Criticism as an 

"unpleasant specimen of uncritical criticism, an outburst of immoderate language, false 

imputation, and groundless fabrication."'®" When Reich stated that 'many of the Higher 

Critics . . have even gone so far as to deny the existence of Israelite history,' Cook 

responded, "that such utter confusion can exist in the mind of a writer who claims a 

hearing is scarcely intelligible . . . Reich's proposal that archaeology will undoubtedly 

'unearth a copy of Genesis in cuneiform script' and the theories and fabrications of Higher 

Criticism 'will vanish from literary existence' was greeted with mild bemusement by 

Cook. Reich, as Cook pointed out, would have to rely upon the interpretations of any 

such tablets by scholars he condemns. Cook also pondered whether Reich expected to 

find a complete cuneiform record of Genesis. In the end. Cook was willing to let the 

reader judge whether Reich was competent "either 'to destroy the spell of Higher 

Criticism' or even to construct the right method of comprehending the Bible.'"" 

Cook was equally distressed over the "exaggerated language, the abuse, and 

insinuation" utilized by authors such as H. M. Wiener "who bolsters up a weak case by 

'®'S. A. Cook, "Critical Notices; Tendencies of Old Testament Study," 70/? 18 
(1906); 361-82. 

'"Ibid., 361. 

'"Ibid. 

"^Ibid., 361-2. 
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unscrupulous attack upon his opponent."'®' Wiener's hasty judgments upon "higher 

critics" were "inexcusable" As with Reich, who denounces literary criticism as an attack 

upon Christianity, Wiener dedicated his writings 'To the memory of all who have lived or 

died for the Torah.' Cook noted that this practically prevents any criticism of an author 

who upholds "the Torah in defense of those who have been martyrs for the faith.'"®® For 

novices such as Wiener and Reich, Cook issued a caveat; Experts from other fields are 

welcome in the area of biblical studies provided that they are "well-equipped"'®^ and that 

they recognize that the Bible has other "than purely theological interests and appeals to 

others than theologians.'"®* Though Wiener and Reich used archaeology sparingly. Cook 

insisted that there are "certain results of literary criticism which no archaeological or 

monumental discovery could disprove."'®' Cook concurred that archaeology had 

uncovered remarkable amounts of information clarifying the ancient world and Israel's 

neighbors. To understand the Bible we "must ascertain the influences by which it was 

surrounded."'™ 

'®®Ibid., 363. 

'®®Ibid., 366. 

'®'Ibid. 

'®'Ibid., 375. 

'®1bid., 376. 

"°Ibid., 375. 



70 

Much damage had been done to the field of biblical studies by amateurs such as 

Wiener and Reich. Cook clearly demonstrated that these guardians of the Bible had 

advanced illegitimate inferences and false applications of ancient history, Assyriology and 

archaeology in "hasty publications" to appeal to the Bible student.'^' Cook admitted that 

a great deal of the archaeological evidence reconstructing the history of ancient Palestine 

was incomplete and often hypothetical. He regarded contrasting "combinations of 

heterogenous evidence" or the "comparisons between disparate fields" [archaeological 

data vis-a-vis higher criticism] precarious when "the historical relationships are 

obscure."'^ 

It was clear to Cook that the field of biblical studies was in transition. However, 

the erroneous judgments and abuse heaped upon higher critics and disseminated by the 

likes of Wiener and Reich were reprehensible. They were not interested in the application 

of critical methods in investigating the Bible. Their disposition was purely apologetic and 

not in the advancement of scholarly research. 

In 1908 Cook produced one of the most comprehensive and important works 

concerning archaeology and religion in Palestine. Cook summarized the available 

archaeological data and its importance for understanding religion in Palestine; much of the 

'^'Ibid., 377. 

'^S. A. Cook, "Ancient Palestine," 39 (1907): 58. 

'"Cook, The Religion of Ancient Palestine in the Second Millennium B.C. in the 
Light of Archaeology and the Inscriptions (London: Archibald Constable, 1908). 
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evidence was based on the Gezer excavation and inscriptions from Mesopotamia and 

Egypt. He surveyed a wide range of topics including high places, use of altars, sacred 

trees and Asherah, burials, possibilities of human sacrifice, utilization of charms and 

magic. Throughout, Cook avoided allusions to biblical personages and dubious 

proclamations that archaeological data had verified Bible history or eradicated the basis of 

higher criticism. Considering the paucity of the archaeological material from Palestine, 

Cook made some very perceptive observations. He argued that the repeated occurrence 

of female fertility objects over a lengthy period indicated their importance in the religious 

belief in Palestine. He believed many of these objects were for household or private use.'^^ 

The persistence of these "licentious rites" existed during the Israelites' period as witnessed 

from the denunciations located in the Old Testament. Cook only hinted at the possibilities 

of a pluralistic religion of ancient Israel. Popular religious practices often tolerated these 

condemned rituals. Various deities venerated by the people were 

not to be found in royal inscriptions .... The state and the priesthood 
often refiised to recognize them . . we must not suppose that the influence 
of foreigners upon the popular cults of the land is to be ignored or that the 
more honourable names which we have been noticing were the sole 
claimants to the worship of the peasantry. 

However, he was restrained from elaborating on the function of popular religion 

because of the lack of archaeological evidence. He understood that Palestine was open to 

•'^Ibid., 29-31 

'"Ibid., 96-7. 
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many foreign influences, but he cautioned scholars that the archaeological evidence such 

as altars, pillars, pottery, and seals indicated that cultural and religious belief in Palestine 

developed its own distinctive traits and needed more study. 

Though the archaeology of Syria-Palestine was in its infancy and the data 

ambiguous. Cook's early work indicated the potential of archaeological data to clarify the 

biblical narrative and Israelite religious practices. Only a few competent Bible scholars 

understood that they would now have to consider the material remains, as opposed to the 

obsessive study of written sources. Cook displayed a far greater sophistication regarding 

the impact of archaeological data on Israelite religion than most scholars would for the 

next several decades. Though there were only a few biblical scholars who engaged in an 

adequate study of archaeology and its relationship to the biblical text. Cook's scholarly 

enterprises illustrated that critical scholars were capable of producing honest assessments 

of what archaeology could legitimately do, and not do, for biblical studies. 

G. A. BARTON 

As the decade closed. The Journal of Biblical Literature published "Abraham and 

Archaeology" by G. A. Barton, a professor at Bryn Mawr and professor of Semitic 

languages at the University of Pennsylvania.'^ Barton became director of ASOR in 

Jerusalem and the first director of the Baghdad School. His article was one of the most 

"®Ibid., 106-14. 

'"G. A Barton, "Abraham and Archaeology," JSZ , pt 2 (1909): 152-68. 
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objective of the decade in evaluating the archaeological data and the conservative case for 

the historical character of the Pentateuch. Barton was highly critical of those scholars 

who, in opposing higher criticism, claimed that the "verdict of archaeology" had 

confirmed many of the aspects of Abraham and his age and the fourteenth chapter of 

Genesis. Yet Barton was puzzled concerning the silence from conservative circles about 

the occurrence of the name Abraham in the Shishak annals at Kamak The Shishak 

inscription recorded the names of places in Palestine which the pharaoh had conquered. 

One of the place names was The Field of Abram. According to Barton this evidence 

indicated that the name "was borne by a person or god or eponymous hero.'"^" 

It was evident to Barton why this revelation had not caught the attention of the 

adversaries of Wellhausen; the Shishak annals were "so far removed from the Abrahamic 

age" that they offered "no proof of the historicity of Abraham" and seemingly confirmed 

higher critics. Barton alleged that the detection of the Field of Abram in a tenth century 

Egyptian inscription actually substantiated the theory that portions of the Torah were a 

reflection of the tenth to the eighth centuries. In reference to the discovery of the name 

"*Ibid., 152; also see J. E. Hoch who identifies "Abram" or "Abiram" in Shishak's 
victory stela in Semitic Words in Egyptian Texts of the New Kingdom and Third 
Intermediate Period (Princeton; Princeton University Press, 1994); 18, 205, 568. 

'^or support that Shishak's place name does have a connection to the biblical 
Abraham see R. Hendel, "Finding Historical Memories in the Patriarchal Narratives," BAR 
21.4(1995); 52-9, 70-1. 

'""Barton, 153. 
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Abraham in early Babylonian documents."" a conservative presumption that this evidence 

corroborated the historicity of the Patriarchal narratives. Barton dismissed the notion that 

this provided proof of the Patriarch. The Babylonian records, though establishing the 

ancient usage of the name, do not correlate with the biblical portrayal of the Patriarch. 

The only significance that Barton attached to the provocative discovery of the name 

Abraham in Babylonian tablets consisted of the fact that the name existed in Babylon at 

the time of the Hammurabi dynasty . 

As for the evidence pertaining to Genesis 14, Barton took a more cautious 

approach.'" Though some statements fi-om Genesis 14 were probable, such as identifying 

'^'Barton, Archaeology and the Bible, 7th ed. (Philadelphia: American Sunday-
School Union, 1937), 344-363. 

'^"Barton, "Abraham and Archaeology," 154. 

'"Genesis 14 was regarded by Albright and his followers as a cornerstone for the 
historical context of the Patriarchal narratives. See Albright, "The Historical Background 
of Genesis 14," JSOR 10 (1926): 231-69; idem. The Biblical Periodfrom Abraham to 
Ezra (New York: Harper & Row, 1963), 7. Genesis 14 moved N. Glueck to remark on 
the Bible's wondrous and accurate historical memory in Rivers in the Desert (New York: 
Norton, 1968), 71; E. A. Speiser, Genesis, The Anchor Bible (Garden City, NY: 
Doubleday, 1964), 105-9; and less so G. Ernest Wright, Biblical Archaeology 
(Philadelphia: Westminster, 1960), 31. (Questions regarding the nature of Genesis 14 lasted 
well into the 1970s. See J. Van Seters, Abraham in History and Tradition. 112-22. Most 
scholars have abandoned claims of historicity relating to Genesis 14; see N. Sama, 
Understatiding Genesis (New York: Schocken, 1966), 110-9; and the subtle changes in 
his Genesis, The Traditional Hebrew Text with New JPS Translation (Philadelphia: Jewish 
Publication Society, 1989), 103. However, some of Albright's supporters only slightly 
modified their views. Consider Bright's 3rd edition of A History of Israel (Philadelphia: 
Westminister Press, 1981) where in he declared, "To be sure, the story, though possibly 
late in its present form, seems to draw upon ancient tradition. Not only does it make 
passable sense topographically, but the names of the invading kings fit well in the 
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Amraphel with the great Babylonian King Hammurabi, the verse does not prove "that he 

invaded the Jordan Valley and came into conflict with AbrahamBarton maintained 

that archaeology: 

so far from having as yet established the early composition and historical 
character of Gen. 14 seems, so far as I can see, to fiimish a series of facts 
which are best explained by supposing that the chapter was composed by a 
late midrashic writer who had, it is true, access to some Babylonian data, 
partly late and partly early, but did not know how to use them. He lived so 
far from the times that he had lost in part the correct historical perspective 
Archaeology thus confirms the critical results by Kuenen, Wellhausen 

As for Abraham purchasing the cave of Machpelah from Ephron the Hittite, Barton 

observed that there is no evidence that the Hittites "had pushed to the southern part of 

Palestine or were in the neighborhood of Hebron.""" 

Barton recognized that there was a need to clarify obscure customs, names, and 

annals and not just to discredit biblical apologists. Thus, he presented a number of his 

own speculative theories on Abraham. He unenthusiastically contemplated that perhaps 

Abraham purchased his cave at Machpelah from the Hyksos, who may have been related 

to the Hittites."" Barton suggested the excavation at Gezer could illuminate the age of 

nomenclature of the Bronze Age .... But the incident, authentic though it seems, cannot 
at present be clarified in terms of known events of the Middle Bronze Age," 84. 

"•'Barton, 155. 

""Ibid., 159-60. 

"""Ibid., 160-1. 

""Ibid., 162. 



76 

Abraham. Macalister dated the debris in the Gezer water tunnel to 1200 B.C.E. when it 

fell into disuse. Barton argued that the "wear of feet on the rock-cut stairs" appeared to 

be 500 years old, thus providing a construction date for the tunnel and bringing us back to 

the Hyksos period and the age of Abraham. Though shedding no light on the historical 

character of Abraham. Barton believed the tunnel "affords us a new basis for an estimate 

of the civilization of the Abrahamic age."*** Even critical scholars could devise 

improbable theories. 

Near the end of his article. Barton returned to his basic premise, the "so-called 

warfare between archaeology and criticism."'"* For believers, Abraham is an integral part 

of the Jewish and Christian faith. Barton underscored the figure of Abraham as an ideal 

within Christianity,"^ and said that, as an ideal, it is independent of 

the results of criticism of the patriarchal narratives or the investigation of 
archaeologists. The ideal was real, whether woven above a mythical, a half 
legendary, or an historical character .... It was not, however, a constant 
quantity, and the fact that it varied is true, whether Abraham were real or 
not."" 

'**Ibid., 165. 

'*^n a footnote Barton condemned Wiener and "the psychological phrases of this 
artificial warfare " He regarded Wiener's attempt not as scholarship but as a defense of 
fa i th .  Ib id . ,  166.  See  Wiener ' s  "Textual  Cr i t ic ism,  His tory ,  and Fai th"  BibSac 67 (I9I0) :  
346-51. Wiener replied that his "article was not published as a defense of faith. It was 
published for the advancement of truth by men who believe that the impartial and 
conscientious search for truth conducted with adequate equipment and judgment can 
never do any harm to faith," 347. 

""The phrase Barton utilized was the "world's best religion," 166. 

""Ibid., 167. 



The matter of Abraham for Barton revolved around the issue of truth. He advised 

believers that the excitement pertaining to Abraham, criticism and archaeology was ill 

advised. Barton disparaged conservative scholars for not investigating the Bible 

impartially, and their misuse of archaeological data in a propaganda campaign against 

higher critics. He asserted that the discovery of the name Abraham in Babylonian records 

did not in the slightest demonstrate that the biblical Abraham was real person, and it was a 

grievous mistake to suppose that higher critical assessments of Genesis were shaken by 

dubious conservative protestations. Barton assured his readers that the truth concerning 

Abraham and other biblical problems will prevail, and the scholar must embrace any 

science, including criticism or archaeology, which can ascertain it 

CONCLUSIONS 

During the decade 1900-1910 the positions of Sayce and Driver had dominated the 

debate on whether archaeology had substantiated the biblical record and impeached the 

advocates of higher criticism. Sayce's writings in defense of the history of the biblical 

narratives were influential in conservative theological circles. In most cases he eschewed 

strictly theological disputes for scientific arguments. His positivist views on the role of 

archaeology in confirming the biblical record were a source of inspiration and support for 

the adversaries of Higher Criticism. However, Sayce's followers ignored his plea that the 

interpreters of the Old Testament must follow the evidence wherever it may lead. Many 

of the foes of Wellhausen saw this battle not in scholarly terms, but as issues concerning 

Christian faith. Their primary audience was the public, not the academic community. 
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Archaeology's contributions to a meaningfial understanding of ancient Israel's culture, 

religion and history were irrelevant or even harmful unless the historicity and tmth of the 

biblical narratives were confirmed. For defenders of the Bible, inscriptions, almost all 

fi-om the 19th century, ruled the debate. Palestinian excavations and archaeologists were 

virtually ignored. Often their crusading zeal descended into name calling. This movement 

was dedicated to subverting the Wellhausen hypothesis and preserving the truth of 

Scripture. 

S. R. Driver disputed the assertions of the opponents of higher criticism. He 

showed that their arguments proclaiming that archaeology had destroyed the conclusions 

of critical scholars were based on unscientific principles in evaluating archaeological data. 

Several major scholars, such as Driver and Cook, recognized that vituperous attacks by 

conservatives and defenders of the biblical record on the motives of higher critics could 

not be ignored. Their incisive critiques unmasked the conservative predilections to anti-

intellectualism and pretentious claims to scholarly investigations. They exposed the 

theological agenda of the conservative attack on higher critics, yet their arguments did not 

resonate with the public, and the conservative application of archaeology accelerated. The 

suppositions of Driver and Cook appealed to the intellect, not to faith. They had 

developed a remarkable agenda for the application of archaeology in biblical studies 

Among their significant contributions. Cook and Driver were the first scholars who 

attempted to holistically analyze archaeological data fi-om Palestine. They believed that 

archaeology divulged consequential data on religion, culture, geography, geology and 



other disciplines that illuminated the study of ancient Israel and must be studied on their 

own merit. Textual scholars could not neglect the evidence of archaeology when it was 

properly interpreted. Unfonunately, far too many biblical scholars used archaeology in 

protecting the biblical record and disparaging critical research. 
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CHAPTER THREE 

THE VICTORY OF "CONSERVATIVE CRITICISM'' 

AND 

"HIGHER ARCHAEOLOGY'' 

INTRODUCTION 

From 1910 to 1919 there was a substantial increase in the number of publications 

attacking Wellhausen, many rejoicing over the ostensible demise of higher criticism. The 

attacks on the Wellhausen school were not limited to reactionary scholars and theologians. 

Many prominent European scholars who supported the critical analysis of the Bible began 

to question the excesses of literary criticism. The inordinate dissection of the Pentateuch 

into minute elements ad absurdum appeared to discredit much of the process of higher 

criticism. Important voices insisted that Wellhausen's very assured hypothesis needed 

revision. This debate was not limited to serious scholars. When former disciples of higher 

criticism began to delineate the impracticability of many of Wellhausen's theories, several 

faith-oriented scholars, dogmatic theologians and amateurs joined the controversy and 

produced a plethora of publications celebrating the death of higher criticism. Important 

archaeological data played a secondary role in disparaging the critical method. Assuredly 

there were traditionalists who seized upon archaeology to advocate on behalf of biblical 

truth, but there were many defenders of traditional views who believed that a revolution 

had occurred in the field of Pentateuchal inquiry. They perceived that valuable 
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propaganda had been created by respectable scholars who had abandoned or modified 

their positions on the value or use of higher criticism. 

The battle against higher criticism in America was not exclusively an academic 

undertaking. It was an influential part of a larger conflict between the role of modem 

science and time-honored religious beliefs. Bitter controversies over whether a traditional 

interpretation of the biblical narrative could be reconciled with current scientific theories 

fi-actured many Protestant denominations. Moderate theologians, biblical scholars and 

clergymen recognized that change was inevitable, and part of their accommodation with 

science was the study and the legitimization of the critical investigation of Scripture. 

However many conservative scholars and theologians did not acquiesce to any such 

reconciliation; they were eager to combat the heresy of higher criticism to any intellectual 

"accomodations" not only in scholarly formats but fi^om the pulpit. There could be no 

compromise for believers, for higher criticism threatened religious tradition and debased 

the Bible as a divinely-inspired document. A collaborative efifort arose among 

conservative Protestants who were prepared to not only nullify liberal ideas and the critical 

study of the Bible within their churches, but also to sound the alarm throughout Christian 

America. Their messages were delineated in a campaign that drew together a range of 

conservative scholars and theologians who reaffirmed traditional Christian principles 

concerning God, Jesus and the Bible. These affirmations of faith were published as in a 

series of tracts called The Fundamentals that reached millions of devoted lay people and 

pastors. In the Fundamentals several authors called upon archaeology to support divine 
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truth. The faithful were assured by ministers and pastors who had read these volumes that 

the biblical narrative was not only sanctioned by God Himself but also by the spade. New 

archaeological evidence from the Holy Land became a weapon from the pulpit Now 

church goers were informed that archaeology could discredit heretical theories. 

The association of archaeology and the conservative attacks on higher criticism did 

not entirely discourage mainstream scholars from investigating the results of Palestinian 

excavations. Indeed, during this period many established biblical scholars began 

examining archaeological evidence and incorporating their conclusions in publications on 

Israelite history and religion. This was an important breakthrough for textual scholars. 

The evaluation of archaeological data could revolutionize the understanding of ancient 

Israel's history and religion. Though this trend was located in a selective number of 

works, it demonstrated that the field of archaeology had a broader appeal and was utilized 

by scholars for serious investigation rather than combating critical methods. 

BIBLIOTHECA SACRA 

As in the last decade, Bibliotheca Sacra continued its relentless attack on higher 

critics. No author was more featured in this joumal than Harold Wiener, the barrister-at-

law from England. Wiener continued to write articles disparaging critics of the Bible, 

portraying them as disreputable academics whose methods and motives were suspicious. 

For example, he believed that British theological schools had "been reduced to the level of 

an intellectual satrapy of the German Empire, and those who lead them have never been 
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taught to think for themselves."' He depicted Rudolf Kittel of the University of Leipzig as 

a man incapable of discerning the "difference between fact and fancy Wiener also 

claimed that even when a critical theory has been discredited, "the critics still continue to 

believe and teach it ."^ He called the editors of the International Critical Commentaries, 

whose authors included S. R. Driver, men who 

belied every principle of scholarship even of honor . they have as little 
compunction about deceiving their readers as a fraudulent company 
promoter has about deceiving the public whom he hopes to despoil.^ 

In another article he stated that the "advocates of the documentary criticism . . . exclude 

the methods by which in all scientific inquires truth is sought and established."^ 

There were many examples in which Wiener and his associates appear as religious 

zealots who are called to engage godless critics over the veracity of Scripture. For them, 

this was a Holy War. But several scholars conceded that conservative challenges to higher 

critical theories must be answered and could be, in some instances, constructive in 

'H. M. Wiener. "The Swan-Song of the Wellhausen School," BibSac 67 (1910): 
654-5. 

-Wiener, "The Scientific Study of the Old Testament," BibSac 68 (1911): 252. In 
the same volume he states, "in spite of repeated challenges, not one of Astruc's disciples 
had dared to put forward any honest defense to the facts and arguments that have been 
adduced." Ibid., 254. 

^Wiener, "Some Aspects of the Conservative Task in Pentateuchal Criticism," 
BibSac 6% (1911); 3. 

*Ibid.,69(1912): 323. 

'Wiener, "Critical Notes," 5/Mac 75 (1918); 594. 
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refocusing the inquiry into Pentateuchal authorship. For example, James Montgomery, a 

director of ASOR and an eminent Old Testament scholar from the University of 

Pennsylvania, though designating many of Wiener's arguments fallacious, wrote that his 

aggressive attacks on the Wellhausen school were valuable because they required higher 

critics to reevaluate their positions.® H. P Smith also acknowledged that works such as 

Wiener's necessitated a "careful reexamination on the whole field of textual and historical 

criticism."' Though serious biblical scholars often deprecated apologetic defenses of 

Scripture, they could not entirely discount them. Wiener was making an impact on the 

debate. 

Wiener ignored archaeology in most of his tirades, but in 1916 and 1917 he 

published two articles contemplating the effects of the spade upon the date of the Exodus, 

and patriarchal history.* In dating the Exodus, Wiener turned to the discoveries of Pithom 

by Naville, Ramses by Petrie and the Memeptah stela. This evidence has been the 

cornerstone for the dating of the Exodus for the majority of biblical scholars, conservative 

and mainstream, for years.' In his deliberations on the date of the Exodus, Wiener 

®J. Montgomery, "Present Tendencies in Old Testament Criticism," 5Pr43 (1914); 
313-4. 

'H. P Smith, "Old Testament Ideals,"29 (1910), 19. 

'Wiener, "The Date of the Exodus," BibSac 73 (1916): 454-80; idem, "Historical 
Observations of Some Chapters of Genesis," BibSac 74 (1917): 101-13. 

'Still found in B W. Anderson, Understanding the Old Testament, 4th ed. 
(Englewood, NJ: Prentice-Hall, 1986), 51, L. Boadt, Reading the Old Testament (New 
York: Paulist Press, 1984), 162-3, J. Bright, 121-4; and N. Sama, Exploring Exodus 
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augmented the evidence with a unique twist. By harmonizing the narrative of the plagues, 

the wanderings in the Sinai as described in Exodus and Numbers, and the Memeptah stela, 

Wiener believed he had isolated an approximate date for the Exodus: "The Exodus from 

Egypt took place on the fifteenth day of the month of Abib in the second year of Pharaoh 

Memeptah.'"" The only obstacle that prohibited Wiener from furnishing a more precise 

date was that scholars were undecided on the exact years of Memeptah." For those 

skeptics who would question his reliance on the historicity of the biblical text as evidence, 

Wiener wrote: 

Above all do not forget that if the facts come from the Bible on the one 
side they come from a multitude of different though consistient [sic] 
witnesses on the other, covering documentary and monumental sources, 
and the testimony of excavations. If that be not historic truth there is no 
such thing.'"* 

In the article on Genesis Wiener made some startling admissions pertaining to the 

eflBcacy of archaeology in the battle against higher criticism. Like many conservatives, 

Wiener delineated the positive archaeological affirmations concerning the biblical record, 

and much of his evidence had nothing to do with archaeology. He assigned archaeological 

(New York: Schoken Books, 1986), 10-4. 

'"Wiener, "The Date of the Exodus," 466. 

"Ibid., 466-7, 

'^Ibid., 468. See the rejoinder to Wiener in A. E. Whatham's "The Exodus in the 
Light of Archaeology," BibSac 75 (1918); and Wiener's response in "The Exodus in the 
Light of Archaeology," BibSac 75 (1918). 
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confirmation to the Joseph story"—the chapters reflected local coloring-to the antiquity 

of Jerusalem, as verified by the Amama tablets,'^ and to the archaic character of Genesis' 

legal information.Wiener wrote that the treacherous raid by Simeon and Levi on 

Shechem reflects historical reality. The Amama letters depict the cities of Canaan as 

lightly defended; the Israelites could have easily overpowered the Canaanite garrison. The 

deed is so shameful that no people would invent such a myth.'® 

More important was Wiener's criticism of the questionable archaeological 

suppositions that many conservatives believed verified the biblical record. Echoing Driver, 

Wiener admitted that archaeology "had not provided direct confirmation of any event 

recorded in it [Genesis], nor had it afforded any information as to any person mentioned in 

these chapters of Genesis.'"' He discounted archaeology's bearing on Genesis 14. 

Though the name Chedorlaomer may be a genuine "Elamite formation," Wiener claimed, 

"we know absolutely nothing else fi'om archaeology of any other kings' names mentioned 

in the chapter, despite the many confident assertions that have been made by modem 

writers."" He contended that "attempts to identify Amraphel with Hammurabi have failed 

'^Wiener, "Historical Observations of Some Chapters of Genesis," 102. 

'••ibid., 104. 

''Ibid., 103. 

'^Ibid., 110-1. 

•'Ibid., 102. 

''Ibid., 104. 
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miserably "" Hammurabi's history is''centuries too early for Abraham."'® The 

explanations of the name of Tidal are "nothing but wild guesses.""' Elements of Wiener's 

article were not representative of his previous works and were certainly contrary to the 

faith-oriented critique of higher criticism characteristic of Bibliotheca Sacra. Only a few 

conservatives addressed the topic of archaeology because for them it had become a 

secondary weapon and only that data that vouched for biblical truth appeared in the 

journal's pages. Many conservative scholars relegated archaeology to a subordinate role 

because they were persuaded that the documentary hypothesis was crumbling into ruins." 

There had always been a divergence of opinion about various details pertaining to 

Wellhausen's suppositions even among his supporters. But the opponents of Wellhausen 

were apoplectic over the state of affairs concerning the documentary theory. Former 

advocates were abandoning their previous positions. 

'Ibid. 

-•%id., 105. 

-'Ibid. 

^One can sense the obsession and the type of war waged in Bibliotheca Sacra in 
some of the following titles; Wiener, "Swan-Song of the Wellhausen School"; idem, 
"Some Aspects of the Conservative Task in Pentateuchal Criticism;" G. S. Grifiiths, 
"Moderate Criticism," BibSac 69 (1912); H. W. Magoun, "Layman's View of the Critical 
Theory," BibSac 70 (1913); J. Dahse, 'Ts the Documentary Theory Tenable?" BibSac 71 
(1914); Wiener, "Names of God in the Pentateuch," BibSac 71 (1914); C. E. Aalders, 
"The Wellhausen Theory of the Pentateuch, and Textual Criticism," BibSac 71 (1914); 
F. P. Noble, "Negative Criticism of Destructive Critics," 73 (1916), M. G. Kyle 
"A New Solution of the Pentateuchal Problem," BibSac 75 (1918), T. H. Weir, "German 
Critics and the Hebrew Bible," BibSac 75 (1918); W. H. G. Thomas, "The German 
Attitude to the Bible," BibSac 76 (1919). 
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Johannes Dahse attacked the criterion of independent sources concerning the 

divine names Yahweh and Elohim. Dahse argued that the use of the divine names by the 

writers of the Pentateuch was not consistent. He observed that the Septuagint often 

utilized 6 0eo<; (God or Elohim) in place of Yahweh. He argued for greater authority in 

the LXX in rendering an accurate translation of the Hebrew rather than careless 

substitution by the transmission of text.^ Hugo Gressmann, professor at the University of 

Kiel, asserted that the Israelite religion was founded by Moses and that the books of 

Exodus, Leviticus and Numbers were reflective of the Mosaic era.^* Yet the most 

significant defector from the critical school was B . D. Eerdman, a disciple of the eminent 

Old Testament scholar Abraham Kuenen. He argued for a greater reliance on the 

historicity of the patriarchal narratives and felt the development of Israel's cultic 

institutions came during the Mosaic era.*' Moreover, Wellhausen added to the 

Dahse, Textkritische Materialen zur Hexateuchfrage, vol. I (Glessen: 
A. Topelmann, 1912), idem, "Is the Documentary Theory Tenable?" BibSac 71 (1914); 
95-104. For a contrary approach to Dahse's Theory, see J. Skinner, The Divine Names in 
Genesis (Xondon. Hodder& Stoughton, 1914). 

-^H. Gressmann, Moses und Seine Zeit (Gotingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 
1913). 

-'H. F. Hahn, The Old Testament in Modem Research (Philadelphia; Fortress 
Press, 1966), 21-6. For Kuenen's major work on the documentary hypothesis see 
A. Kuenen, An Historicio-Critical Inquiry into the Origin and Composition of the 
Hexateuch, trans. P. H. Wicksteed (London; Macmillan, 1886). 
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conservative intoxication by admitting to Dahse that those in the opposition had found 'a 

sore spot' in the documentary theory and "authorized Dahse to publish his confession." 

Conservative scholars were of the opinion that their positions had now been 

vindicated. Various writers referred to the Wellhausen hypothesis as supressions of the 

"truth" and being "untenable,"" or "tried by fire, weighed by time and found wanting," 

reposing in "quicksands."^* They confidently declared that the critical approach to the 

history and the literature of Ancient Israel developed during the last twenty or thirty years 

was just as erroneous as the documentary hypothesis.^ 

THE ARCHAEOLOGICAL VICTORY 

A. T. CLAY 

Conservatives did not entirely relinquish archaeology in their struggle with higher 

critics A. T. Clay, chairman of the Department of Semitics at Yale, cautioned his readers 

about scholars who "relegate to the region of myth the history of Israel before Exodus. 

The critics' opinions had become so popular that they were now penetrating Sunday 

-®Noble, 402. 

•^Wiener, "Some Aspects," 69 (1912). 312. 

^*Noble, 416, 420. This author was particularly poetic. Noble described radical 
criticism as marching with "the Prussian goose step." But textual critics had amputated 
one leg and the other was suffering "from varicose veins and bleeding inflicted by Doctors 
Archaeology, History, and Logic . . . radical higher criticism will need a crutch," 421. 

^eir, 79. 
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school."'" Many of Clay's arguments were familiar: the monuments demonstrate that the 

names "Abram, Jacob and Joseph were personal names of the ancient period" and not 

personifications of a tribe:'' many of the details of Genesis 14 have been verified,'" and the 

name Abram has recently been located in Babylonian tablets." He also contributed some 

unique speculations. He raised the possibility that someday archaeologists might discover 

direct evidence for the historicity of the patriarchs, such as the deed that Ephron gave to 

Abraham for the burial cave at Hebron or "the love letters written by Abram and Sarah. 

Clay's article can only be described as curious. He used no citations, nor did he refer to 

any specific higher critic, preferring to call his nameless opponents "they." He rarely 

referred to any specific excavation and never mentioned any archaeologists, yet he assured 

the reader that the "spade of the excavator and the patient toil of the decipherer" had 

silenced the critic's argument "forever."^' 

His was not an article about archaeology. Clay's concern was that the apparent 

victory over destructive criticism had been illusionary. Though the author concluded that 

negative critics and their theories had been dismantled and that recent archaeological 

'°A, T Clay, "Are the Patriarchs Historical," Yale Review 1 (1913): 116. 

"Ibid., 121. 

"Ibid., 125. 

"Ibid., 126. 

"Ibid., 128. 

"Ibid., 122. 
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developments were "favorable to the conservative traditional view," Clay was not totally 

sanguined He asserted that discredited doctrines were embedded in the present 

scholarship, and those beliefs would be held for years to come. Furthermore, according to 

Clay, rather than accept the verdict of archaeolog>' concerning the historical background 

of Genesis, even when aspects of the documentary hypothesis were exposed as erroneous, 

critics proposed new theories! Despite this dangerous trend. Clay dismissed these 

misguided attempts by higher critics and declared that a tentative victory had been 

achieved. Archaeology had demolished radical theories and "confirmed the old view that 

the patriarchs are real personages . Clay was the type of scholar who rarely 

acknowledged the limits of archaeological evidence. He was on a crusade to destroy 

higher critics, and archaeology was a strategic weapon Clay was simply incapable of 

investigating archaeological facts independently and judiciously. Though Clay's 

arguments could always arouse conservative scholars and theologians ready to vilify 

higher critics, his article was feeble ammunition in the war against "destructive criticism." 

E. NAVILLE 

Another unusual analysis of archaeology was Edouard Naville's Archaeology of 

the Old Testament.^* Naville, a professor of Egyptology at the University of Geneva, was 

"Ibid., 127. 

"Ibid., 129. 

^*The entire title of Naville's work was itself an oddity. Archaeology of the Old 
Testament: Was the Old Testament Written in Hebrew? (London; Roxburghe House 
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an ultra-conservative who vindicated nearly all of the biblical record, and his occasional 

archaeological references were used as "scientific" proof of Bible stories. 

Notwithstanding Naville's title, his purpose was not an analytical study of archaeology vis-

'a-vis the Old Testament. His study was of a linguistic nature Naville alleged that the 

Old Testament was written in Babylonian cuneiform because the discovery of the Amama 

letters and other cuneiform tablets demonstrated that "clay tablets were used there 

[Palestine] for documents of importance which had to be preserved."^' The Canaanite 

alphabet was employed for everyday mundane pursuits, for example notes on potsherd. 

Naville was not even certain whether "Canaanite was ever the script of a book 

language."^ As for Hebrew, he regarded it as the national dialect of the Hebrews, 

"generally an unwritten idiom, having no script of its owti . . It was during the 

Roman period that the rabbis found it necessary, for nationalistic purposes, to turn to 

Hebrew Their sacred writings at that time were in Aramaic. The rabbis altered Aramaic 

so that their spoken idiom, Hebrew, would be their written language. With this 

remarkable adaptation by the rabbis, "Hebrew had thus become the distinctive language of 

the Israelites, and had given rise to a considerable literature."^* 

Paternoster Row, 1913). 

'^bid., 13. 

"^Ibid., 196. 

"'Ibid., 197. 

'^Ibid., 199. 
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Naville's cuneiform Scriptures served another ingenious purpose. The suggestion 

that the Pentateuch was written on tablets explained the "literary irregularities and 

repetitions" that had compelled higher critics to cut up "Genesis into small pieces due to 

various authors from diflFerent places and separated sometimes by several centuries. 

Each tablet was a "whole in itself and might contain facts or sentences found also in 

another."" Arranging the tablets in order and changing the language and the script had 

some influence on the integrity of the text. These facts change the character of the 

composition, and the Pentateuch can no longer be analyzed according to the literary rules 

utilized for a book.^® Naville was convinced once scholars recognized that the Pentateuch 

was written on cuneiform tablets, "a fatal blow" would have been "struck at Wellhausen's 

theory"^ 

Naville's theories had little to do with archaeology. His conceptions of the Old 

Testament were based on untenable speculations and conjecture. Moreover, as in many 

conservative tracts, his ultimate intention was to shield the Bible from critical analysis, but 

he tried to do so by contriving an exceedingly ridiculous hypothesis. 

"'Ibid., 53. 

"Ibid., 35. 

"'Ibid., 205. 

^Ibid., 36. 
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M. G. KYLE 

Melvin Kyle, more than any other writer during the decade, energetically employed 

archaeology in defending the veracity of the Scriptures Kyle was hopelessly 

compromised by his fundamentalist views which he merged with archaeology, but few 

scholars promoted the conservative theological and archaeological agenda vis-^a-vis the 

veracity of the biblical narratives as well as Kyle, a professor at Xenia Theological 

Seminary and holder of the Newburg Research Chair of Biblical Theology and Biblical 

Archaeology. According to Kyle, Xenia was the first theological seminary in America to 

"give distinct recognition to the science of Biblical Archaeology as a separate Department 

of Seminary work."^^ Kyle defined "Biblical Archaeology" as the "light fi^om 

archaeological discovery in Bible lands." He called attention to the special characteristics 

of the Bible that appear in the "light of archaeological discovery." Among the most 

important characteristics clarified by archaeology were the Bible's "Unity of Message, Its 

Claim to Exclusiveness in True Religion, and Its Missionary Propaganda."^* Theological 

proclamations are sprinkled throughout his writings: revelations of God, the manifest 

intent of God, revelation through prophecy, revelation of God in Person, and the 

"promised Messiah,"^' which all appear to have been illuminated in the light of 

^^M. G. Kyle, "The Bible in the Light of Archaeological Discoveries," BibSac 74 
(1917): 2. 

"Ibid., 3. 

'nbid., 3-7. 
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archaeological discovery Of paramount importance for Kyle was that if the veracity of 

the divine revelations to Moses and Abraham was destroyed by critics, then the revelation 

of the Gospels would fall as well: 

For, if revelation is not to become life, then it is no more than myth . . 
Thus the unity of the message must come from the beginning of the 
revelation and go on to the end . . . if the trustworthiness of the message be 
impugned in any one of these great periods of revelation, the unity of 
message will no longer exist. . . 

Kyle's coupling of theology and archaeology was extreme even for conservative 

circles. He asserted that the evidence of archaeology nearly always supported traditional 

principles and the Bible at their face value, and not the ideas reconstructed by 

Wellhausen's followers. He provided few tangible examples except strong confessions of 

faith. For Kyle, archaeology provided evidence of the Bible's "exclusiveness in true 

religion.However, he admitted that the Bible is not the only repository of truth but 

because of "its completeness and its high moral character, its wholeness and its holiness, it 

is justified in its claims to exclusiveness in true religion."" Other religions, at best, 

reflected a small portion of the "light of revelation;" the Bible was the sun and center of 

divine light." 

^id., 6-7. 

''Ibid., 14. 

"Ibid., 15-6. 

"Ibid. 
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Kyle's primary work during the decade. The Deciding Voice of the Monuments in 

Biblical Criticism, was unequaled as an example of the erroneous methods articulated by 

the author and his conservative advocates." A substantial portion oiihe Deciding Voice 

was dedicated to a discussion of the function of archaeology in higher criticism Kyle 

argued that archaeology had the "rights, power and authority" in settling critical 

controversies.Archaeology supplies the historical setting; it gives guidance to critical 

hypotheses; it supplies salient facts to test the theories of criticism; whenever 

archaeological evidence is provided, it claims the right to the last word, thus, no critical 

theory regarding the "Bible is to be finally accepted and admitted into faith and life until 

tested and attested by archaeological facts."^ It's doubtful whether any critical scholars 

would have supported Kyle's judgement that it is the fijnction of archaeology to test or 

guide critical methods in any instance. G. Barton, in a disparaging review of Kyle's work, 

said "it is but rarely that an archaeological fact has any vital bearing upon a critical 

theory."" 

'^Kyle, The Deciding Voice of the Monuments in Biblical Criticism (Oberlin; 
Bibliotheca Sacra Co., 1912). This work was peppered with such phrases as, "God's holy 
word," "prophecy of Christ," "revealed religion," "Holy men of God" and "Holy Ghost." 

"Ibid., 13. 

'^Ibid., 17-40. 

"G. A. Barton, "'Higher' Archaeology and the Verdict of Criticism," 751 32 
(1913), 259. Barton depicted Kyle as a class of scholar who advocates a special theory, 
rather than following the evidence wherever it may lead. Kyle's work was an example of 
the inadequate methods of the "reactionary school," and in the interests of truth. Barton 
argued that its misleading claims must be answered, 244. 
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Kyle's archaeological defense of Scriptural truth often lacked archaeological 

examples, and in some instances, he simply debated philological and inspirational issues. 

His traditional interpretation of biblical authenticity was all too familiar. The table of 

nations in Genesis 10 substantiates "the theory of the ethnographical correctness of 

Scripture '"^* The garden of Eden was the source for the dispersion of the human race, 

"indicated both by the record in the Bible and facts ascertained through 

research . Science and revelation agree concerning the biblical Deluge.®" Though 

Kyle rarely provided any archaeological evidence to support his arguemnts, he insisted 

that many details of Genesis 14 have been verified.®' Archaeology is consistent with the 

unity of the book of Isaiah." Though archaeology had not at the time proven "the 

Patriarchs to be persons and the patriarchal narratives to be history," archaeology had 

provided a "suitable historical setting for the narratives, thus lifting them in nearly every 

case, above the reach of reasonable suspicion."®^ Kyle insisted that "the order of the 

"Ibid., 51. 

"Ibid., 63. 

®1bid., 64-5. 

"Ibid., 126-34. 

"Ibid., 282-5. Again Kyle referred to no archaeological data to support this claim. 
He insisted there was no Deutero-Isaiah who was personally versed in the details of the 
Exile. According to Kyle, Isaiah's understanding of the events pertaining to the captivity 
and the role of Cyrus was indicative of prophecy. 

®^Ibid., 138. 
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earliest civilizations is thus exactly the order in which they are mentioned in the Bible 

account "" The tabernacle of Moses was described in Exodus as an Egyptian building/' 

and though there are Phoenician elements in the Temple, Solomon made the edifice 

"peculiarly Egyptian."^ As with many of Kyle's "proofs," he furnished no sources or 

pertinent information on Egyptian temples. 

In the few instances where Kyle attempted to investigate the resuhs of an 

excavation, such as that at Gezer, the conversation always returned to discrediting higher 

critics. The essence of the Gezer excavation was whether or not the evidence was in 

unison with the biblical narrative. After the most cursory depiction of the debris 

uncovered at Gezer, Kyle proclaimed that the excavation vindicated the book of Joshua. 

The results of the excavation at Gezer, as with other excavations in Palestine, "confirm the 

narrative of the conquest as it stands in the Bible. 

Kyle's dogmatic assertions were not based on the analysis of archaeological data. 

He possessed no archaeological evidence that the Patriarchs or Moses were literate or that 

they wrote the Pentateuch or even ever existed. Much of the foundation of Kyle's 

suppositions was not archaeological but was based upon the theory of infinite 

probabilities. Throughout his work Kyle surmised that the possibility an event may have 

"Ibid., 197. 

"Ibid., 239. 

"Ibid., 240-1. 

"Ibid , 261. 
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occurred was proof enough that it had in fact talcen place! Barton incisively characterized 

Kyle's theories as "fallacies of assumption" representative of the conservative school. 

Moreover, Barton insisted that those scholars such as Kyle "who assert that the evidence 

of archaeology is always on the side of traditional views clearly do not have adequate 

knowledge of the subject of which they presume to be authoritative exponents."^ 

Kyle's archaeological theories were seldom based on any rational investigation of 

the archaeological data. He often failed to provide any archaeological examples to 

support his crafted suppositions. His interpretations were more reflective of his spiritual 

nature than of the archaeological material. Kyle's philosophical and theological 

assumptions were analogous with the results of his archaeological conclusions, which 

demonstrated the inerrant nature of Scripture. In reality, Kyle's works did not diflfer fi"om 

the intellectual level of missionary propaganda. For Kyle, the function of his scholarship 

was to give the pious reader comfort and salvation, assuring him that archaeology and the 

supernatural have clarified how events happened just as described in the Bible. 

THE FUNDAMENTALS, HIGHER CRITICISM AND ARCHAEOLOGY 

Traditional scholars and theologians were determined to safeguard the biblical 

narrative. In 1910 the attacks on Wellhausen were about to expand, and they were not to 

be limited to impenetrable journals. The conservative case against higher criticism was 

going to take an unexpected turn in America. Several of the same scholars who defended 

'"Barton, 259. 
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the veracity of the Bible in scholarly circles were prepared to unite in a crusade against 

destructive critics in a new forum. These authors were part of an alliance created among 

conservative Protestants to defend the doctrine of biblical inerrancy The struggle now 

moved into the public arena where archaeology and theology became inseparable in 

revitalizing the Bible's accuracy 

In America the celebrated collapse of higher criticism was not acknowledged 

among mainstream scholars nor among the vast majority of orthodox and conservative 

believers. By 1910 the fierce debates on the critical study of the Bible had caused severe 

polarization in the churches of Protestant America. Tensions arose over the impact of 

science on traditional religious doctrines and American culture at large.®' No issue was 

more controversial than higher criticism. Liberals insisted that the Bible be subjected to 

the same analysis as other literature. Many educated Protestants de-emphasized the literal 

reading of the Bible and embraced a modem scientific study of the text. They were not 

threatened by a critical investigation of the Bible; they welcomed it.™ 

®^or the response of organized religion to science, industrialism and urban 
problems, see A. I. Abell, The Urbm  ̂ Impact on American Protestantism, 1865-1900 
(Cambridge, Harvard University Press, 1943); C. H. Hopkins, The Rise of the Social 
Gospel in American Protestantism, 1865-1915 (New Haven: Yale University Press, 
1940); and H. F. May, Protestant Churches and Industrial America (New York: Harper 
& Brothers, 1949). 

M. Szasz, The Divided Mind of Protestant America, /550-/920 (University, 
AL: University of Alabama Press, 1982), 99-100. For the Protestant struggles in the early 
twentieth century, see J. Barr, Fundamentalism (Philadelphia: Westminster Press, 1977); 
K. Cauthen, The Impact of American Religious Liberalism (New York: Harper & Row, 
1962); W. R. Hutchison, The Modernist Impulse in American Protestantism (Cambridge: 
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Opposing liberal machinations, conservatives rallied forceful support. Mere 

proclamations of faith were inadequate; the theories and the supporters of higher criticism 

were to be challenged publicly and directly The conservative case was formulated in a 

series of booklets called The Fwuiamentals^^ in which faith-oriented scholars and 

theologians affirmed traditional Christian doctrines and attempted to captivate the 

Protestant mind. A handful of authors included archaeological evidence in a vigorous 

defense of God's revelations in the Bible The Fundamentals reached thousands of 

ministers who could demonstrate to ardent believers the value of archaeological data that 

was appropriate for the articulation of Christian faith . ̂  Hundreds of thousands of 

traditional Protestants who previously had a limited understanding of higher criticism were 

at once alerted that the biblical narrative was sanctioned by the Lord and the spade. New 

archaeological data unavailable to resolute Christians was now testifying to the eternal 

truth of Scripture and countering blasphemous theories. Archaeology had entered the 

public realm and reassured the faithful. 

Harvard University Press, 1976); G. M. Marsden, Fundamentalism and American 
Culture: The Shaping of Twentieth-Century Evangelism, /<S70-/925 (New York: Oxford 
University Press, 1980); and M. E. Marty, The Irony of It All, 1893-1919, vol 1 of 
Modem American Religion (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1986). 

A. Torrey and A. C. Dixon, eds.. The Fundamentals, 4 vols (Grand Rapids: 
Baker House, 1917). 

'^Ibid., 1:5. 
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MODERNISM AND TRADITIONALISM 

The early twentieth century was a disturbing and complicated period for American 

society The United States had achieved phenomenal wealth and was the world's most 

productive economic power. The country had also created massive dislocations. 

Americans were confronted with a broad range of problems; conflicts over extreme 

wealth and crushing poverty, business and labor, corrupt politics and reform, women's 

suffrage, racism, immigration and prohibition all reflected deep tensions in American 

society " 

Beset by the social upheaval inherent in an expanding industrial power, American 

churches, especially Protestant, began to confront the consequences of urbanization and 

industrialization. They were energized by a sense of social responsibility and a desire to 

redeem American cities. The crusade became known as the "Social Gospel" movement 

that emerged during the last quarter of the nineteenth century. Protestants and, to a lesser 

degree. Catholics argued that Christ's teachings of love and concern for the poor required 

Christianity to respond to the problems of ignorance, poverty, slums and crime 

exacerbated by rapid industrialization and growth. But despite the obvious need to 

improve the quality of life, this movement was confined to a minority of churchgoers. 

"The best introductions on the period of American history between 1900 and 1920 
are J W. Chambers II, The Tyranny of Change: America in the Progressive Era (New 
York: St. Martin, 1992); J. M. Cooper, Pivotal Decades (New York; Norton, 1990); 
R. Hofstadter, The Age of Reform (New York; Vintage, 1955); N. I. Painter, Standing at 
Armageddon (New York; Norton, 1987); R. H. Wiebe, The Search for Order (New York; 
Hill and Wang, 1967). 
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Most Protestant churches consisted largely of the middle class and preferred to preach 

individual responsibility for sin and immorality For many conservative Protestants the 

church's major obligation was religious salvation. 

Though the acute problems associated with massive industrial growth were 

paramount, sharp theological issues distracted most Protestant churches. None was more 

controversial than whether modem science could accommodate biblical faith. Of 

particular magnitude were the problems posed by evolution and higher criticism of the 

Bible. These crucial challenges triggered a momentous debate among Protestants; those 

who favored adaptation to science and change were called "liberals" or "modernists," and 

others who insisted on the preservation of religious tradition were later to be known as 

"fundamentalists."^^ Whereas the conflict centered on which group's theological position 

would dominate American Christianity, the debate included perspectives toward society at 

large, i e., women's suffrage, prohibition, iimnigration and poverty. However, it was the 

theological issue of the inerrancy of the Scriptures coupled with Darwinism, that "formed 

M. Szasz has alerted historians to the ambiguity in generating "a satisfactory 
definition of Protestant Modernism or Liberalism" because the "terms are used 
interchangeably." Some scholars have refused to develop a single definition of 
Modernism. Szasz had pointed to S. Ahlstrom's definitive work on the history of 
American religion, A Religious History of the American People (New Haven; Yale 
University Press, 1972) as an example of Modernism's "many phases." Ahlstrom has a 
section on Modernism called "The Varieties of Religious Liberalism," 774-9. 
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the core of the famous fundamentalist modernist controversy that affected most of 

American Protestantism. 

THE ISSUE OF HIGHER CRITICISM 

By 1910 higher criticism was an acceptable theory for serious study at many major 

universities and seminaries/® Conservative arguments opposing scientific criticism had 

been losing ground among Protestants for years. An old style theology that eschewed or 

scorned science appeared medieval to many educated Protestants. Sweeping 

condenmations of higher criticism and heresy trials to silence its advocates such as Briggs 

were shunned by many Protestant scholars." D. W. C. Huntington, chancellor of 

Nebraska Wesleyan University, rejected the rhetoric of those ministers who engaged in 

sweeping denunciations of higher criticism. This type of activity "has prejudiced more 

thinking men with ministers, than ail that is called higher criticism."'* 

G. Gordon, a minister in Boston, wrote, "Among intelligent people the Bible can 

never again be what it has been, the complete and infallible authority; from its first page to 

^'J. B Rogers and D. K. McKin, 362. 

'®For the rise of higher criticism in the United States, see I. V. Brown, 'The Higher 
Criticism Comes to America, \%9Q-\9QQ" Journal of the Presbyterian Historical Society 
38 (1960): 193-212; W F. Peterson, "American Protestantism and the Higher Criticism, 
1870-1910," Transactions of the Wisconsin Academy of Sciences, Arts and Letters 50 
(1962): 321-9; and Szasz, 15-29, 68-83. 

"For the Briggs trial, see Szasz, 27-9 and accompanying bibliography. 

''Peterson, 326. 
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its last, upon faith and practice."^' Gordon further admitted, "those who try to defend 

dogmatic Christianity in its unmodified and unreconstructed form are beaten."*" Criticism 

for Gordon was indispensable; "The more serious and fundamental the criticism is, the 

more obviously it is the product of the Spirit of God."*' 

H. C King, professor of theology at Oberlin, deplored the "bitter and arrogant 

spirit" that was prevalent "in the early stages of higher criticism in America."*^ It was 

unwise to abandon "all higher criticism . . because its methods have been by many 

abused."*^ Higher criticism was "wholly legitimate" and "an honest inductive study of the 

facts about the historical revelation of God."" King wondered how anyone familiar with 

modem scholarship could challenge the "legitimacy ... of the higher criticisms." He then 

cautioned conservatives and their opponents: "Nothing can prevent men raising these 

questions concerning the Old Testament, and they must be answered, as best they may be, 

in view of all available evidence."*^ King maintained that Christians must recognize that 

^G. A. Gordon, Tne New Epoch for Faith (Boston: Houghton Mifflin, 1901), 171. 

*°Ibid., 173. 

"Ibid., 174. 

*^H. C. King, Reconstruction in Theology (New York: Macmillan, 1901), 111 

"Ibid. 

"Ibid., 112-3. 

"Ibid., 114. 
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traditional religious views cannot remain immune from the new scholarship Change was 

inevitable, if not desirable.*^ 

G. Harris, professor at Andover Theological Seminary, argued that an overly 

zealous defense of Scripture imperiled the Bible. Harris believed that the insistence on the 

infallibility and inerrancy of the Bible should not be a religious belief venerated by 

Protestants. This violated the spirit of the Reformation; "the Reformation asserted the 

right of private judgment, exalted the individual, gave intellectual freedom."*^ Higher 

criticism does not weaken faith or destroy the intrinsic truth contained in the Bible. Harris 

was so convinced of the basic premises of higher criticism that he wrote: 

It would be difBcult to find an inteUigent person who holds to the inerrancy 
of all parts of the Bible, or who is disturbed by the modifications and 
readjustments of criticism. Indeed, it is great relief to know that some 
s t a t e m e n t s  a r e  n o t  t r u e  . . .  

Harris believed that the Bible was not infallible, and that far "too much had been claimed." 

The authentic values of the Bible nonetheless remained intact.*' 

Liberal or modernist views on higher criticism were not insulated in a few elite 

universities. Support for the historical and critical study of the Scriptures would not be 

the sole preserve of scholars; eventually it spread into the churches. Based upon a later 

"'Ibid., 118. 

Harris, A Century's Change in Religion (Boston: Houghton Mifflin, 1914), 
79. 

"Ibid., 78. 

»nbid., 79. 
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survey, Peterson believes that by 1910 approximately 25% of Protestant ministers were 

supportive of higher criticism. Because this group included major intellectual and church 

leaders "such as Lyman Abbott, Washington Gladdin and Shailer Mathews, its total effect 

was much more far-reaching than the mere numbers would indicate."'" Washington 

Gladden, who was not a trained theologian but was regarded as a theological liberal, was 

extremely instrumental in his writings in popularizing higher criticism. Gladden's Who 

Wrote the Bible (1891) was considered one of the "best known works on higher 

criticism."" Another champion popularizer of liberal and modernist doctrines was Lyman 

Abbott, a Congregationalist clergyman and liberal Protestan opinion-maker. He published 

the successful magazine Outlook and numerous books which propagated ideas on 

evolution and higher criticism. Abbott also lectured on the university and general circuits, 

which exposed his ideas to a wider audience.'^ 

The conservative answer to modernist inroads was to not compromise but preach 

the Gospel. For years traditional religious principles had been losing ground to liberalism. 

Higher criticism and its general findings were studied at most major universities and 

'"Peterson, 327. 

"Brown, 207. 

'^Hutchison, 117. Szasz notes that hundreds of books were published on 
modernist thought. "How much eflFect these volumes had on the American reading public 
of course, is open to conjecture. But the variety of works available and the large number 
of editions printed of the more popular ones would suggest that it was considerable," 
Sazasz, 71. 
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seminaries Liberal Protestants largely recognized its basic hypotheses. Many 

conservatives were persuaded that they must attempt something dramatic to reaffirm 

Christian truth and counter the seduction of biblical criticism and other modernist 

tendencies. 

THE FUNDAMENTALS 

The vehicle to propagate the conservative cause was the publication of twelve 

paperback volumes called The Fundamentals published from 1910 to 1915 The project 

was principally sponsored by Lyman Stewart, a successful oU man from Los Angeles. 

Stewart hoped to counter the deleterious consequences of liberalism with a publication 

representing true Christian faith and its understanding of the Bible; 

This will be such a testimony . . . doubtless as has never before been 
presented simultaneously to the English speaking churches, and will tend to 
temporarily check error and purify the streams through which the gospel is 
to be given to the heathen. But the influence of this testimony would be 
much greater if it could be sent also to the Protestant preachers and 
teachers of the other leading languages of the world.'' 

A wide range of conservative scholars and theologians, whose agenda was to 

articulate the traditional Christian religious doctrines regarding Christ and the Bible, 

contributed to The Fundamentals . Their intended audience was clearly delineated in the 

forward as "ministers of the gospel, missionaries, Sunday School superintendents, and 

'^Szasz, 78-9. 
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others engaged in aggressive Christian work throughout the English speaking world."''' 

The enterprise was surprisingly successful; more than 3,000,000 copies were distributed! 

Over ninety articles were published. Twenty-nine were "devoted to safe-guarding the 

Bible," and a majority of these attacked higher criticism. Only two articles focused solely 

on evolution.'' Those authors who contested higher criticism liberally referred to Dahse, 

Orr, Reich, Sayce and Wiener as experts who had repudiated the false assertions of Bible 

critics.'® 

Not all contributors renounced the scholarly probing of Scripture, however, 

several acknowledged that "restrained" higher criticism was an appropriate study of the 

biblical text; "the term Higher Criticism then, means nothing more than the study of the 

literary structure of the various books of the Bible . . Now this in itself is most 

'^R. A. Torrey and A. C. Dixon, eds.. The Fundamentals, 4 vols. (Grand Rapids: 
Baker House, 1917), I: 5. 

''E. R. Sandeen, "The Fundamentals; The Last Flowering of the Millenarian-
Conservative Alliance," Jounml of Presbyterian History 47 (1969); 55-73. Sandeen has 
broken down and categorized the ninety articles in The Fundamentals in the following 
manner; "twenty-nine articles devoted to safe-guarding the Bible, another group of thirty-
one articles providing an apologetic for doctrines other than the Bible, and a third group 
of thirty articles devoted to personal testimonies, attacks upon variant forms of belief, 
discussions of the relationship of science and religion, and appeals for missions and 
evangelism . . [of] twenty-nine contributions devoted to the Bible . . . seven might be 
classified as panegyrics, and two others discussed archaeological confirmation of the 
biblical statements. But fifteen authors either directly attacked higher criticism or 
contested the critics' interpretation of passages," 70-1. 

'^For an analysis of the contributors to The Fundamentals, see Sandeen, 66-8. 
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laudable. It is indispensable These authors argued that "all possible expert 

knowledge" on the Bible must be made accessible; 

We do not question for an instant the right of Biblical criticism considered 
in itself On the contrary, it is a necessity for all who use the Bible to be 
critics . . What is called "higher" criticism is not only a legitimate but 
necessary method for all Christians, for by its use we are able to discover 
the facts and the form of the Old Testament Scripture " 

Moreover, the structure of the Bible must be impartially examined; 

By all means let criticism have its rights. Let purely literary questions 
about the Bible receive fiill and fair discussion ... No fright, therefore, 
need be taken at the mere word, "Criticism.'"^ 

As laudable as these testimonies were, in reality, they were a minority opinion and 

insincere proclamations of the benefits derived from higher criticism. As long as 

conservatives controlled the scope of higher criticism, and limited textual investigations to 

philology and syntax, they were buoyant in sanctioning its contribution to Scriptural 

clarification. However, when higher criticism diverged from traditional Bible study, rabid 

conservatives issued a caveat to the community of faith that Christian doctrines were in 

jeopardy. The Fundamentals was created to convince Christians that the Bible was a 

unique source of the knowledge of God. The authors' task was to inform and nourish 

religious faith, because the secular techniques employed by most higher critics undermined 

"D. Hague, "The History of Hgher Criticism," The Futidamentals, I; 10. 

"W. H. G. Thomas, "Old Testament Criticism and New Testament Christianity," 
The Fundamentals, I; 128. 

''J. Orr, "Holy Scripture and Modem Negations," The Fundamentals, I 96. 
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a high regard for the trustworthiness of the Scriptures. The writers of The Fundcanentals 

were simply unwilling to accommodate their understanding of the infallibility and inerrancy 

of the Bible to a serious critical undertaking. Inevitably when higher critics ventured 

beyond philological pursuits and challenged such treasured theological truths as biblical 

inspiration or Mosaic authorship of the Pentateuch they were then questioning the Lord's 

authority: 

it [higher criticism] directly challenges the authority of the Lord Jesus 
Christ as a teacher; for one of the few undisputed facts in this controversy 
is that our Lord accredited the books of Moses as having divine 
authority"*' 

The issue of inspiration united nearly all the writers of The Fundamentals. 

Conservative Christians were capable of determined resistance to any scholarly endeavor 

that proposed doctrinal revision. The question before these writers was not "merely 

literary, nor historical," but a restatement of religious principles: ". . the whole matter 

resolves itself into one question: Is the Old Testament the record of a Divine 

revelation*'"'"' Disputing the doctrines of the inspiration and the inerrancy of the Old 

Testament was tantamount to impeaching the teachings of Christ. The results of higher 

criticism offered believers undesirable choices. Either Christ was mistaken regarding the 

veracity of the Old Testament and was unable to distinguish a pious fraud from an original 

document, or Jesus understood that his teachings were false, but he "taught them as truth . 

'°®R. Anderson, "Christ and Criticism," The Fundamentals, I: 112. 

'"'Thomas, 133. 



In either case the Blessed One is dethroned The faithful rejected higher 

critical alternatives because they had a simpler option; Jesus had "identified himself with 

the Hebrew Scriptures And this being so, we must make a choice between Christ 

and Criticism."'"^ 

It was apparent to the contributors of The Fundamentals that Christ taught that 

the Scripture was inspired by God and that there must be a "recognition of the 

supernatural revelation embodied in the Bible.""" If the critical approach to the biblical 

text is widely endorsed, the consequences are indisputable; Jesus is not divine, and His 

teachings are misleading. For conservatives, criticism must advance with reverence and a 

true spirit. The New Testament's authenticity was vitally connected to the Old, and it was 

essential that Jesus' testimony to the truthfulness of the Hebrew Scriptures had to "remain 

unimpaired."'"' 

SPIRITUAL ARCHAEOLOGY 

Indispensable to the conservative case against higher criticism was the "testimony" 

of archaeology. Many of the authors of The Fundamentals referred to the extraordinary 

evidence discovered by archaeologists. The science of archaeology was authenticating 

'"^ague, 35. 

'"'Anderson, 121. 

""Orr, 101. 

'"'W. Craven, "The Testimony of Christ to the Old Testament," The 
Fundamentals, I: 227. 
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God's word and providing conclusive proof that radical critical theories were specious and 

dishonorable."^ Two of the articles in The Fundamentals written by G F Wright and M 

G. Kyle'"^ focused on archaeological support of the Bible's historicity. The evidence had 

been assiduously debated in their previous works, but in The Fundamentals the authors 

were not so restrained in their evaluation of the data or its significance for biblical studies. 

Wright's scholarly conceptions were typical of other conservative practices: 

mixing archaeological data, i.e., the Amama letters, the Black Obelisk, the invasion of 

Shishak and the laws of Hammurabi, with Christian doctrines and appeals to faith For 

example, the evidence for the Hebrew sojourn in Egypt was so convincing to Wright that 

these details represented the biblical author's personal experience or a direct Divine 

revelation. For Wright it was evident that the documentary hypothesis was baseless 

because the Bible could not have been edited or revised, for "it circulates best in its 

entirety" No editor could have abridged the Bible "without impairing its usefulness."'"' 

Much of Wright's analysis was based on conjecture not archaeology He argued 

that the Amama letters demonstrate that it would have been "a miracle if Moses and his 

'"'See the following essays for examples; F. Johnson, 'Tallacies of the Higher 
Criticism," The Fundamentals, I: 65-8; Anderson, 116; Thomas, 141-3; and D. Heagle, 
"Tabernacle in the Wilderness," The Fundamentals, I; 187-92. 

•'"G. F. Wright, 'The Testimony of the Monuments to the Truth of the 
Scriptures,"Fundamentals, I: 293-314; and M. G. Kyle, "The Recent Testimony of 
Archeology to the Scriptures," The Fundamentals, I: 315-33. 

'"^Wright, 300. 

'"Ibid., 307. 
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band of associates had not left upon imperishable clay tablets a record of the striking 

events through which they passed.""" Citing no particular evidence, Wright insisted that 

many of the forty-two locations mentioned in Numbers 33 during Israel's wanderings in 

the Sinai have been determined: 

. . it is not a fictitious list, nor a mere pilgrim's diary, since the scenes of 
the greatest interest, like the region immediately about Mount Sinai, are 
specially adapted to the great transactions which are recorded as taking 
place.'" 

According to Wright's interpretations, archaeological evidence was indeed a 

testimony of the truthfulness of Scripture. There were so many "positive confirmations" 

of the statements fi'om the "sacred historians," he proclaimed that "there have been no 

discoveries which necessarily contravene their statements.""^ Biblical history had been 

attested "in so many cases and in such a remarkable maimer . . . [it] can be nothing else 

than providential Wright interpreted these events as inspired archaeology where God 

provided positive archaeological data to those whose faith had been weakened and would 

"not be left to grope in darkness." The Lord had revealed these monuments at this 

"°Ibid. 

'"Ibid., 309. 

"-Ibid., 314. 

"^Ibid. 
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opportune time "when the faith of many was waning and the very stones cried out 

with a voice that only the deaf could fail to hear."""* 

Of course, this was not a scholarly presentation of archaeology There were no 

footnotes and little analysis of the results of a Palestinian excavation."' Wright's audience 

was only tangentially interested in an archaeological discussion. He was a propagandist 

providing an archaeology of faith and an antidote for the heresy that was plaguing the 

faithful. His God acted through archaeology to help Christians comprehend their faith and 

clarify the essence of Christian truths. Wright's archaeology was a "scientific method" for 

demonstrating God's revelation. 

At first glance Kyle's contribution to The Fundamentals resembled a substantive 

difference to the less-than-scholarly style employed by Wright."® Kyle's essay was heavily 

footnoted, and he frequently referred to the recent archaeological excavations in Palestine 

Kyle's deliberations on the value of pottery chronology,"^ religion and culture,"* 

"'Ibid. 

"'Wright briefly mentioned the excavations at Gezer and Tell el-Hesi, but his 
discussion was less than a half of page, 308. 

"®Kyle, 'The Recent Testimony," I; 315-33. 

"'His initial assumptions here were rather ambiguous; "The pottery remains are 
not to be undervalued, and neither are they to be overvalued," 319. 

""Ibid., 320-3. 
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Babylonian influences on Palestinian civilization,"' Elephantine papyrus'^" and biblical 

geography'-' gave his work the appearance of authority in comparison to the writing of 

the amateurish Wright. Kyle's archaeological conclusions were all conservative and 

positivist, and most had been divulged in his previous works. His essay was true to the 

principles of The Futidamentals. Kyle informed his readers that the revelation of the 

spade in Palestine had affirmed the revelation of God,'" furthermore, Kyle wrote that 

archaeology had provided the "necessary material for the surest foundation of 

apologetics.'"^ 

Kyle's promulgations had a unique twist. The science of archaeology was clearly 

in harmony with Scripture. Conservatives who had battled the diabolical results of science 

were then informed that they could exploit an objective field of study to preserve the 

sanctity of the Bible. The biblical text was "everywhere being sustained" by archaeology, 

while the great critical hypotheses were not. In fact, Kyle claimed there was not one 

higher critical theory that was "definitely supported by the results of archaeological 

"^id., 323-4. 

'-"Ibid., 325-6. 

'^'Ibid., 327-9. 

'-Ibid., 322. 

'^Ibid., 328. 
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research.'"-^ The science of archaeology was "uniformly favorable to the Scriptures at 

their face value, and not to the Scriptures as reconstructed by criticism."'*' 

Understanding Kyle's approach is not difficult; it was an appeal for the apologetic 

nature of archaeology in support of the biblical text. The purpose of The FmuJamentals 

was to fortify the faithful and verify the contents of the Bible. Was it effective'' Sandeen 

argues that The Fundamentals "had little impact upon biblical studies . Apart from 

several conservative theological journals that hailed the publication of these volumes as a 

'notable undertaking,' scholarly journals "ignored the whole enterprise.'"" 

Assessing the influence of The Fundamentals is difficuh The name will live on in 

a movement designed to coalesce reactionary evangelism in countering modernism in the 

1920s. Some of the participants in the fundamentalist movement will recall the publication 

of The Fundamentals "as the origin of their crusade."'^* Many scholars were indifferent 

toward these volumes, but the academic community generally ignored apologetic 

interpretations of the biblical text in most publications and not just The Fundamentals 

'-*Ibid., 330 

'"Ibid. 

'•®Sandeen, 65. Apparently, it was decades after the publication of Wright's and 
Kyle's essays in The Fundamentals that G. Ernest Wright was even aware of their 
existence. See G. E. Wright, "Archaeology, History and Theology," Harvard Divinity 
Bulletin 28 (1964), 86. 

'"Sandeen, 65. 

'^Ibid., 73. 
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The legacy of The Fundamentals was to impart orthodox doctrine among 

conservative Protestants. Few conservative lay people or theologians read Wellhausen or 

major academic works on higher criticism or archaeology. Nevertheless, for hundreds of 

thousands of conservative Protestants, The Fundamentals was their first introduction to 

the debates pertaining to the critical investigation of Scripture. The faithful were informed 

that archaeology supported their belief in an inspired and inerrant Bible. They were 

introduced to a host of conservative scholars who endorsed Christian principles and 

advanced scholarly methods in support of biblical literalism. Thousands of theologians 

who had never bothered to read obscure journals were now able to proclaim fi^om the 

pulpit the salubrious results of archaeological research. Readers of The Fundamentals 

found ample evidence that the modem science of archaeology was in accord with the 

biblical narrative while repudiating higher criticism. 

Though appraising the impact of The Fundamentals may be problematic, its 

theological content and doctrinal principles represented a vigorous movement dedicated to 

supporting the accuracy and reliability of the Bible. The Fundamentals' contributors were 

the leading spokesmen for a substantial portion of conservative Protestant Americans. 

They defused critical theories and reached a much larger public than their opponents. 

Several created a continuity between archaeology and faith, an ongoing historical process 

in which God moves and works. Protestant believers understood that archaeology could 

serve and protect faith. More importantly. The Fundamentals' theological opinions and 
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negations of critical scholarship appeared time and again in conservative and popular 

publications into the next decades. 

QUESTIONING THE VICTORY 

Conservatives' exultation concerning the apparent extinction of higher criticism 

converted few critics. The conservative enmity to the critical analysis of the Bible was, 

overall, ridiculed and rejected by the majority of scholars. Piously oriented scholars were 

blinded by their prejudices and clearly motivated by theological questions in their 

antagonistic approach to higher criticism. They had not developed a realistic alternative to 

the documentary hypotheses nor resolved the myriad inconsistencies in the Pentateuch. 

Negating minor details of Wellhausen's theory did not invalidate the entire hypothesis in 

its approach to the sources of the Pentateuch. Supporters of Wellhausen understood that 

modification was in order. The continued subdivision of the Bible had become more 

intricate and minute with the finished text often reduced to an absurdity. The hypothesis 

clearly did not exhaust all the possibilities in researching the Pentateuch, rather, it was the 

initial phase of research. Criticizing the Wellhausen "excesses was not equivalent to 

invalidating the method itself when sanely and soberly applied."'^ 

Though conservatives never tired in deriding biblical critics, many scholars were 

unconcerned by conservative inroads. They admitted modifications were necessary, but 

they regarded the attacks as peripheral and having no real impact upon the primary 

'^ahn, 22-3. 
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conclusions of higher criticism There were very few signs that critics were relinquishing 

the documentary hypothesis. Far from abandoning the theory, H. Mitchell asserted that 

scholars were "now taking it for granted and devoting themselves to the task of perfecting 

its application . . L. Waterman described the conservative case in 1916: "There has 

been no serious attack on the documentary hypothesis in a generation."'^' Moreover, J. 

Montgomery suggested that in Pentateuchal studies the "Wellhausen school on the whole 

holds the field victoriously," and that English and American scholarship was "found almost 

entirely in the Wellhausen camp, outside of a few confessional strongholds."'^^ 

THE ARCHAEOLOGICAL CASE 

By 1914 archaeological excavations had ceased in Palestine because of the War. 

Biblical scholars could now reflect on the progress of archaeology and its impact upon 

biblical studies, and undertake a synthesis of the archaeological data. However, the field 

was in disarray. Years later W F. Albright reflected upon those early years in Palestinian 

archaeology He wrote an often repeated synopsis of the era and the chaotic state of 

archaeological research and its lack of credibility among biblical scholars: 

most of the excavators failed to define the stratigraphy of their site, and 
thus left its archaeological history hazy and indefinite, with a chronology 
which was usually nebulous where correct, and often clear-cut where it has 

G. Mitchell, "Has Old Testament Criticism Collapsed?" 465. 

'^'L. Waterman, "A Half-Century of Biblical and Semitic Investigation," AJSLL 32 
(1916): 226. 

'^^ontgomery, "Present Tendencies in Old Testament Criticism," 314. 
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since been proved wrong. Small wonder that historians and Biblical 
scholars turned away from this chaos of conflicting views in despair, 
convinced that the main purpose of archaeology was to unearth 
inscriptions, and occasionally to elucidate the arts and crafts of the ancient 
inhabitants. 

P S R. Moorey's comment regarding the excavations in Palestine and their influence 

among biblical scholars partially aflBrms Albright. He characterized the archaeological 

conclusions as "uncertain" and "confused." However, Moorey argued that biblical 

scholars were indifferent to Palestinian archaeology because of the paucity of inscriptions, 

rather than the obsessive concentration upon the recovery of inscriptions that has regularly 

been alleged. T. Davis is even more vigorous in his assessment. He insists that during 

this period serious scholars ignored the results of Palestinian excavations owing to the 

attachment of archaeology by conservatives. This embrace discouraged "critical scholars 

from seeking their own answers from the data of archaeology."'^' Furthermore, 

Wellhausen's theory "was under attack from within by the followers of the new form 

criticism." The consequence was to diminish the influence of archaeological results for 

biblical scholarship thus abandoning the field to conservatives^^ 

'"W. F Albright, The Archaeology of Palestine and the Bible (New York: Revell, 
1935), 36. 

"^Moorey, 37. 

"'Davis, 90. 

'^Ibid. 
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Had the interpretation of archaeological data been relinquished to apologists and 

theologians'' The answer is no. Mainstream scholars did continue to criticize of faith-

oriented scholars and their archaeological allies. They pointed out that archaeology had 

been forced to play the roles of an apologist and a handmaid to religious orthodoxy. The 

search for biblical authenticity in archaeological excavations had spawned unrestrained 

theories that were unable to distinguish fact from fiction. Critics argued that far too many 

theologians and like-minded scholars had insisted that archaeology had verified every 

detail of the Old Testament and had destroyed the conclusions of higher criticism. They 

maintained that the "search for archaeological clues has developed, in some instances, 

oversensitive and uncontrolled imaginations . . . 

D. G. LYON 

However, as unseemly as the business appeared, there were critical scholars who 

willingly investigated the archaeological data. As early as 1908, the Harvard Theological 

Review published a survey of the archaeological excavations in Palestine written by D. G. 

Lyon, professor of Divinity at Harvard."* Lyon's concern was material culture. His 

attention lay in strata, chronology, pottery typology, house and temple types, walls, 

inscriptions, burials, possible human sacrifice, religious practice and apparatus, cisterns. 

'"Waterman, 225; Montgomery, 317-8; G. H. Richardson, "The Bible in Modem 
Light," OC 30 (1916); 488-9. 

"*D. G. Lyon, "Recent Excavations in Palestine," HTR 1 (1908): 70-96; also see 
idem, "On the Archaeological Exploration of Palestine," ./BZ 30 (1911): 1-17. 
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jewelry, ethnic identification, and Egyptian and Babylonian cultural influences. Lyon had 

no interest in eradicating higher criticism or validating the biblical record, nor did he 

mention the apologetic niisuse of archaeological evidence. He did admit that the results of 

excavations in Palestine were disappointingly meager as compared with Egypt, Assyria 

and Babylon but not because of the lack of inscriptions or the conservative attachment to 

archaeology Lyon pointed out that Palestine was not the seat of a great empire with 

great palaces, temple and tombs as with the previously mentioned countries. Much had 

been devastated and destroyed. Furthermore, great sites such as Jerusalem and Samaria 

awaited investigations. 

Lyon also admitted that the results of these excavations were not so easily 

accessible and that reports finished during the progress of a dig were "liable to correction 

by subsequent reports."'^ Nevertheless, he surveyed all the major Palestinian excavations 

since Petrie's work at Tell el-Hesi. Lyon made some interesting observations. He was 

skeptical concerning the identification of standing stones as masseboth. He asserted most 

were columns for supporting a roof Phallic worship claimed by archaeologists "required 

evidence of a more positive character."'*' Many burials characterized as human sacrifice 

had nothing to do with sacrifices at all. This was especially true for infant burials. 

'^'"Recent Excavations in Palestine," 70. 

'^id., 71. 

"'Ibid., 94. 
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.Arguments for infant jar burials near high places such as Gezer did not constitute evidence 

for child sacrifice, yet Lyon acknowledged that the large quantity of human bones located 

near altars at Gezer and Megiddo perhaps added weight to the theory of human sacrifice. 

He conceded that human skeletons discovered beneath house walls at Gezer and Megiddo 

made the "theory of foundation sacrifice seem not improbable. 

Lyon's approach was superior to the conservative irrational impulse to prove the 

historical authenticity of the Bible. He even cautioned his readers that the value of these 

excavations was indirect rather than direct "for the Hebrew period " Moreover, Lyon 

preferred to understate rather than overstate the evidence, a lesson never learned by 

conservatives. 

W. H. WOOD 

Following Lyon, W. H. Wood expanded the inquiry into the question of infant 

sacrifice.'^ Wood, a professor of Biblical History and Literature at Dartmouth, 

•'-Ibid., 94-6. 

'••^Ibid., 96. Even though the Bible condemns human and child sacrifice (Genesis 
22; 1-2; Exodus 22:29-30; Lv20:2;Dt 18:10;Jgs 11:30-31, 39; I Kgs 16:34, 2 Kgs 16:3, 
21:6, Ps 106:37-38; Jer 7:31, 19:5, 32:35; Ez 20:25-26 and Mi 6:6-7), it is clear that there 
were Israelites and Judeans who linked some form of human sacrifice with the worship of 
Yahweh, and its practice may have extended beyond a few isolated instances. See 
Dearman, 90-6, who makes a convincing case that "the vigorous protests in the Dtr H and 
Jeremiah leave one with the impression that child sacrifice was considered a Yahwistic 
practice by some Judeans," 96. 

'^W. H. Wood, "Jar-Burial Customs and the Question of Infant Sacrifice in 
Palestine," BW26 (1910): 166-75, 227-34. 
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challenged Macalister's assertions that infant jar burials proved that Canaanites sacrificed 

their children, and that it was self-evident and beyond question. Macalister had uncovered 

a large number of jars containing the bones of children up to the age of six. He had 

located these jars near the temple area signifying that depositing the jars in such a sacred 

place established the sacrificial nature of the burials. The bodies were deposited head 

down. The jars were filled with earth, and the "bones showed traces of fire."'^' Similar 

evidence was found at Taanach, Jericho and Megiddo.'^ Macalister pointed to similar 

burials at Tell-el-Hesi as corroborating evidence. 

Wood observed that jar burials are not unique to Canaan. Archaeologists have 

discovered them not only outside of Canaan in the Near East, but in such diverse 

locations as Italy, Germany, Fiidand, America and other locals Jar burials are not 

restricted to a specific chronology or to the burial of children. According to Wood, it is 

difficult to discern any religious ideas as peculiar to jar burials. The jar was not created 

for burial, it was a domestic item used for storing grain, other foods or drink. The body 

had to accommodate the jar and not conversely. Wood questioned whether the jars at 

Tell-el-Hesi corroborated Gezer since none of the bones in the jars were identified as 

•''Ibid., 167. 

'^Jar burials at Megiddo included adults; they were located all over the tell, and it 
was a custom, according to Wood, followed by "Amorites, Egyptians and Romans," ibid., 
229. 

'"Ibid., 169. 
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human. In fact, Petrie identified some of the bone fragments as part of the lower jaw of an 

ass!"" 

Wood concluded that any burial might hold the possibility of a sacrifice whether a 

jar was used or not, but tangible proof of a human sacrifice must be demonstrated. All 

Macalister discovered was that humans (some adults were also located in the area) were 

found buried in jars and should not excite "suspicion or suggest anything beyond a natural 

burial. and if some bones show traces of fire this fact bears no relation to the jar 

burial."'^' Wood's approach demonstrated that archaeology need not be subservient to 

religious orthodoxy His short study indicated that liberal scholars had not abdicated 

archaeological interpretations to apologists. Wood's article study was a good example of 

how the interpretation of archaeological data should proceed in scholarly circles as 

compared to the conservative use of archaeological material to justify biblical events for 

theological purposes. 

'^Ibid., 229. 

'•"Ibid., 234. Since many of these jar burials were located near the High Place ("a 
regular cemetery" according to Macalister), Macalister believed this also added to the 
evidence of "devoting the first bom" to the divinity; Macalister Side Lights, 73-4. 
However, years later when Dever reexcavated the site, the jar burials were dated earlier 
than the High Place installations. The burials had no sacred or sacrificial connections to 
the High Place; Dever, "Gezer," in NEAEHL, 1993. See E. Block-Smith's brief treatment 
on jar burials in Judahite Burial Practices and Beliefs About the Dead (SheflReld; JSOT 
Press, 1992), 31-3. 
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D. D. LUCKENBILL 

A significant advance in interpreting archaeological data was D. D. Luckenbill's 

attempts at writing an early history of Palestine and the origins of its religious practices 

based mainly on Palestinian excavations.Luckenbill was a renowned Assyriologist and 

professor of Semitic Languages and Literature at the University of Chicago. The paucity 

of evidence limited Luckenbill's monograph, yet it was an important illustration of 

interpreting artifacts in the writing of a history of Palestine excluding theological bias. 

Luckenbill's history was considerably compressed, beginning with the neolithic cave 

dwellers at Gezer and extending to the 7th century B.C E. As for the archaeological data 

pertaining to the biblical record, Luckenbill asserted that the patriarchs must be regarded 

as "'eponymous heroes of later Israel" because they are absent from the archaeological 

record.There was no evidence that Hammurabi extended his conquests into Palestine. 

Excavations in Palestine demonstrate Egyptian influence everywhere and the evidence of a 

prosperous and high level of civilization.'" Luckenbill argued that Palestinian excavations 

eliminated pan-Babylonian theories, and he inferred that Babylonian influence in Palestine 

were unacceptable assumptions: 

''"D. D. Luckenbill, "The Excavations in Palestine" 5fT35 (1910); 21-32, 97-105; 
idem; "The Early ReUgion of Palestine," BW35 (1910); 296-308. 

"'"Excavations in Palestine," 32. 

'"Ibid., 30-2. 
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In conclusion let it be said that if the influence of Babylonia in Palestine 
seems to have been minimized, it is because the results of the excavations 
do not warrant the sweeping statements about this influence . The 
centuries of Babylonian influence prior to the Egyptian supremacy assumed 
by the pan-Babylonians have not left a trace in the Palestinian mounds thus 
far excavated: indeed, we have seen that there is no room for them. 

Luckenbill stressed that the excavations at Taanah had corroborated the view that the 

conquest of Canaan by Israel was gradual. Archaeological data did not support a break in 

culture between the Israelites and the Canaanites. He supported Sellin's claim that 'the 

city will remain Canaanite for centuries, while the Israelites from the villages of the plain 

will have been gradually drawn into the city and assimilated.'"^ 

Of course, there were false steps. Luckenbill contended that Arabia was probably 

the original home of the Semites who went out in successive waves in the surrounding 

regions, the Aramaeans, Hebrews, Amorites, Moabites, and Edomites arrived in the area 

of Palestine and Syria ca. 1500 B .C.E.''' In reconstructing the history of Palestine, 

Luckenbill relied heavily on the archaeological record. However, in describing Israelite 

'"Ibid., 105. 

''"Ibid., 102, 

'"Ibid., 22, Luckenbill was following H. Winckler. See E. Schrader, H. Winckler, 
and H. Zimmem, Die Keilimchriften unddas Alter Testament (Berlin: Reuther & 
Reichard, 1903). S. D. Gotten was extremely critical concerning Winckler's wave theory 
and asserted "the theory of successive migrations of Semitic peoples emerging from the 
Arabian Peninsula, although repeated even in school books, is not corroborated by a single 
historical record; it is a mere theory derived by a false analogy from conquest of the 
Middle East by the Muslim Arabs." See Jews and Arabs (New York: Schocken Books, 
1955), 23. 
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religion, the author was more inclined to examine the cult through material culture in 

conjunction with the biblical text. Luckenbill surveyed the archaeological evidence 

concerning burial caves, rock-hewn tombs, the role of sacrifice, possible sacred cave 

grottoes, asherah, altars, and pillars. He rejected infant sacrifices for "the 'inequity of the 

Amorite' has been very much exaggerated.'"" He also contended that there was 

widespread Hittite influence in Palestine during the Amama period.'" 

Though several of Luckenbill's insights were flawed, these conclusions were 

formulated when modem biblical studies and archaeology were in their infancy and were 

not motivated by theological considerations Luckenbill's article was always scholarly. 

'"Idem, "Religion of Palestine," 300-1. 

'"Ibid., 99. Most scholars regard the references to Hittites in the Bible, 
particularly in Genesis, as anachronistic, reflecting the known Hittites fi^om the era of the 
Divided Monarchy. Yet, there is evidence to the contrary. Hittite bullae dated to the Late 
Bronze Age have been located at Megiddo; I. Singer, "A Hittite Seal fi-om Megiddo," BA 
58 (1995): 91-3; and at Aphek; I. Singer, "A Hittite Hieroglyphic fi-om Aphek," TA 4 
(1977): 178-90. Imported Hittite jugs from Anatolia were uncovered in a tomb at 
Megiddo dated to ca. 1650 B.C.E.; P. L. O. Guy and R. M. Engberg, Megiddo Tombs 
(Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1938) No. 49; Plate 25 No. 6. A burial dated to 
the early Iron Age at Kfar Yehoshua is reflective of burials in Anatolia during the period 
of the Hittite Empire; A. Druk, "A Hittite Burial Near Kfar Yehoshua," BIES 30 (1966): 
213-20. At Khirbet Raddana a Hittite ritual vessel was located among pottery 
representative of the late 13 th century; J A. Callaway and R. E. Cooley, "A Salvage 
Excavation at Raddana in Birch," BASOR 201 (1977): 15-9. Canaan probably was not 
under Hittite hegemony, yet the archaeological evidence does signiiy that there was an 
Anatolian connection to Canaan by the Late Bronze Age. For an updated bibliography see 
H. Hofi&ier, "Hittites," in Peoples of the Old Testament World, eds. A. J. Hoerth, G. L. 
Mattingly, and E. M. Yamauchi (Grand Rapids: Baker Books, 1994), 153-4. 
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analytical and scientific. What is more important, he presented a provocative example of 

how to interpret archaeological data fi-ee fi-om theological bias. 

G. L. ROBINSON 

In 1915 the Harvard Theological Review published another survey of excavations 

in Palestine written by G. L. Robinson, a professor of Old Testament Literature at the 

McCormick Theological Seminary.'" This article updated the information gathered by 

excavators since Lyon's article in 1908. Important data appeared on the Samaria ostraca, 

Philistine and Canaanite culture. Israelite religious rituals, a date for the conquest of 

Jericho, and the possible existence of tomb-chambers located on the Ophel. Thougli 

Robinson provided an update that was accessible to all scholars, he did not display the 

intellectual rigor exhibited by Lyon in his earlier article. Robinson lacked Lyon's 

analytical intensity, often accepting archaeological interpretations unquestioningly. He 

agreed with Macalister that the advancement in pottery chronology was so secure that 

dating the strata on various tells was "almost mechanical!"''' At that time the state of 

pottery chronology was in chaos. Years later, when Albright arrived in Palestine in 1919, 

he regarded the situation as desperate: 

Bliss and the earlier Macalister contradicted the chronology of the later 
Macalister so sharply that. . . they were actually in head-on collision. 
MacKenzie's Beth-shemesh chronology differed fi-om the dates of the later 

''*G. L. Robinson, "Recent Excavations and Exploration in Palestine," HTR 8 
(1915); 525-52. 

"Ibid., 527. 
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Macalister even more violently than from those of the earlier Macalister 
Watzinger's chronology conflicted with Macalister's and MacKenzie's, 
often by as much as 500 years or more. 

Robinson wrote that Sellin and Watzinger had located a fallen wall at Jericho, and 

apparently concurred v/ith their conclusion "that the account in Joshua 2-7 is that of an 

actual eventYet, five years previous to Robinson's article, S. A. Cook read 

Watzinger and Sellin's reports and argued that the archaeological results suggest that the 

biblical details were not "altogether trustworthy.'"" Sellin and Watzinger believed they 

had located and separated Jericho's phases which paralelled Joshua's destruction of the 

Canaanite city and the subsequent founding of the Israelite settlement. Years later Albright 

voiced several criticisms regarding the Jericho excavation. He asserted that the 

stratification had not been clearly established because the excavations employed the trench 

system. Furthermore Sellin's erroneous dating from the Taanach dig was used at Jericho. 

and the enigmas in chronology were "now magnified into a mistake of some six or eight 

hundred years." Yet despite these problems, Albright recognized the improved techniques 

and recording methods applied at Jericho and wrote that the excavators 

surpassed all their predecessors in the precision and completeness of their 
engineering treatment, and the published account of the successive 

Albright, "Old Testament and the Archaeology of Palestine," 1. 

'^'Robinson, 529. 

'"S. A. Cook, "The German Excavations at Jericho" PEQ 42 (1910); 64, E. Sellin 
and C. Watzinger, Jericho die Ergebnisse der Ausqrabungen (Leipzig: Hinrichs, 1913) 
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fortifications of the town is a model of scientific method, which forms the 
basis today for all study of Canaanite art of building city walls.'" 

By the mid-1920s advancements in pottery chronology forced Watzinger to reevaluate the 

evidence for Jericho's putative destruction by Joshua. After reexamining the pottery, 

Watzinger described Jericho at the time of Joshua as a heap of ruins that was practically 

abandoned.'" 

Robinson recounted uncritically that the Fathers of the Assumption had uncovered 

on the eastern slopes of Mt. Zion "the Prison of Peter, and the foundations of the ancient 

Albright, Archaeology of Palestine and the Bible, 30-1. 

Miller, "Old Testament History and Archaeology," BA 50 (1987), 57. The 
archaeological link between Jericho and Joshua was resurrected again by J Garstang after 
a reexamination of the site in 1927. He considered the Sellin-Watzinger excavation as a 
dig "conducted with the most conscientious care, and crowned with epoch-making 
discoveries " However, Garstang was convinced that the mound must be revisited 
because the "systematic classification of the pottery and other archaeological data fi-om 
Palestinian sites was [sic] at the time only in its infency." He was exceedingly interested in 
Watzinger's reinterpretation which led him to declare that Jericho was unfortified if not in 
ruins during most of the Late Bronze Age. The matter was a "subject of controversy" 
especially to the Bible student, for as Garstang stated, "the Late Bronze Age covers the 
period of Joshua." Between 1930 and 1936 Garstang reexcavated the ancient city of 
Jericho, and within the first year of the expedition Garstang discovered his Late Bronze 
Age wall. Remarkably, he also uncovered signs of continuous "destruction" and 
"conflagration," which included "houses alongside the wall. . . burnt to the ground, their 
roofs fallen upon the domestic pottery. The date of destruction was ascertained to fall 
before the close of the Late Bronze Age." He portrayed this conclusion as "unanimous" 
and interesting to "the students of Bible history ... for the Late Bronze Age covers the 
period of Joshua ..." Of course Garstang's Late Bronze Age wall belonged to the Early 
Bronze Age, thus having no connection to the biblical Joshua. J. Garstang, "Jericho. Sir 
Charles Marston's Expedition of 1930," PEQ 62 (1930): 123-32. On Garstang's wall, 
see K. M. Kenyon, Digging Up Jericho: The Results of the Jericho Excavations (New 
York: Praeger, 1957), 46. 
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church built supposedly over the spot where the Apostle, after having denied his Lord, 

went out and wept bitterly."'®' He called attention to the excavation at Shechem where an 

Egyptian sarcophagus, "which is thought to have been that of Joseph,'"®^ had been 

discovered. In an attempt to clarify the contradictions apparent in Joshua and Judges 

relating to the conquest of Jerusalem, Robinson sided with Charles Watson, who 

postulated that Jerusalem was located on two hills. When the tribe of Judah attacked the 

city, it forced the Jebusites off only one of the hills, which correlated with the book of 

Joshua: "the men of Judah failed to drive out the Jebusites living there, and to this day the 

Jebusites and the men of Judah live together in Jerusalem" (Jos 15:63). Consequently, 

when the tribe of Benjamin attempted to take Jerusalem it was not able to drive the 

Jebusites ofiF the remaining hill as depicted in Judges: "But the Benjamites failed to drive 

out the Jebusite inhabitants of Jerusalem, and the Jebusites have lived on in Jerusalem 

alongside the Benjamites to this day" (Jgs 1:21). Afterwards, the Jebusites recaptured 

both hUls, setting the stage for David's subsequent conquest of the holy city. The 

imaginative blending of Joshua and Judges led to an inventive etymology of Jerusalem—the 

shared city. Robinson surmised that the possibility that Jerusalem was a "twin city" could 

explain the dual form of the city's "Hebrew name Yerushalayim or 'two Jerusalems.'"'®^ 

'"Robinson, 541. 

'"Ibid., 544. 

'®^Ibid., 541. Most scholars believe that Jerusalem's etymology is a compound of 
West Semitic elements: the first element (to establish) and the latter slm (the name of 
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Although Robinson displayed no theological concerns, his rhetoric was 

dangerously close to the acrobatic style embraced by conservatives. His contortions of the 

biblical narrative coupled with his dubious interpretations could have easily been construed 

by the conservative camp to mean that archaeology did prove that many of the events 

described in the Bible had indeed occurred. Unfortunately many faulty interpretations 

used by mainstream scholars to illustrate the Bible would become proofs of faith. In the 

coming decades conservatives would comb these interpretations in an attempt to impose 

their theological views upon archaeological research. They were looking for 

archaeological proof for their beliefs in the work of "liberal" scholars themselves. 

P. S. P. HANDCOCK 

In an attempt to synthesize the archaeological material recovered in Palestine since 

Petrie's excavations at Tell el-Hesi in 1890, P. S. P. Handcock published Archaeology of 

the Holy Land. According to Albright, the confusion in this book was 

"indescribable."'®' Instead of rectifying the chronological chaos that existed in the 

archaeological reports of Palestinian excavations Handcock 

only yielded greater confusion, since each chapter included material really 
belonging to several different archaeological phases; he even covered a 

the god Shalem). Jerusalem should be interpreted as foundation of (God) Shalem, the 
patron deity of the city. ABD, s.v. "Jerusalem," by P. J. King. 

i68p g p Yig î̂ cod/i, Archaeology of the //o/y (London; T. F Unwin, 
1916). 

'^'W. F. Albright, The Archaeology of Palestine and the Bible, 35. 
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thousand years in one chapter where he should have covered three 
centuries, and then covered much of the same ground in the next chapter 
under the impression that he was dealing with a new period!'™ 

Handcock could hardly avoid the confusion when the chronology differed among 

the excavators. Perhaps Handcock recognized this enigma because in most instances he 

refused to date any of the material remains, which further rendered his work useless. He 

regarded the standard chronology as provisional and subsequently wrote that a large 

"proportion of the objects which have been recovered cannot be assigned to the period to 

which they belong."'^' This uncertainty about dating led Handcock to argue that it was 

"practically impossible to even approximately date many individual objects . He 

believed dating buildings to be unfeasible: 

In towns . . . where the building material was chiefly stone, as for example 
at Tell Zakariya, Tell Sandahannah and Samaria, it is impossible to assign 
each building to a specific period . . . 

Handcock maintained, using the results of Gezer as a model, that structures such 

as towers, even homes, could not be dated. The debris near or even under these structures 

gave no indication as to the date. The Gezer dig was a disaster. One scholar depicted 

F. Albright, "The Old Testament and the Archaeology of Palestine," 1 

'^'Handcock, 23. 

'"^Ibid., 24. 

'"Ibid., 66. 

"'Ibid., 74, 124. 
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Gezer as an excavation that "sufifered from the worst practices of the time Most of 

the Gezer material was published "by categories rather than by chronological periods . 

and scarcely a single item can be related to the general strata, let alone to specific 

buildings."'^® Though Handcock was probably unaware of Macalister's inadequate 

techniques, Gezer material appeared throughout Handcock's book. 

Handcock also fashioned some bigoted perceptions concerning Semites. He wrote 

that "Semitic natives themselves invented nothing, but their capacity for assimilation at 

least compensated in a measure for their lack of spontaneity Handcock's work 

contained further strange insights. He maintained 

Clay . . was never used in Palestine as a writing material, in the proper 
sense of the word and apart from the ostraka, the inscribed jar-handles, and 
other terra-cotta objects bearing inscriptions, the only examples of the use 
of clay for writing purposes are the cuneiform tablets found at Lachish, 
Gezer and elsewhere.''* 

This is an audacious claim considering that Robinson had publicized the importance of the 

Samaria ostraca the year before in the Harvard Theological Review Perhaps Albright's 

•'^P. R. S. Moorey, 32. 

''®Dever, "Gezer," 497-8. Many of the problems at Gezer arose due to 
Macalister's poor methodology. He dug large forty-foot-wide trenches filling the first 
with the debris of the second and repeating the procedure for the second and third trench. 
He continued the process in excavating two-thirds of the tell. See Davis, 64-5. 

'"Handcock, 22. 

"'Ibid., 300. 

'Robinson, 531-2. See also I. T. Kaufinan, "The Samaria Ostraca; An Early 
Witness to Hebrew Writing," BA 45 (1982): 229-39. 
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critique of Handcock's work was too sharp Moorey was a bit more sympathetic when he 

wrote that "when the excavators were so much at odds it was hardly likely that their 

reports could be amalgamated to make sense," particularly by an individual [Handcock] 

who had "no direct experience of the excavations or the objects in question."'*" 

Nevertheless, Handcock's shadow was palpable in Albright's negative assessment of early 

Palestinian archaeology and its synthesis: 

it was virtually impossible to utilize archaeological data from Palestine 
to illustrate the Old Testament except with regard to inscriptions and to 
generalities such as the average size of towns. Moreover, the few 
inscriptions which did turn up were generally misinterpreted, and the 
fortifications and house-plans which were excavated received as a rule 
quite erroneous dates.'*' 

Handcock's faulty work clearly substantiates the fact that Bible scholars were 

dependent on archaeological conclusions that were frequently flawed Biblical scholars 

were not prepared to examine archaeological particulars such as strata and pottery 

chronology. When there was such chaos among early archaeologists, it is not surprising 

that biblical scholars preferred monumental inscriptions and palace archives to the 

confusion that existed in the field of Palestinian archaeology. The limited success among 

competent Bible scholars in successfully synthesizing archaeological data was due to the 

considerable mass of archaeological material and the immature state of the discipline itself, 

rather than to conservative misapplication of the data for religious purposes. The situation 

'*°Moorey, 39. 

'''Albright, "Old Testament and the Archaeology of Palestine," 1-2. 
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only worsened in the 1920s. As more sites were excavated, only a few scholars could 

decipher the new material, most Bible scholars still struggled with archaeological 

interpretation. 

Pious scholars viewed archaeology's immediate aim as validating the biblical text. 

This conservative attachment to archaeology had rendered the field suspect. Yet 

archaeological interpretation was not solely a conservative endeavor for the defense of 

Scripture. Though only a few serious scholars had the prerequisite skills to effectively 

integrate archaeological results into their textual studies, the field of biblical archaeology 

was not under the control of conservatives and theologians. 

G. A. BARTON 

G. A. Barton's Archaeology and the Bible was a popular and important synthesis 

correlating the archaeological record with the biblical text.'^ Barton, who was a 

professor at Bryn Mawr and the University of Pennsylvania, modestly wrote that the 

purpose of the volume was to yield valuable information on the "excavations in Bible 

lands" so "it may be of service to the pastor and the Sunday-school teacher.'"" His intent 

was understated for this work would become an important resource for scholars and Bible 

students for years. Barton surveyed the history, the excavations, the inscriptions and the 

'*^G. A. Barton, Archaeology and the Bible, 2nd ed. (Philadelphia; American 
Sunday-School Union, 1917). Barton's work appeared in seven editions, the last being 
published in 1937. 

"'Ibid., v. 
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pertinent archaeological data from Palestine and the surrounding empires. He provided 

important translations of non-biblical texts for possible illumination of the biblical 

narrative Barton warned his readers that archaeological data had to be interpreted 

carefully and that the results frequently varied according to the critical and theological 

views of the interpreter. He endeavored to "maintain a neutral attitude" and "impartially" 

represent the divergence of scholarly opinion.'" Barton's methodology, proposed 

solutions and theories typified the era and the limitations of the data, and in many 

instances he turned out to be mistaken. Admittedly, he began with questionable evidence 

which led to far-reaching conclusions. However, his results were not motivated by 

theological bias or an agenda to destroy higher criticism 

A good example of Barton's work was his discussion of the Hyksos. He pointed 

out that many scholars argued that it would have been natural for Semites such as 

Abraham, Joseph and Jacob to enter Egypt during the reign of the Semitic Hyksos. 

However, Barton concluded that "Egypt has . . . furnished no positive archaeological 

evidence of this view." Though the Hyksos may have been Semitic, "this gives us no 

positive evidence concerning the patriarchs.'"" On another front, he disagreed with 

scholars who contended that Babylonian texts illuminated the biblical narratives 

'"Ibid., vi, 233. 

'"Ibid., 35. 



concerning Abraham.'*^ The biblical Abraham cannot be located in any Babylonian text. 

He saw no evidence that the figures in Genesis 14 appeared in Babylonian or any other 

ancient records He maintained that Mosaic law is not dependent upon the code of 

Hammurapi.'" Barton did admit that the annals of Thothmes III record the name of a city 

which the pharaoh captured in Palestine as the Egyptian equivalent of Jacob-el. This led 

the author to contemplate the possibility that an immigrant from Babylon "bearing this 

name migrated to Palestine, settled there and that a city was named after him," and 

indicated the "probable" connection to the place name and the Patriarch Jacob. However, 

"just what that connection was it is impossible in the present state of our knowledge to 

say.""' Barton also disclosed that a number of Egyptian texts presented features similar 

to parts of the story of Joseph, such as Semites holding a position of importance at the 

Egyptian court, a seven-year famine and sexual intrigue in the royal family. Whatever 

potential similarities there are between Egyptian records and the biblical Joseph, Barton 

""'Ibid., 292 

'*^Ibid., 295-8. As for Amraphel being Hammurapi Barton wrote that, "While 
many Assyriologists from Schrader onward have recognized the equivalence, it is now 
seriously questioned by Jensen and Eduard Meyer, and absolutely rejected by Bezold. It 
must be said that, if Amraphel is intended for Hammurapi, the name had undergone 
corruption before it was placed in the Biblical record." 

'"Ibid., 340-1. The code was civil while the major focus of the Pentateuch 
pertains to ritual regulation and religious law. For Barton the differences were more 
crucial than the similarities in determining the dependency of Mosaic law upon the 
Babylonian codes. 

"%id., 299. 
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only concedes that famines have occurred in Egypt and that a foreigner could hold power, 

and that these records have not verified the Joseph narratives."" 

When Barton turned his attention to archaeological data other than inscriptions, he 

employed Macalister's excavation as an example. He recognized that "classifications of 

pottery made by the leading experts diflfer.'"" He dated pottery according to Macalister's 

systematization which was extremely flawed."* He repeated Macalister's theory that one 

of the stones at the high place was likely "dragged to Gezer fi-om another sanctuary— 

possibly fi-om Jerusalem.""' Barton supported the belief that the cemetery of newborn 

infants at Gezer indicated that "first-bom children . . . had been sacrificed to the deity of 

the high place."""* The support columns in fi-ont of the supposed Temple at Gezer, though 

conjectural, may be similar to the structure mentioned in Judges in which Samson pulled 

the pillars and cursed the Philistines."' 

Barton's methodology, proposed solutions and theories were representative of the 

era and the constraints of the data, and they often turned out to be unfounded. 

Consequently he commenced with ambiguous evidence which led to false conclusions. 

"°Ibid., 299-306. 

"%id., 141. 

"'Ibid. 

"'Ibid., 170. 

""Ibid., 172. 

""Ibid., 176. 
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The sources were limited and fragmentary, but Barton's results were not motivated by 

theological tendentiousness. Furthermore, his book proves that serious scholars had not 

relinquished the discipline of archaeological interpretation to conservatives. 

W. C. WOOD 

In 1916 W C. Wood published a nearly book-length article in Journal of Biblical 

Literature analyzing Israelite religion that shows that liberal scholars also seriously 

consulted archaeological data when writing about ancient Israel."® Wood, a professor of 

Religion and Philosophy at Whittier College and the College of the Pacific, proffered a 

reconstruction of ancient Palestinian religion based on texts and archaeology. He 

consulted all the major Palestinian excavation reports and works concerning religion and 

archaeology in Canaan. Wood's intriguing insights of private religion, goddesses and the 

polytheism of ancient Israel are the more remarkable, having been based on such scanty 

evidence and written long before they were fashionable in the present state of scholarship. 

However, Wood's Religion of Canaan exhibited some distinct flaws. He alleged 

that the worship of Ashtart "was carried by the early Semites from their Arabian home to 

every country whither they went,""^ a supposition based on no evidence. He described 

the early Hebrews "as nothing more than uncultured bedouin tribes" who passively 

C. Wood, 'The Religion of Canaan,"^/: 35 (1916): 1-121, 163-279. 

'•"Ibid., 90-1. 
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accepted Canaanite religion rather than resist it."* Wood described the worship of Hathor 

at Serabit el Khadem but never mentioned Petrie's revolutionary discovery of a new 

script, called Proto-Canaanitic, the first steps towards alphabetic writing.Additionally, 

Wood had a strong predilection to see Babylonian influence everywhere in Canaanite and 

Israelite culture and religion. Despite these positions. Wood produced a superior 

reconstruction of Israelite religion than any scholar had previously. Wood contended that 

the numerous iconic representations of the gods and goddesses (he believed they were 

depictive of Ashtart) discovered in many of the excavations in Palestine were copies of 

larger images installed in public sanctuaries. These smaller terra cotta images, mostly of a 

goddess, were made for individual use in private shrines.^"' Their location at Taanach, 

Megiddo, Gath, Lachish [Tell-el-Hesi], Gezer and Beth-shemesh suggested how popular 

and influential the sexual element was in the religion of Canaan. More significantly. Wood 

recognized that these figures were most numerous in the Israelite levels in these 

excavations. These figurines not only demonstrated the prominence of sexuality in 

Israelite worship and theology, but corroborated the "denunciation of the prophets and of 

the later reformers who exposed these works of men's hands to ridicule and branded them 

""Ibid., 169. 

"^id., 40. 

-°°Ibid., 112-3 

^°%id., 193. 
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as abominations."""^ The many images of the goddess worn as "bracelets, anklets, neck-

beads and pendants" provided further evidence of Ashtart's popularity."*"^ 

It was apparent to Wood that many aspects of Canaanite and Israelite culture and 

religious rituals were indistinguishable. The archaeological record and the biblical text 

provided many examples of Israelite adaptation of Canaanite high places, pillars, 

sanctuaries and altars. Israel worshiped Canaanite deities down to the Deuteronomistic 

reforms and even after. It is crucial to note that Wood is not advocating monolatry: Israel 

worshiped only Yahweh but did not deny the existence of other gods. The archaeological 

and textual evidence convinced Wood that a majority of ancient Israelites were polytheists 

whose native religion 

flourished for years after the most radical steps of suppression had been 
championed by the advocates of pure monotheism, whose efforts were 
backed by the authority of law. 

Wood's conclusions regarding Israelite religion preceded the scholarly consensus 

by decades.^"' His article should have set the standard for the interpretation of 

archaeological data and the biblical text. However, many mainstream scholars, and not 

just conservatives, would not embrace Wood's analysis regarding a pluralistic Israelite 

-"Ibid., 196-8. 

^°^Ibid., 199. 

^""Ibid., 180. 

Smith, The Early History of God (San Francisco: Harper & Row, 1990); xix-
xxxiv. 
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religion The biblical writers' opposition to the fertility cult and polytheistic religion of 

the Canaanites and their insistence of the exclusive worship of Yahweh persuaded scholars 

that Israel was indeed monolatrous. Moreover, many scholars concluded, Canaanite 

religion and its gods were marginal or transitory and the "basic idea of Israelite religion 

has no roots in paganism."^"' This failure to recognize Wood's claims concerning the 

vital role and influence of Canaanite religion and the varieties of religious practice of 

ancient Israel retarded scholarly inquiry in some quarters for years. 

Wood's archaeological and textual interpretations regarding the vital role and 

influence of Canaanite religion upon Israelite cultic practices were generally diminished or 

overlooked.^"* Conceivably a majority of scholars allowed their own predispositions or 

theological biases to shape their results. They preferred to adopt the theology and the 

B. Paton was one notable exception. He argued that "the patriarchal 
traditions" were "ultimately of Canaanite origin," and that the "religion of Yahweh . . 
was mixed with all sorts of alien elements." However his treatment of the archaeological 
data was extremely superficial. L. B. Paton, "Canaanite Influence on the Religion of 
Israel,"/IJn 8 (1914); 205-24. 

^°^Y. Kaufman, The Religion of Israel: From Its Beginnings to the Babylonian 
Exile, trans, and abridged M. Greenberg (New York: Schocken, 1972), 225. Albright 
writes that "early Israelite henotheism is singularly weak" and that figurines of fertility 
goddesses in Israelite sites have "absolutely no indication of pagan symbolism . . . they are 
considered as charms to aid expectant mothers." See From Stone Age to Christianity 
(Baltimore; John Hopkins Press, 1940), 220, 237. For a more recent representative, see 
J. H. Tigay, You Shall Have No Other Gods: Israelite Religion in the Light of Hebrew 
Inscriptions (Atlanta; Scholars Press, 1986). 

Again, see Smith's introduction in The Exarly History of God. 
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historical reality as portrayed by the late editors of the biblical text, rather than examine 

the complexities of Israelite religion."'^ 

CONCLUSIONS 

Conservative attacks on higher criticism persuaded few scholars that the critical 

analysis of the Bible was a failure and must be jettisoned. Questions of faith motivated 

conservative scholars and theologians to disparage the documentary hypotheses and to 

defend Scripture and traditional Christian tenets. In their oftentimes zealous campaign to 

cripple the supporters of Wellhausen, many conservatives exploited dubious 

interpretations of archaeological data to consecrate the biblical text and prove its historical 

reliability They argued their case in the scholarly world and denounced higher criticism 

throughout Protestant America. However, the use of archaeological data to illuminate the 

biblical text was not confined to conservatives. Critical scholars who wrote important 

studies pertaining to the history and religion of Canaan and ancient Israel also consulted 

the archaeological evidence. They developed methods for interpreting the archaeological 

data that were largely free of theological bias. These scholars were especially interested in 

what the archaeological evidence suggested regarding the influences upon Israel that 

shaped her religious elements. A few scholars such as Lyon, Luckenbill, Barton and 

Wood, oflfered new and exciting alternative perspectives in interpreting the archaeological 

^•"See Dever's important essay on the surprising number of textual scholars who 
still fail to consult the archaeological record when reconstructing Israelite religion, '"Will 
the Real Israel Please Stand Up?' Part II: Archaeology and the Religion of Ancient Israel," 
BASOR 29% i\99S): 37-58. 
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data These scholars argued that archaeological evidence demonstrated that the popular 

religion of ancient Israel was heavily influenced by Canaanite practices The importance 

of this folk religion as emphasized by W C Wood was acknowledged only decades later. 

Unfortunately, even the critical scholars were dependent upon the imperfect 

techniques developed by early archaeologists in Palestine. Excavation methods were in 

their infancy, and fixed criteria for dating were lacking. Mistakes in excavations were 

increased by the defective classification and dating of strata. Pottery chronology and 

stratigraphy were interdependent, and a false reading in one influenced the other. 

Albright was correct in portraying the archaeological scene in this period as chaotic.^'" 

Nevertheless, despite these problems critical scholars developed provocative models for 

the utilization of archaeology in studying ancient Israel and the biblical text. 

^'"Albright, Archaeology of Palestine and the Bible, 36. 
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CHAPTER FOUR 

THE POPULAR PRESS AND SCHOLARSHIP 1900-1919 

INTRODUCTION 

As scholars battled over the usefulness of archaeological evidence in clarifying the 

biblical record, popular magazines and the New York Times carried few stories concerning 

the latest archaeological discoveries in the Holy Land and how they related to the Bible. 

During this period most popular magazines were attracted to stories and articles on the 

teaching and the studying of the Bible,' higher criticism,^ and whether the Bible was 

'The Readers' Guide for 1905-09 listed over fifty articles relating to the teaching 
and the study of the Bible and two pertaining to archaeology and the Bible For a sample 
during 1900-1919, see H. T. Colestock, "College Student and the Bible," Outlook, 9 
September 1905; "How to Read the hMt," Ladies Home Jottmal, November 1906; M. 
Dorey, "Should Secondary Schools Teach the Bible," School Review, December 1908, C. 
F Kent, "Biblical Courses for Junior Colleges," Religious Education, December 1911; J. 
Brown, "How to Interest Children in the Bible," Home Progress, October 1913, D. A. 
Mondore, "Kindergarten Bible Siovits,'^ Kittdergarten Primary Magazme, April 1916. 

^"Higher Criticism in the Roman Catholic Church," IND, 24 April 1902; "New 
Criticism and the New Theology," Outlook, 18 June 1904, P. Carus, "Goethe and 
Criticism," OC, May 1907; "Biblical History and Criticism in the Encyclopedia 
Britannica," Spectator, 22 April 1911; "Methodism in the Throes of Higher Criticism," 
Current Opinion, May 1913; "Proving Jonah and the Whale," Literary Digest, 27 
September 1913; L. Abbott, "Modem View of the Bible," Outlook, 16 May 1914; H. T. 
Obbink, "Something About the Study of the Bible," Constructive Quarterly, March 1917. 
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verbally inspired.^ .Archaeological news from the Holy Land occasionally engaged the 

imagination of the popular press. 

The Bible was indeed a popular topic, but archaeology and its relevance to the 

Bible only made sporadic appearances in the popular press. Compared to the spectacular 

discoveries and monuments in Mesopotamia and Egypt, Palestine lacked the sensational 

appeal that editors demanded and the public craved. Though the Holy Land had its share 

of intriguing excavators and adventurers, they would never captivate the public like a 

Botta, Layard, Rawlinson, Smith, Belzoni, Mariette, Maspero or Petrie in Egypt. They 

uncovered and displayed unimaginable antiquities never matched by nineteenth century 

Palestinian explorers. Even in later years no excavation in Palestine would fascinate the 

public as the excavations of Carter in Egypt and WooUey at Ur.^ 

Another drawback in the coverage of Palestinian excavations was that nineteenth 

century explorers were searching for museum quality antiquities, ruins made of stone and 

marble. Temples, palaces, colunms, aqueducts, amphitheaters, statues, pyramids and thick 

walls were what they were accustomed to, and the most sensational and accessible were in 

^A. Bierbower, "Inspiration and Error," IND, 6 February 1902; "Recession of 
Inspiration," IND, 12 February 1903; "Alleged Pious Frauds of the Bible," Current 
Literature, April 1907; L. H. Miller, "Authority of the Bible," South Atlantic Quarterly, 
July 1910; "Revelation and Literature," Outlook, 20 May 1911, J. A. Beet, "Inspiration 
and Authority of the Bible," London Quarterly Review, October 1916. 

^he coverage of Carter's discovery of Tut-ankh-Amun's tomb in the New York 
Times was inordinately extensive. In the months of January through March, 1923 there 
were more articles on Tut-ankh-Amun than the total coverage of archaeological 
excavations in Palestine for the entire decade. 
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Rome, Greece. Egypt and Mesopotamia, not in Palestine. Many of Egypt's monuments 

and tombs were open to tourists traveling throughout the land, and in Mesopotamia many 

ancient cities, though in ruins, were partially revealed, or their locations had been 

preserved.' In Palestine most of the ancient cities were buried in ancient mounds that had 

been ignored. Despite Petrie's pioneering excavation at Tell el-Hesi, in which he 

established the first scientific prototype for studying the ancient cities in Palestine, the 

press would regard the period fi'om 1900 to 1919 as an archaeological backwater when 

compared to Mesopotamia and Egypt. 

In 1901 Scientific American described the archaeological scene in Palestine as too 

"much ravaged by powerful contending races all through its history to allow of any 

complete monuments or monumental towns to survive fi^om any particular period."^ The 

magazine's focus was the Turkish destruction of the few visible monuments in the area. 

Excavations in Palestine produced meager results. The public was accustomed to the 

impressive finds fi'om Assyrian and Babylonian cities. Even biblical scholars who searched 

for validation of the biblical text were disillusioned with the sparse and often uncertain 

evidence fi'om Palestine. The inconclusive nature of the archaeological remains in the 

'Many early travelers often commented on the ancient ruined cities of 
Mesopotamia. See S. Lloyd, The Foundations in the Dust (London; Thames and Hudson, 
1980); Benjamin of Tuldela, The Itinerary of Benjamin of Tuldela, trans. M. N. Adler 
(New York; Feldheim, 1965); S. Searight, The British in the Middle East (New York; 
Atheneum, 1969). 

®"The Unhappy Antiquities of Palestine," Scientific American Supplement, 6 April 
1901,21125. 
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Holy Land concentrated the popular press's attention on Mesopotamia and Egypt Apart 

from several articles on Gezer, the press cultivated stories on the excavations at Nippur, 

the Babel-Bible controversies, evidence of Abraham, the identification of King Amraphel 

of Genesis 14, and Mesopotamian creation stories/ 

MESOPOTAMIA AND THE BIBLE 

Several magazines intimated that the excavations of the ancient cities of Babylonia 

and Assyria had not only aided in the research of the Old Testament, but they had verified 

the collective historicity of the biblical narratives. However, some publications cautioned 

their readers about the originality of the Genesis stories. Scientific American insisted that 

parallels drawn between Mesopotamian creation stories and the book of Genesis "prove 

beyond all reasonable doubt the Jews borrowed large portions of their religious literature 

from their kinsmen the Babylonians, and that the seven days of Creation were imagined 

long before the days of the patriarch Abraham."* M. Jastrow, the distinguished orientalist 

who taught at the University of Pennsylvania, conceded that there were valuable "literary 

and historical treasures" discovered in the mounds of Mesopotamia that aided and 

^F. Delitzsch, "Discoveries in Mesopotamia," Smithsonian Institution, 1901, 535-
49, "New Data on the Tower of Babel," IND, 20 September 1900, 2241; M. Jastrow, 
"Old Testament and Recent Assyriological Research," IND, 17-24 October 1901, 2449-
53, 2515-7; T. G. Pinches, "Old Testament in the Light of the Historical Records and 
Legends of Assyria and Babylonia," 28 February 1903, 266-7; "The 
Babylonian and Assyrian Legends of the Creation," Scientific American Supplement, 25 
April 1903, 22840-2, "Revelation in the Light of Assyriology," Current Literature, May 
1903,542-3. 

'"Babylonian and Assyrian Legends of the Creation," 22840. 
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elucidated the study of biblical thought and history, but he insisted upon independent 

Hebrew development regardless of the similarities. Though the Hebrews and the 

Babylonians "shared certain traditions . each people developed these traditions in its 

own way . Jastrow acknowledged "that the stock whence the biblical and 

Babylonian tales spring is common but the development is independent.'"" Whatever 

shared religious conceptions that the Hebrews may have had with their Semitic brethren, 

the Hebrews were monotheists, and they were "impelled to produce or adopt myths which 

conveyed to them a cosmological theory in keeping with their intellectual acquirements."" 

Though Jastrow believed that the editors of Genesis had preserved the deeds of Amraphel, 

who was identical to Hammurabi, he said nothing about German criticism.'^ 

'Jastrow, 2452. 

'°Ibid.,2515. 

"Ibid. 

'^Ibid., 2449. Jastrow amplified his theories concerning Hebrew dependence upon 
Babylonian myths in Hebrew mid Babylonian Traditions (New York: Scribner, 1914). 
Jastrow argued that the Genesis creation myths "were clearly modelled upon the 
Babylonian prototypes, the obvious conclusion is that early contact between Babylonians 
and Hebrews exerted a profound religious as well as a social influence," 22. He further 
asserted that Hebrew creation and deluge stories developed and evolved over a long 
period of Israelite history. That development proceeded "along independent lines," and 
their final forms were shaped during the "postexilic period," 365. However, unlike 
traditional Christians, Jastrow, the son of a rabbi, had no "sympathy with the efforts to 
force the order of creation into accord with the results and dicta of modem science." 
Genesis was a "religious document"; it was not a science. The narrative was "an 
expression of the peculiar type of monotheism, saturated with the ethical ideals, which 
resulted from the teachings of the Prophets," 131-2. 
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Significantly, Jastrow's confidence regarding the ancient Hebrews' independent 

development of their creation, paradise, and flood stories permitted conservatives to stress 

the uniqueness of Israel's message despite the obvious affiliation to pagan myths. The 

discoveries of the Assyrian and Babylonian archives and annals were problematic " On 

the one hand, conservatives employed these records to authenticate the existence of the 

patriarchs, patriarchal customs, a world wide flood, the historicity of the conflicts in 

Genesis 14 and the Mosaic law codes. The existence of these myths, especially flood 

stories, was a startling corroboration of the biblical version in Genesis. On the other hand, 

conservatives also recognized that any borrowings by the biblical writers from Assyrian 

and Babylonian myths ostensibly nullified Israel's special and distinctive character and 

challenged the divine inspiration and authority of Scripture. Any hypotheses that 

suggested that the editors of Genesis simply demythologized pagan traditions showed that 

the Bible was not the product of divine revelation. This dilemma was heightened when 

Friedrich Delitzsch, a German scholar, began emphasizing the dependence of biblical 

traditions upon Mesopotamian texts. 

BABEL UND BIBEL 

In 1901 the Smithsonian Institution published an article written by Friedrich 

Delitzsch, professor of Assyriology at the University of Berlin, who maintained that the 

excavations in Mesopotamia conclusively displayed that ancient Israel was "clearly 

"G. Smith, Assyrian Discoveries (New York: Scribner, 1876); idem. The 
Chaldean Account of Genesis Yor]/i. Scribner, 1876). 
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connected by hundreds of threads with that of western Asia, particularly of Babylonia and 

Assyria."'^ This piece appeared one year before Delitzsch began a famous series of 

lectures in Germany that led to the so-called Babel-Bible controversies. This article had 

none of the impact that his lectures had a year later. The Smithsonian article was a survey 

of the excavations in Mesopotamia that included occasional references to biblical events. 

Delitzsch noted the "rich sources" of information that will impact Old Testament research 

and a host of other disciplines: ancient history, geography, art, archaeology, etc 

The author provided only a few details on specifics relating to Mesopotamian 

results and the biblical text. What Delitzsch offered was an excessive laundry list of 

research possibilities. He briefly stated his expectations whereby Mesopotamian 

discoveries will continue to force fundamental revisions in scholarly reconstructions of the 

Old Testament's language, grammar and lexicography. Scholarly notions on Babylonian 

religious conceptions, myths, poetry, cultic practices, manners and customs will "directly 

serve the advancement of Old Testament theology and archaeology."'^ "Discoveries in 

Mesopotamia" was bland and contributed little to informing readers to the significance of 

'^F. Delitzsch, "Discoveries in Mesopotamia," 547. 

''Ibid., 546. 

'®Ibid., 547-8. 
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Mesopotamian archaeology and the Bible. The larger ramifications of Delitzsch's 

proposals were to be revealed a year later in Berlin. 

In 1902 Delitzsch elaborated on his hypothesis regarding Mesopotamian influence 

upon biblical traditions in a series of notorious and celebrated lectures; the first was 

delivered at the German Oriental Society's annual meeting in the presence of Emperor 

Kaiser Wilhelm. The topic was an important one for the Germany Oriental Society 

German archaeologists had just begun excavating in Babylon (1899), which would be 

followed by an expedition to Asshur (1903). There was a great deal of interest by German 

Assyriologists and the German public in how former and fixture excavations could confirm 

the biblical record. Many Germans saw these excavations as a source of national pride, 

for Germany had remained on the sidelines during most of the nineteenth century 

Mesopotamian discoveries. Certainly another major reason for the German Oriental 

Society's sponsorship of Delitzsch's lectures was to acquire fiinds for German 

archaeologists excavating in Mesopotamia." 

Delitzsch was one of many German scholars, including Gunkel, Jensen, Jeremias, 
Winkler and Zimmem, who argued that major Babylonian influences could be located in 
all parts of the Bible which shaped Israelite civilization, history, literature and religion. 
These scholars, their devotees and school of thought were designated as Pan-Babylonians. 
For a brief description of this movement, see G. Barton, "Recent German Theories of 
Foreign Influences in the Bible," BW 3 (1908): 336-47. 

"H. B. Huffinon, "Babel und Bibel; The Encounter Between Babylon and the 
Bible," Michigan Quarterly Review, 22 (1983), 309-11. 
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In Delitzsch's presentations he claimed that the study of the Old Testament must 

be comprehended in the light of the evidence excavated in Mesopotamia. However, 

Delitzsch went beyond comparing parallel traditions between Babylonia and the Bible. He 

insisted that Babylon was the source for many of the Bible's cherished beliefs concerning 

humanity, mercy, charity and love; "Indeed, entire narratives of the Old Testament 

received their interpretations from Babylon."" When Israel invaded Canaan, "they 

entered a country which belonged absohitely to the domain of Babylonian civilisation 

The origins of Israelite industry, commerce, law, sacerdotal customs and "methods of 

offering sacrifices were profoundly influenced by Babylonian models . Even the 

Sabbath was a Mesopotamian invention ^ Furthermore, he believed he had located 

"Yahveh is God" in three Babylonian cuneiform tablets dating to the period of 

Hammurabi.^ 

Yet Delitzsch was not satisfied with expounding upon Babylonian influences 

concerning the Old Testament, he also felt compelled to denigrate many of the religious 

values of the Old Testament. Positive Hebrew traits and contributions seemed 

"F. Delitzsch, Babel and Bible, trans. T. J. McCormack and W. H. Carruth 
(Chicago: Open Court, 1906), 86. 

-•%id., 37. 

^'Ibid. 

^Ibid., 101. 

"Ibid., 62. 
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Babylonian, negative behavior and base practices were Israelite and should be rejected by 

Christians. He argued that the biblical notion of an exclusively Israelite god who had 

chosen the Hebrews to receive his inheritance was "a doctrine absolutely irreconcilable 

with our nobler conceptions of God Delitzsch dismissed the conception that the 

Old Testament from the "beginning to the end" was a revealed book of religion, and he 

approved of the Church's surrender of much of the Hebrew Bible's doctrine of verbal 

inspiration." 

Several of Delitzsch's remarks appeared to reflect the racial and Volkish ideologies 

that circulated among many German intellectuals in the late nineteenth and early twentieth 

centuries.'® He referred to the wife of an Assyrian king as "a princess of Aryan blood with 

blond hair Though Delitzsch, at this time, did not explicitly state that the Babylonians 

were Aryans, he did claim they were not Semitic. Moreover, in an attempt to distance 

Jesus from his Jewish origins, Delitzsch insisted that Jesus was of a mbced race descended 

from the Assyrian importation of non-Semites into the Galilee in the eighth century 

-'Ibid., 111. 

"Ibid., 92-3. 

^®See L. S. Dawidowicz, The War Agaimt the Jews: I932-I945 (New York: Holt, 
Rinehart & Winston, 1975), 23-47; D. J. Goldhagen, Hitler's Willing Executioners: 
Ordinary Germans and the Holocaust (New York: Knopf, 1996), 27-85; and J. Weiss, 
Ideology of Death (Chicago: Ivan R. Dee, 1996), 97-128 pertaining to the widespread 
anti-Semitic and pseudo-Aryan science that was endemic among German intellectuals. 

"Delitzsch, 23. 

^'Ibid., 180-1. 
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Jesus the Aryan was a common motif among German nationalists and anti-Semites, 

developed long before Delitzsch's insinuations. To reduce the anxiety of Aryan 

propagandists it was essential to separate the ethnic origins of Jesus from Judaism and 

liberate mankind from the Jewish yoke Once Jesus' Aryan background was recognized, a 

great obstacle was swept aside for the devout anti-Semite.*' Moreover, Delitzsch 

detected that: 

Many of the sayings, ideas, and actions of the Galilean Jesus unconsciously 
compel Babylonian comparisons, as, for instance, there might prove to be 
an intrinsic connection between the Babylonianism "Son of Man," by which 
term Ezekiel was usually addressed by Yahveh; and the use of exactly the 
same expression in the mouth of Jesus . ̂  

Delitzsch followed a broader agenda than his obvious desire to identify Babylonia 

as a source for biblical literature and religion. In his later writings it became clear that his 

motives were not entirely pure, mounting an unrelenting campaign to denigrate the Old 

Testament. According to Delitzsch it was a book full of "fraud and immorality, that had 

damaged the moral fibre of Christendom and should no longer be read as sacred literature 

by Christians."^' He continued to argue that Jesus was not a Jew and that there was no 

bridge at all from the Old Testament to Jesus. He further insisted that Christianity was a 

Poliakov, The Aryan Myth (New York: Meridian Books, 1974). 

'^Ibid., 181. 

"E. G. Kraeling, The Old Testament Since the Reformation (New York: Harper & 
Brothers, 1955), 150. 
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new, independent religion and not a "higher stage in the development of Judaism . 

Delitzsch's attacks went beyond his complaint that Christianity uncritically accepted and 

even depended on the Old Testament's contradictions, legends, folktales, and depictions 

of shocking human behavior According to S L. Marchand. Delitzsch's animus toward 

Judaism led him to portray the Old Testament "as a fictional product of a murderous and 

deceitfiil Jewish nation,"^' and he later held Jews responsible for Germany's defeat in 

World War I. His attacks became more representative of the world of anti-Semitism, 

rather than that of scholars." 

In Europe Delitzsch's lecture stirred up passions and produced a "storm of 

literature." The German response alone "amounted to 1350 short and 300 long 

newspaper and journal articles and 28 pamphlets."^® Even the Kaiser entered the fi-ay 

'"Ibid., 159-60 Kraeling preferred that Delitzsch's comments had not been seized 
upon by anti-Semitic agitators for "Christians have been too prone to read the terrible and 
shocking things contained in that book [Old Testament] in sort of a pious daze," 162. 

'^S. L. Marchand, Down From Olympus (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 
1996), 225. 

^J. Finkelstein argued that Delitzsch "harbored a deep antipathy to the religion of 
the Old Testament," in "Babel and Bible, A Comparative Study of the Hebrew and 
Babylonian Religious Spirit," Commentary 26 (November 1958), 433. Encyclopedia 
Judaica refers to Delitzsch's "comparative studies of Babylonian culture and the world of 
the Bible" as "not objectively scientific but blatantly anti-Semitic;" see s.v. "Delitzsch, 
Friedrich." M. T. Larsen depicted Delitzsch's last major work Die Grosse Tauschung as a 
vehement attack on the Hebrew Bible and the Jewish people. Delitzsch's claims that "he 
was simply searching for the truth and that he was not anti-Semitic . . . could no longer be 
taken seriously." M. T. Larsen, "The Babel/Bible Controversy and Its Aftermath," in 
Civilizations of the Near East, ed. J. M. Sasson, vol. I (New York: Scribner, 1995), 104. 

"Hufl&non, 316. 
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.'Vfter Delitzsch's second lecture. Emperor Wilhelm withdrew his support of the Babel-

Bible enterprise. The Kaiser had detected several disturbing elements in Delitzsch's 

claims, and he requested that Delitzsch elaborate on his theories in the company of the 

Wilhelm and his guests. After this conversation. Kaiser Wilhelm published his thoughts in 

an open letter to the president of the German Oriental Society." The Kaiser stated that 

Delitzsch had "abandoned the standpoints of the strict historian and Assyriologists, going 

into religious and theological conclusions which were quite nebulous or bold."^^ Wilhelm 

was not troubled over Delitzsch's denigration of the Jews; after all, despite his 

Kaiserjuden he was a confirmed anti-Semite The Kaiser was uneasy over Delitzsch's 

attacks on the basic theological underpirmings of the Old Testament and especially his 

attitude toward the doctrine of revelation. Kaiser Wilhelm was particularly alarmed that 

Delitzsch did not recognize that the divinity of Christ was fulfilled in the Old Testament, 

which Delitzsch had asserted "contained no revelation about him as the Messiah."^' 

Wilhelm strongly suggested that Delitzsch "proceed cautiously" and "ventilate his theses 

only in the theological books and in the circle of his colleagues. Spare us, the laymen. 

"Delitzsch, Babel and Bible, 120-4. 

"Ibid., 120. 

^*Weiss, 124-7; W. E. Mosse, "Wilhelm II and the Kaiserjuden. A Problematical 
Encounter," in Jewish Response to German Culture, eds. J. Reinharz and W. Schatzberg 
(Hanover: University Press of New England, 1985); 164-94. 

^'Delitzsch, Babel and Bible, 120. 
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and, above all, the Oriental Society, from hearing of them."^ He went on to rebuke 

Delitzsch for having "shattered or at least undermined for these people their faith. If 

Delitzsch wished to publish his ideas, he must do so in "technical reviews" and not speak 

of his or his "colleagues' theses, hypotheses and theories . . in a public lecture or 

book."^^ This condemnation forced the German Oriental Society to cancel its support of 

the lecture, and the society moved the program to another venue. 

THE CONSERVATIVE RESPONSE 

In America there was far less agitation than in Europe. Several popular magazines 

and the New York Times reported on Delitzsch's lectures. The coverage was not 

extensive nor sustained, but American writers generally rejected Delitzsch's theories. One 

case in point was the Independent. Its editors rendered the customary conservative 

defense regarding Babylonian influence on Scripture when they wrote: 

we must be careful about asserting that the culture and poetry and religion 
of Israel were borrowed from Babylonia. There is in Jewish literature so 
much that is peculiar and superior that we may quite as well suppose that 
each had its own development out of a common cradle . . . 

^id., 120-1. 

"Ibid., 122. 

'-Ibid 

'^"Bible and Babel," IND, 31 July 1902, 1852-3 Also see "Revelation in the Light 
of Assriology." For the New York Times see "German Jews Protest," NYT, 19 January 
1903, 6; "Prof Delitzsch on the Bible," NYT, 1 February 1903, 25; and "Prof Delitzsch 
Criticized," ATT, 17 April 1903, 1. 
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Though the popular press covered Pan-Babylonian theories, conservative scholars 

recognized the serious threat of Delitzsch's premises and were forced to devise a variety 

of arguments to reinforce the Bible's unique spiritual elements. Many of Delitzsch's 

assertions, especially the Babylonian origins of Yahweh and the biblical Sabbath,were 

easily refuted/" However, the main features of Delitzsch's theories reverberated through 

the scholarly world for years. 

Conservative scholars could never acquiesce to Delitzsch's allegation that biblical 

writers had appropriated religious concepts from Mesopotamian literature. To combat 

Mesopotamian connections to the Bible or even ascendancy, conservatives embraced the 

theory that divergent developments from a common source accounted for the similarities 

in biblical and Mesopotamian narratives. The Hebrews and Mesopotamians shared the 

same cultural milieu, which explained the analogous traditions. What was crucial for 

orthodox scholars was a crafted theory that proposed the existence of Babylonian and 

Hebrew literary perspectives of an earlier text. Conservatives argued that the Babylonian 

epics were polytheistic and had dramatically moved away from the primordial version, 

while the Hebrews had remained faithful to the original text, which had always been 

monotheistic and was preserved in the early chapters of Genesis. Therefore, pious 

scholars could preserve the Bible's inimitable character and diminish the Babylonian 

^J. L. Finkelstein, 431-44. 
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accounts/" The orthodox J Orr was decidedly wedded to this view It was difficult for 

Orr to comprehend 

how, from [Babylonian] legends so debased, and foreign to the whole 
genius of the Israelitish religion, could arise the noble products of a purer 
faith which we have in our Bible. ̂  

His solution was to explore other avenues in resolving the apparent connections Because 

the differences were so diverse, Orr sided with scholars who claimed that the relation 

between biblical and Babylonian narratives was one of'̂ cognatemss, rather than one of 

derivation.Accordingly he wrote that 

the Biblical stories are not late and purified versions of the Babylonian, but 
represent an independent related version, going back to a common origin 
with the Babylonian, but preserving their monotheistic character in the line 
of revelation, when the others had long sunk under the corrupting 
influences of polytheism/* 

Orr, along with other conservatives, was committed to defend the biblical narrative 

as revealed truth. The Bible expressed the highest level of ethics and morality. It was 

inconceivable that archaeological evidence discovered by excavators in Mesopotamia had 

^'This position is still endorsed by conservative scholars such as J. W Walton in 
Ancient Israelite Literature in its Cultural Context (Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 1989): 19-
42. In reference to a common creation story Walton is unable to determine whether it was 
originally polytheistic or monotheistic. Yet, any "reconstruction assumes an 'original 
account,' which is not required by the evidence," 37. 

^Orr, The Problem of the Old Testament, 408. 

^'ibid. Here Orr gave credit to Dillmann, Kittel, Hommel and Oettli. 

^Ibid. 
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proved that polytheistic Babylon had attained the same spiritual levels as those of the Old 

Testament or had influenced the Bible in any meaningful way. 

C Cobem, a conservative professor of English Bible and Philosophy of Religion at 

Allegheny College, recognized that Genesis contained much that was decidedly 

Babylonian, but he insisted that "no one believes now that the account of Creation and 

Deluge was copied from Babylonian texts. The accounts were independent and 

"expressed the widespread memory of the forefathers of the Semitic race." The Hebrew 

scribes were careful in the utilization of ancient records. Their writings were religious, 

and when they referred to Creation and Flood narratives, it was for the purpose of 

contradicting "polytheistic and non-ethical teachings 

Even S. R. Driver, certainly no conservative, was troubled by the conspicuous 

parallels between Mesopotamia and ancient Israel. Two years before Delitzsch's speech. 

Driver pondered "at what time and through what channel did the Babylonian elements 

find their way into Hebrew literature." Yet, he was certain that these myths "were not 

derived directly from any known Babylonian source."" Driver regarded any immediate 

contact as inconceivable: 

^'C. Cobem, "Archaeological Discoveries and the Old Testament," BR 3 (1918), 
30. 

'^id , 31. 

"Driver, "Hebrew Authority," 15. 
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It is incredible that the monotheistic author of Gen. 1., at whatever date he 
lived, could have borrowed any detail, however slight, from the crassly 
polytheistic epic of the conflict of Marduk and Tiamat " 

The assimilation of Babylonian literature into the Bible was a process that took centuries. 

Driver insisted that only after the "heathen elements" had been discarded and the 

Mesopotamian myths recast into "a simple, unadorned narrative of the origin of the 

world" were they capable of inclusion by the author of Genesis. Though the Babylonian 

"shape and outline survived," the spiritual meaning and religious insight were Israelite and 

transformed "in the light of revelation."'^ 

To be sure, many conservative Christians invented imaginative theories to 

disparage Babylonian influence on the contents and ideas in biblical texts. In that vein, 

A. T Clay, chairman of the Department of Semitics at Yale, expounded on a supposition 

regarding Semitic origins and Babylon. Semitic culture was a movement eastward from 

Syria and Canaan into Babylonia. This ingenious proposal permitted conservatives to 

reverse the Babel-Bible argument. Clay maintained that Semites or Amorites "moving 

eastward into Babylon carried with them not only their religion, but their traditions, such 

as their creation story, antediluvian patriarchs, deluge legends, etc."" Semitic culture was 

not dependent upon or influenced by Babylon. 

"Ibid. 

"Ibid., 16-7. 

T. Clay, Amurru: The Home of the Northern Semites (Philadelphia; Sunday 
School Times, 1909), 14. 
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Clay had reviewed the recent results of Palestinian excavations and recognized that 

these digs revealed little Babylonian culture in Palestine, but rather from the Assyrian 

occupation in the 8th and 7th centuries B.C E. Accordingly, Clay concluded from the data 

that "many extravagant statements have been made concerning the indebtedness of Israel 

and the Western Semites to Babylonia."" It was evident to Clay that the Semites who 

migrated "into Babylonia greatly influenced the culture of that land."^ Though many 

scholars will concur with Clay's analysis of Palestinian excavations, insofar as Babylonian 

influence was virtually absent from the archaeological record, no serious scholar 

contended that Babylonian culture was in some measure created by Western Semites 

migrating to Babylon. 

Clay's scenario was a pious attempt to protect sacred biblical themes. The true 

ancestral home of the Bible's cherished stories was in the west, not in Mesopotamia as 

argued by Delitzsch and other Pan-Babylonians. The influence of Babylon upon the Bible 

was virtually nonexistent." 

"Ibid., 42. 

'®Ibid. 

"In an apologetic piece for National Geographic, Clay wrote that "so many 
archaeological sidelights have been thrown upon the Old Testament that there is scarcely a 
page that has not been illuminated by them." However Clay admonished the faithful that 
while archaeological results have "substantiated the historical value of much of the Old 
Testament records," they have also produced "new historical and literary difficuhies . . . 
the traditional view of the Old Testament must be modified very considerably ..." What 
modifications must believers adopt? Clay provided only one example where tradition must 
deign to the results of modem science. He could no longer accept the biblical chronology 
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.\nother conservative Christian scholar, Kyle, professor of Biblical Theology and 

Biblical Archaeology at Xenia Theological Seminary, enthusiastically seconded Clay's 

proposal. He appreciated the usefiilness of locating the origins of Semitic culture and 

creation stories in Syria and Canaan. If the movement of Semitic culture was from west to 

east rather than east to west, then the Pan-Babylonian theories must be discarded. Never 

distant from Kyle's agenda, however, was the eradication of higher criticism. Kyle 

presumed that this new information would disturb "the critical whole discussion of the 

early portions of the Bible." Clay's Amorite theory would also indicate that the biblical 

material is older than Babylonian myths and possibly derivative of the biblical text. Kyle 

was unsure whether Clay's theory would find proper acceptance, but he contended that if 

these proposals should be adopted, the old critical views would need to be shelved and 

rewritten 

Oddly enough, the complicated and the apparent distressing relationship between 

the Bible and Babylon did not perplex A. Sayce. He argued that the biblical writers copied 

directly or indirectly Babylonian myths and eliminated all that was distinctly 

Mesopotamian and pagan. 

The Biblical writer must have had the Babylonian version [flood story] 
before him~if not in its literary form, at all events in some shape or other— 

of 5500 B.C. or 4000 B.C. of the creation! See Clay, "Pushing Back History's Horizon," 
National Geographic 29 (1916), 212-3. 

"Kyle, Deciding Voice, 115. 
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for he has deliberately excluded and implicitly contradicted the polytheistic 
elements contained in it." 

Sayce even insisted that Hebrew scribes copied Genesis 14 from Babylonian 

sources.®" These facts only enhanced Sayce's conception of the biblical text. The 

possibility that the text had been "transcribed and re-edited" numerous times and still 

preserved an accurate portrayal of the origind in Sayce's view validated the biblical 

account. Sayce believed these accurate reproductions destroyed the arguments of higher 

critics. These documents were not fictional creations but were collated from 

contemporaneous records, and carefully and consciously relieved of any and all 

polytheistic elements. Sayce did not explain in detail, however, why the faithfiil should 

regard re-edited Babylonian myths as sacred Scripture He did insist that the major 

difference between the cosmology of the Mesopotamians and the Israelites was that the 

revelation of the true nature of God appeared only to the Hebrews.®' Sayce's position 

must have been a difficuh one for his conservative followers. By insisting that the Hebrew 

scribes were scrupulous in copying Babylonian texts, Sayce inadvertently strengthened the 

case for Babylonian influence upon the Biblical record. 

''Sayce, Motruments, 49. 

®%id., 62. 

"Ibid., 112. 
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THE ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESPONSE 

Notwithstanding the conservative onslaught, the effective criticism of the Pan-

Babylonian theorists came not from faith-oriented circles but from liberal scholars who 

exposed their errors and misrepresentations. Moreover, archaeological results from 

Palestine convinced many scholars that the Babylonian case had been overstated." 

Though some interpretations based on the archaeological data from Palestine were 

contradictory, many scholars recognized that Delitzsch's claims were unfounded.®^ The 

recent excavations in Palestine exhibited sparse evidence of Babylonian material remains. 

By the twentieth century, ancient Israel was not viewed as an isolated entity 

immune from the culture, religion and philosophy of her neighbors. Biblical scholars could 

not legitimately restrict themselves to the literature of the Bible Cook insisted that "there 

is much in the institutions of the Israelites which was common to them with their 

neighbors."^ The conservative conception of the Bible in which every component was 

unique and produced by divine revelation was no longer tenable. Most mainstream 

Anglo/American scholars acknowledged that the biblical record displayed many points of 

contact with other cultures. Nevertheless, many objected to Delitzsch and his supporters' 

doctrines and interpretations. Pan-Babylonists were accused of being so enamored with 

®"Cook, The Religion of Ancient Palestine in the Second Millennium B.C. in the 
Light of Archaeology and the Inscriptions, 112-3. 

®^Luckenbill, "Excavations in Palestine," 105. 

"Cook, "Ancient Palestine," 57. 
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the wealth of Mesopotamian texts and material culture that they regarded the rest of the 

ancient Near East as simply a "Babylonian back-wash. Attempts by Pan-Babylonists to 

send Bible scholars back to Babylonia for nearly every "Hebrew belief, rite, custom and 

law" were often greeted with derision.®^ Waterman called the Babylonian theories an 

"obsession" and a "cult" whose "chief advocates" were not Old Testament scholars but 

experts in Babylonian astrology." Mitchell portrayed the Babylonian theories as an 

"optical illusion."*'* 

Many scholars were critical of the Pan-Babylonists' lack of objectivity in seeking 

Old Testament parallels in Babylonian culture. On the surface many Bible scholars' 

criticisms were not very substantial. They appear to have been little more than scholarly 

sniping. Delitzsch's opponents quickly discredited his dubious claims on textual issues 

such as the Sabbath and the Mesopotamian Yahweh, but most biblical scholars were not 

equipped to investigate whether Mesopotamia influenced ancient Israel's culture, arts, 

architectural forms, religious rituals, burial practices, and social institutions. It was only 

when the discussion moved to the archaeological evidence that Babylonian influence 

faded. 

"G. H. Richardson, "The Bible in Modem Light," 486. 

'^Ibid. 

^'Waterman, 226. 

•^MitcheU, 479. 
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In his survey of the archaeological excavations in Palestine, Lyon, who taught at 

Harvard and excavated at Samaria, noted the many "fine specimens of pottery and bronze" 

and other artifacts of Babylonian, Egyptian and Cypriote origin.®' Lyon never mentioned 

the debate regarding Babylonian influence on the ancient Israelites, but he concluded that 

the archaeological evidence from Palestine signified that the culture of Canaan was 

intertwined with many diverse peoples. The early Semites of Canaan had extensive 

relations with the Egyptians, and much of their material culture and religious ritual "were 

strongly influenced by Egypt, but much less by Babylon."'" Though Lyon recognized the 

widespread use of the Babylonian language in Canaan, the archaeological record in 

Canaan disclosed that the material culture of the area was a mixture of influences Lyon 

was not concerned with Pan-Babylonian disputes. He was interested in what Palestinian 

excavations themselves revealed. As a consequence, at no point in Lyon's survey did he 

argue that Babylonian culture dominated Canaan because it was not evident in the 

archaeological remains. 

In his early writings S. A. Cook was rather circumspect regarding Babylonian 

influence upon the Old Testament. He urged caution and requested that the 

archaeological evidence from Palestine be subjected to a meticulous analysis." Much 

^'Lyon, "Recent Excavations in Palestine," 70. 

'"Ibid., 82. 

"Cook, "Critical Notices," 374-7. 
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damage had occurred because of the unscientific use of dubious theories by amateurs such 

as Wiener and Reich. However, when Cook analyzed the archaeological data from 

Palestine in his The Religion of Ancient Palestine, he concluded that Babylonian influence 

upon Canaan and Israel was negligible. He ignored Delitzsch and so did not allude to the 

Babel-Bible altercations. Although Cook acknowledged that the language of Babylonia 

was utilized in the correspondence of Canaan, Babylonian "supremacy of the land 

belonged to the past. . He warned that the "fact Babylonian was used in Palestine . . 

. clearly does not allow sweeping inferences."^ Cook admitted that there were shared 

features in the cultures of Palestine and Babylon. Yet Canaanite and Israelite material 

remains such as altars, pillars, pottery and seals proved a distinct Palestinian development. 

Even when objects such as seals or altars could be associated with Babylon, Cook 

maintained they may "have been imported or copied from foreign originals."^* Babylonian 

parallels in the archaeological remains of Canaan for Cook were not the equivalent of 

large scale Babylonian influence upon the local inhabitants. Canaan was exposed to 

diverse cultures, and many items in the archaeological record such as seals appeared to be 

a combination of Egyptian and Babylonian motifs. Such a fusion made the problem of 

determining origins even more complex. 

"Cook, Religion of Ancient Palestine, 10. 

"Ibid., 112. 

'^Ibid., 109. 
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Cook concluded that the archaeological evidence conveyed a portrait of the 

religion of ancient Palestine that was "neither Egyptian nor Babylonian." Though foreign 

influences may have penetrated Canaan, its culture and development were distinctive. It 

was apparent to Cook that there was little data in the archaeological record supporting 

Babylonian supremacy in Canaan: "Palestine was not absorbed by Babylonian culture, still 

less by that of Egypt."" 

Luckenbill, professor of Semitic Languages at the University of Chicago, was 

unyielding concerning Pan-Babylonian theories. He granted that Babylon played a role in 

the cultural milieu of Palestine, but this was mainly in a literary capacity The Babylonian 

language and script were used as the diplomatic language of the oriental world, even 

among the Canaanite governors. Luckenbill conceded that without the benefit of 

Palestinian excavations, the Pan-Babylonian theories of Babylonian dominance "would 

have received general acceptance. Yet there were ongoing excavations in Palestine, 

and Luckenbill maintained that the archaeological evidence had invalidated Pan-

Babylonian theories He characterized the interpretations of Babylonian supremacy over 

the culture of the Canaanites and ancient Israel as unacceptable assumptions/' Luckenbill 

"Ibid., 112-3. 

'^Luckenbill, "Excavations in Palestine," 98. 

"Ibid., 32. 
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was emphatic that the archaeological record did not support centuries of Babylonian 

influence in Palestine prior to Egyptian control: 

The centuries of Babylonian influence prior to the Egyptian supremacy 
assumed by the pan-Babylonians have not left a trace in the Palestinian 
mounds thus as excavated; indeed, we have seen that there is no room for 
them/' 

Luckenbill admitted that the source of the Old Testament's flood and creation 

stories was Babylonian. To explain the appearance of these polytheistic myths in the Old 

Testament he contrived a fragile theory on how the Hebrews appropriated Babylonian 

legends. He insisted that merchants actively engaged in trade with Syria-Palestine spread 

Babylonian culture. They not only brought "Babylonian wares, but also the Babylonian 

language and script."'' Though the merchant's primary interests were trade, he was also 

the conveyor of weights and measures, law codes, seals, and Mesopotamian myths and 

legends. The Babylonian trader's activities were assuredly commercial; "nevertheless he 

was the bearer of other than material goods."*" Ascribing such a formative influence to 

merchants alone was certainly facile, but Luckenbill was on firmer ground when analyzing 

archaeological evidence. He surveyed all the major Palestinian excavations and readily 

recognized the dependence of Israelite culture and religion upon the Canaanites, not the 

''Ibid., 105. 

''Luckenbill, "On Israel's Origins,"/lyZ" 22 (1918), 33 

»°Ibid., 33-4. 
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Babylonians.Luckenbill asserted that the archaeological data had minimized the 

influence of Babylonia and contradicted "the sweeping statements about this influence 

found in almost every book dealing with Old Testament subjects."*^ In spite of the 

technical limitations of archaeological excavations in Palestine, Lukenbill made important 

contributions in the Pan-Babylonian disputations. He argued for a careful analysis of the 

archaeological record in Palestine vis-Vvis Pan Babylonian claims and finally such 

analyses debunked the scholarly myth that ancient Israel was culturally and religiously 

dependent upon Babylon alone. 

S. R. Driver had always acknowledged that Babylonian influence extended into 

Western Asia. The Tell-el-Amama letters demonstrate the use of the Babylonian language 

and script in the Late Bronze age, and some "early narratives of Genesis point 

unmistakably to Babylonia as to their source."" Nevertheless Babylon's influence "upon 

Israel has in some quarters . . been exaggerated."" Driver maintained that affinities 

between Israel and its environs in the spheres of creation myths, social customs, law codes 

and religious institutions do not detract from Israel's distinctive character. Though 

occasionally Driver's personal religious commitments surfaced in his writings, he did 

maintain that scholars could no longer hold the opinion that Israel's beliefs were 

''Luckenbill, "The Early Religion of Palestine," 296-308. 

*^uckenbill, "Excavations in Palestine," 105. 

Modem Research, 16. 

"Ibid. 
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'•determined in every detail by a direct revelation from Heaven However, religious and 

cultural convergences between Israel and its neighbors must not be "misunderstood." 

They did not detract from Israel's monotheistic religious development, which Driver 

portrayed as "that unique religious pre-eminence."*' For Driver the archaeological record 

in Palestine showed that Babylonian influence ceased "after the Hebrew occupation almost 

entirely."*^ 

Driver argued that for a century or more before the Israelite invasion, excavators 

had idemified the cultural and material remains of Egypt, Cyprus, Crete and Greece as 

preeminent in Canaan as compared to Babylon. Scarabs and other Egyptian materials 

suggested significant trade between Canaan and Egypt The pottery at Gezer and Taanach 

testified to "the art and civilization of Phoenicia, Crete, the islands of the Aegean Sea and 

Cyprus . . ."" Furthermore Driver asserted that the archaeological record signified that 

no people had more influence on Israelite culture and religious belief than the Canaanites. 

"The excavations show no trace of a break between the Canaanite and Israelite culture: 

there is no sudden change from one to the other, the transition is gradual."*' Archaeology 

confirmed in many instances where Israel had borrowed directly from Canaanite 

*'Ibid. 

*%id. 

""'Ibid., 86. 

**Ibid. 

*nbid., 87. 
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civilization. Canaanite cities, structures and walls became Israelite. Israelite religion 

absorbed Canaanite standing stones, altars, burial practices, figurines, and amulets ^ It 

was clear to Driver that the major influence on Israelite culture was Canaanite not 

Babylonian. The Babylonian connections were real "but not extensive and confined to 

externals."^' Driver's inferences were clear: archaeology had definitively differentiated 

between the cultures of Israel and Babylon. There were parallels in literary forms, but 

these were only minimally important. Recent excavations in Palestine demonstrated that 

Israel was built on the remains of Semites in Canaan, not in Babylon. 

Pan-Babylonian assertions were negated by liberal biblical scholars investigating 

archaeological remains They recognized that Delitzsch's Babel-Bible allegations were 

unsupportable. The archaeological evidence uncovered in Palestine had demolished 

Delitzsch's theories Significantly, these archaeological interpretations came mainly fi-om 

mainstream, critical biblical scholars whose deliberations were based on the archaeological 

data, rather than fi-om conservative scholars and theologians whose attacks emanated fi-om 

spiritual and religious insights. 

Franz Delitzsch's notorious Babel-Bible lectures began in 1902. The public had 

already been alerted by the popular press regarding the probability of Mesopotamian 

origins of the Bible's creation and flood narratives. The negative reaction to Delitzsch's 

'^id., 87-8. 

"Ibid., 90. 
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theories was immediate and reported by various magazines and newspapers. However 

after its initial coverage of the Delitzsch imbroglio, the press lost interest: the affair 

became the possession of scholars. The response to Delitzsch's efforts in exalting the 

religion and culture of the Babylonians, and denigrating the Old Testament and Judaism 

was often violent. Pious and mainstream scholars joined in discrediting Delitzsch and his 

followers. Though his proposals inspired debate for several years, Delitzsch made no real 

contribution to understanding the Old Testament. 

The censure by conservative scholars was predictable, for a hypothesis that denied 

God's inspiration of the book of Genesis, or any other book in the Bible for that matter, 

threatened Israel's unique character. A polytheistic Babylon could never influence the 

religious beliefs of the ancient Israelites in any acceptable way. Israelite scribes created 

Biblical narratives in the light of divine revelation and not by plagiarizing and then 

purifying Babylonian texts. 

Delitzsch's Babel-Bible theories were discredited by the arguments of liberal and 

moderate scholars and not faith-oriented academics. The lack of Mesopotamian material 

remains in the archaeological record convinced most scholars that Pan-Babylonist 

arguments had little merit. Those scholars who used archaeological evidence in studying 

the Bible in a larger context recognized that Delitzsch and his supporters' interpretations 

were imprecise and misplaced. The material culture of Canaan showed little evidence of 

Babylonian influence. Canaan was opened to many influences; however, the 

archaeological record could not support a dominant Babylonian culture in Palestine. 
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The Bible was an attractive topic, but apart from the Gezer dig reports relating to 

ongoing excavations in Palestine rarely appeared infrequently in the popular press. The 

few stories published regarding archaeology and the Bible were about the Sellin-

Watzinger expedition at Jericho. The overriding attraction of R. C. Long's "Walls of 

Jericho"®^ was data that could verify the existance of Rehab, Joshua's army, trumpets and 

destroyed walls. The German excavation at Jericho was immensely important, for Long 

informed readers how Bible critics doubted that the city had ever existed. The discovery 

of the impregnable fortress allegedly confirmed of the biblical story. 

In much of the article the author described the walls, pottery assemblage, towers, 

dwellings, "cultural deposits" and other architectural features excavated by Sellin and 

Watzinger in prosaic terms, but then Long crafted more fanciful prose; 

The imagination pictures the stem warriors of Joshua sighting the fortress 
rising in the dry air of Canaan like a threatening mirage, the trepidation of 
the feebler folk at its towering peaks and overhanging bastions, the solemn 
procession of the Ark of the Covenant, the seven fearful days of waiting, 
the repeated marches round the walls, the sounding of the trumpets 
proclaiming Jericho's last day, the great cry of the expectant soldiers, and 
the sudden trembling and overthrow of the unscalable walls. For strange as 
reads to-day the Bible chronicle of Jericho, yet its main features is 
abundantly proved. Jericho was in truth a city which no warrior would 
hope to conquer without intervention from a higher power. 

'^The first page of Long's article contained a photograph of several dwellings 
uncovered at Jericho entitled "The Kind of House That Rehab Lived In," R. C. Long "The 
Walls of Jericho," World Today, April 1909, 370. 

''Ibid., 374. 



180 

This entire narrative was based on the revelation that the city of Jericho indeed had walls! 

Sellin and Watzinger's discovery of a destruction level at Jericho induced Long to argue 

that "enough has already been done to reconstruct the story of Jericho on strictly 

historical lines. On the whole, the reconstruction will follow closely the Old Testament 

picture."'^ In point of fact. Long s article contained interesting information on the Jericho 

excavation pertaining to walls, dwellings, jewelry, pottery lamps, tools and furniture. 

However, it was obvious that Long s passion (and I suspect his audience's) was not over 

the intrinsic value of the material culture, but whether Joshua had indeed humbled the 

inhabitants of Jericho by the sound of his trumpets. 

It must be acknowledged that the readers of popular magazines were not interested 

in lengthy, detailed depiaions of Jericho's rubble walls, clay brick structures and mundane 

relics. Undeniably, magazine editors were assuredly aware of the public's Bible 

predispositions. The importance of the Jericho excavation for most people was what it 

could verify about the biblical record. 

At first glance Scientific American s brief report on Jericho appeared to be 

sensationalizing the excavation: 

Few excavations have evoked wider interest among the general public than 
those which have been carried out on the supposed site of the ancient city 

'^Ibid., 376. 
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of Jericho—that city whose walls, according to the Biblical story, fell so 
miraculously before the trumpet blasts and shouts of Joshua's army.'' 

However the general tenor of this short article was moderate in its analysis and 

avoided the sensationalizing and romantic tendencies found in other popular accounts. 

The author, H. Shepstone, did report that a breach in the fortifications found by the 

German excavators indicated "that an attacking army must have penetrated here 

sometime." yet Shepstone did not immediately pronounce that they had verified Joshua's 

attack on Jericho. Unlike other publications, he cautioned his readers that although these 

walls "may have been the very ramparts that confi-onted Joshua's hosts the site of 

ancient Jericho is almost entirely a matter of conjecture . . . 

.\lthough many popular and conservative scholarly tracts often insisted that the 

possibility of evidence proved that an event had occurred. Shepstone avoided portraying 

data uncovered by the German expedition as verifying biblical events. Shepstone 

described the material uncovered: walls, dwellings, other structures and possible evidence 

of human sacrifice. With his balanced and judicious approach, Shepstone provided an 

example of how popular magazines could describe excavation results fi^om Palestine 

responsibly. 

'^H. Shepstone, "Excavations at Jericho, Palestine," Scientific American, 5 June 
1909, 420. 

'^Ibid. 
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A CALL TO DIG 

In its 1919 edition, the Smithsonian magazine published "The Opportunity for 

.\merican Archaeological Research in Palestine" by James Montgomery Montgomery 

had been the last director of ASOR in Jerusalem before World War I, had served as 

president of the organization for many years, and was an eminent Old Testament scholar 

and professor at the University of Pennsylvania. Montgomery urged the public to support 

the American effort to excavate in Palestine. Written records could be unearthed that 

"would throw immense light upon the age and authenticity of those [biblical] writings." 

The possible "discovery of stone and clay inscriptons [would] add to our knowledge 

of the Bible sometimes by direct reference to the characters and events of the Bible 

historyMontgomery also pointed out that Palestinian archaeology was more than a 

search for inscriptions to validate biblical events: 

in Palestine the archaeological remains are of value not so much in 
typifying the religion of the land which we associate with the Bible as in 
illustrating the environment out of which that religion grew and which was 
its foil and antagonist.'* 

Montgomery did not consider Palestinian archaeology as illuminating pagan 

cultures for their own merit. His view was that archaeology must propagate the final 

victory of Judaism and Christianity over their evil competitors. 

'^J Montgomery, "The Opportunity for American Archaeological Research in 
Palestine." SI, 1919, 436. 

'"Ibid., 437. 
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But only the more keenly does archaeology enable us to realize the 
triumphs which religion of the Bible achieved in overcoming its pagan and 
often debased environment. The religion of the Old Testament and then 
that of the New won out in conflict with the mighty civilizations which 
constituted their environment and whose massive ruins remain as types and 
proofs of their greatness." 

Montgomery concluded. "Palestine is covered with mounds of ancient cities identifiable as 

important in biblical history,"' and it was a particularly good time for American interests to 

•'preempt" Palestinian archaeology. ASOR was prepared to aa if properly supported."" 

He then made a bold appeal in soliciting funds claiming ASOR could promise rich rewards 

in its archaeological digs.Apparently Montgomery espoused a position that ASOR was 

ready to focus its excavations on the biblical world rather than on the archaeological one. 

Montgomery cautiously avoided the conservative mantra "archaeology proves the 

Bible. " His belief was that "archaeology brings the home of the Bible nearer to us, makes 

it real and understandable, and so becomes an interpreter of the Bible. This declaration 

does not resemble the irrational conservative pursuit which found it imperative that 

archaeology validate the biblical narrative. However, his call for American participation in 

excavating famous biblical cities and search for written records would be very popular in 

'^id., 438. 

'°°Ibid., 440. 

'"'Ibid., 441. 

'"'Ibid., 438. 
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conservative quarters. Any retrieved evidence that authenticated the Bible was welcomed 

news even if the former head of ASOR did not explicitly say so. 

The purpose of Montgomery 's article was to make a public appeal to raise funds 

for American excavations. He understood that the major excavations in Egypt and 

Mesopotamia had captured the public's imagination. Plis call to dig with American 

excavators at the behest of ASOR, with the promise of "rich rewards" and other biblical 

relics was an effort to capture the public's imagination and its money. 

The Bible was a prominent subject in popular magazines; the Bible and Palestinian 

archaeology were not. Montgomery's call to excavate Palestine in order to elucidate the 

biblical record aroused little interest in the popular press. Most of the major excavations 

were British or German. The only major excavation conducted in Palestine under 

American auspices was at Samaria. Its multi-volume report authored by Reisner. Fisher 

and Lyon appeared in 1924, nearly fourteen years after the excavators had lef\ the field.'"' 

Compared to the sensational discoveries of Egypt, Greece, Italy and Mesopotamia, 

Palestinian mounds appeared stale and uninteresting. Anyone fascinated with the progress 

of Palestinian excavations had to be diligent in his search for news, for the popular press's 

attention lay elsewhere. 

'"'G. A. Reisner, C . S. Fisher and D. G. Lyon, Harvard Excavations at Samaria, 
I908-19I0 (Cambridge; Harvard University Press, 1924). 
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NEW YORK TIMES 

From 1900-1920 the New York Times regularly featured anicles on religion and the 

Bible, but it published a limited number of stories relating to archaeology and Scripture, 

and only a few of those concerned archaeological discoveries in Palestine. Several reports 

of discoveries in Palestine appeared in the form of letters or telegrams to universities from 

the archaeologists at the sites. Other pieces were the standard and often unreliable two-

to-three-paragraph stories using sensational leads or headlines often not reflected in the 

articles themselves. The national organ whose masthead still reads "All The News That's 

Fit To Print" published articles on the Bible that were sober and analytical along with 

others that were lurid and specious. 

In several cases the Times appeared to be a vehicle for conservative scholars and 

theologians as well as for crackpot adventurers One good example of the Times 

predilection for sensationalism was an article in which C. M. Cobem, professor of Bible at 

Allegheny College, was quoted as saying "If the Turkish government ever falls into the 

hands of Christians all biblical history will be authenticated.""" Cobem had just returned 

from the Holy Land. In the Sinai, he and other archaeologists had not only discovered 

Kadesh Bamea, but "also the rock from which water sprung when Moses struck it with his 

rod."'"' What evidence led Cobem to this wondrous conclusion the Times did not say. 

"^'Light on Bible by War," NYT, 25 November 1914, 7. 

""Ibid. 
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One of the most provocative stories of the decade was the coverage of the Parker 

treasure hunt in the Dome of the Rock on the Temple Mount in Jerusalem. Parker had 

been searching for buried treasure in Jerusalem for nearly two years. In 1911 he 

attempted to dig in the cave in the mosque directly under the famous rock where Abraham 

endeavored to sacrifice his son Isaac. The pillage came to an abrupt halt when a mosque 

attendant discovered the expedition digging under the Dome in the middle of the night. 

Parker and his men made a hasty exit and managed to ignite an international incident over 

the clandestine excavation.The fact that Parker was at sea and could not be quoted 

directly for several weeks helped fijel the rumors and accusations. 

The Times published articles that speculated on whether Parker discovered the 

"Ark of the Covenant other sacred vessels," and a mysterious "manuscript which 

would set at rest all doubts concerning the resurrection of Christ.""" Other stories 

reported that Parker had escaped with various Solomonic treasures such as "an old 

manuscript of the Bible, the Crown, Ring and Sword of Solomon, and numerous other 

articles of great antiquarian value.""" In a major article covering the Parker episode, the 

Times theorized on the reports emanating fi-om Jerusalem whether it was possible that 

Parker had discovered the Ark of the Covenant or even the "golden candlestick" of the 

A. Silberman, Digging for God and Country (New York: Knopf, 1982), 
180-8. 

'°^"Fear Diggers Took Ark of the Covenant," NTT, 4 May 1911, 5. 

"""Gone with Treasure That was Solomon's," NYT, 5 May 1911, 1. 
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Temple. After consulting with R. Gottheil of Columbia University and S. Schechter of the 

Jewish Theological Seminary, the reporter concluded "it is extremely unlikely that relics of 

Solomon's Temple have been discovered.""" When Parker spoke publicly about his 

expedition, he denied that any ancient treasure from the "Holy City" had ever left 

Palestine. "All antiquities we found . . . have been left in the hands of the Turkish 

government," said Parker. There was no mention of the Ark of the Covenant or any other 

specific treasures that the Times had speculated on previously. Not surprisingly, this 

interview was a diminutive three-paragraph story inconspicuously buried in the 

newspaper."" Nevertheless, stories lingered on the pages of the NYT concerning lost 

treasures for several more days.'" 

Other dubious though intriguing stories were printed regarding Aaron's tomb;"^ 

the discovery of the Tower of Babel;"^ the mention of Eve in Babylonian myths;"^ 

evidence in a Sumerian tablet that Noah ate the apple, not Adam;"' and the astonishing 

"""Have Englishmen Found the Ark of the Covenant?" NYT, 7 May 19II, pt. 5, 1. 

"""Lef t  Finds  in  Jerusalem,"  NYT,  9 May 1911,4 .  

"'"Silent on Omar Despoiling," NYT, 8 May 1911,8; and "Mysterious Bags 
Taken from Mosque," NYT, 14 May 1911, pt. 3, 8. 

"^"Aaron's Tomb Visited by an American," NYT, 1 March 1913, pt. 5, 4. 

"^'Thinks He Found Babel," NYT, 27 April 1913, pt. 3, 3. 

"^'Pre-Semitic Story Does Mention Eve," NYT, 15 July 1914, 4. 

"'"Noah, Not Adam, Ate the Apple," ATT, 15 August 1915, pt. 6, 1. 
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discovery of a palace next to the Temple of Moses."® These incredible headlines no doubt 

captured the attention of the Times faithful; however, close examinations of the bodies of 

these stories rarely corroborated the headlines. The Temple of Moses was so called 

because "it is one Moses may have visited.""' A Sumerian figure named Tagtug was 

identified with Noah because of the similiarities in the meaning of their names. The 

Sumerian word "tug" means to repose. "From this it is easy to derive the Hebrew word 

'Noah' ." Tagtug had also disobeyed a commandment and had eaten " of the forbidden 

Quit." "* The name Noah was not found in the tablet. As for the discovery of Eve in a 

Mesopotamian myth, the scholar who had discovered part of a temptation story in an 

"early Babylonian tablet" inferred "that it is possible that a woman was concerned in the 

Temptation. 

Of course there was a more serious side of the Times. In May, 1904 the newspaper 

ran two articles on a conference of the American Bible League. The League had 

declared war on higher critics, and it was one of the few instances in which the Times 

published any information on higher criticism. Though the Times never defined higher 

"^"Discovers Ancient Palace," NYT, 22 May 1916, 5. 

'"Ibid. 

"*"Noah, Not Adam." 

'""Pre-Semitic Story." 

'^""Protestant Ministers Defend the Scriptures," NYT, 5 May 1904, 9; "Bible 
League Plans to Fight Higher Critics," ATT, 6 May 1904, 7. 
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criticism, it informed its readers of the pernicious danger posed by higher critical theories. 

In the May 5 article, speakers at the Bible League convention claimed that higher criticism 

"full of calamity," had caused a "lamentable state in the seminaries where they had to offer 

bounties" to recruit students. A speaker from the League stated that the devil was an 

advocate of higher criticism, and that if higher criticism should have continued success, 

"the great congregations of the Methodist and Presbyterian churches would be found 

eventually in the Roman Catholic Church." Major conservative scholars such as G. F. 

Wright. R. D. Wilson of Princeton and M. G. Kyle were in attendance and were all quoted 

by the Times excoriating higher criticism. Of course, the unwavering Kyle while 

discrediting higher critics interjected the "proofs" of archaeology: 

I may say that there is not a single instance in the discoveries of the 
archaeologists that contradicts the story of the Bible, while there are many 
that tally directly with the Sacred Book.'*' 

The Times also covered the last session of the conference. Once again, higher 

criticism was depicted as the ultimate evil that denied "the inspiration of the Bible" and 

caused "intellectual diflSculties."'^ The critics were the more insidious, for they had at 

their disposal millions of dollars and they had "subsidized the great publishers." The 

League resolved: 

that a crusade against the higher critic should be actively carried on 
through the selection of local secretaries to organize local auxiliaries for 

'^'"Protestant Ministers." 

'^'Bible League." 
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systemic Bible study in every town and village in the United States and 
Canada.'^ 

The League recommended that it raise $100,000 to issue "Bible reading primers 

illustrating vital questions and contradicting the critics." .\lso the League was prepared to 

publish in the future a Bible dictionary and encyclopedia in order to combat "the 

arguments and criticisms of the other side There was no evidence that the reporter of 

the piece had any inkling of the mind-numbing details of higher criticism; nevertheless, his 

readers were now aware of its deleterious consequences upon the principles of 

conservative Christianity. 

It must be acknowledged, in evaluating the Times, that the newspaper occasionally 

published less sensational articles, provided a new range of information illuminating the 

Bible, and did not just verify biblical stories and personages. Two very brief articles on 

Gezer and Beth-shemesh indicates that the Times could publish stories that were less 

exaggerated, but it appears that the policy of the Times was the reporting of discoveries 

that validated the Bible rather than information based on dry archaeological reports. 

'^Ibid. This proclamation was very similar to the purpose and testimony of The 
Fundamentals. Several members of the Bible League contributed articles to The 
Fundamentals, most notably Wright and Kyle. 

''"Ibid. 

'^'"8 Ancient Cities found," NYT, 16 September 1906, 5; and 'Tind Jewish City 
Lost 2,614 Years," NYT, 7 September 1913, pt. 3, 5. One of the archaeologists was 
quoted as believing the excavation had located the spot where the Ark of the Covenant 
may have rested, "for the surroundings correspond exactly with the description in the first 
book of Samuel..." There was also a reference to a high place that was possibly 
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When the Times reported about the ongoing excavations at Gezer and Beth-shemesh, the 

newspaper demonstrated that it could publish sensible stories. However, these articles 

were so brief, they contained very few details on the results of the excavations, or any 

information that would enlighten the reader on the legitimate role of archaeology. 

In 1910 the Times carried a major piece on Clay's Amurru. Part of the headline 

was indicative of the article: "Prof Clay's Book on the Origin of the Old Testament, a 

Revelation to Those Who Doubt." The article explained that the purpose of Clay's book 

was "to dissipate the contention of those who claim that the Bible is essentially a 

compilation of Babylonian, myths and to substantiate the Old Testament. . . The 

Times unnamed reporter delineated the struggle between higher critics and devout 

Christians, the issues encompassing Babel-Bible and Pan-Babylonian disputes. Clay was 

protrayed as one of the orthodox scholars who "attacked the critics boldly and fearlessly 

and asserts that not only is their claim untrue, but the exact opposite is true.'" He was a 

champion defender of the faithful whose Bible the critics had assailed. Clay's intention 

was to "re-establish the truth of the Old Testament..." He declared; 

The old narrative is verified . . . and its historical accuracy established 
beyond an honest doubt. Almost every page has been verified . . . and 
there is no doubt of its reliability as history. 

destroyed by Hezekiah. However what a high place was exactly was never clarified. 
Though the article stated the entire city was uncovered, it provided few details. 

'^•^'Proof That the Bible is Authentic," NYT, 9 January 1910, pt. 6, 8. 

'"Ibid. 
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Though Clay's book had no direct bearing upon the New Testament, Clay explained very 

clearly: 

If Israel's literature is to be regarded as nothing but refined and altered 
Babylonian myths, it leaves the background for the entire foundation upon 
which Christianity rests in rather a peculiar light. 

The Times reporter believed that Clay's book reconfirmed the Old Testament, which 

returned Christians to the New Testament. It was obvious that the New Testament's 

authority was indispensably linked with the Old. 

Though this article was only one page and failed to provide essential details 

concerning exactly what was higher criticism, this was still one of the Times better 

moments. The reporter was obviously sympathetic to Clay's aims; however, the story 

contained information unavailable in other popular accounts. The Times delineated the 

conservative commitment to defend the biblical record as history, and it presented the 

salient ideological features in the conservative campaign against higher criticism. Its 

clarification of several aspects concerning Pan-Babylonian theories and Mesopotamian 

myths was superior in many instances to those found in conservative writings. 

Unfortunately, this article was not the standard or benchmark for fiiture Times stories. 

The editors of the Times too often preferred the sensational and the popular rather than a 

serious investigation of biblical issues. 

'^'Ibid. 
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The major archaeological stones paramount in the pages of the Times were the 

amazing reports that creation, deluge and paradise stories had been recently deciphered 

from tablets unearthed at Nippur in the late nineteenth century. Since these stories figured 

so prominently in the Old Testament, it was appropriate that the Times devoted so much 

space to these remarkable discoveries. The articles on the decipherment of the Nippur 

tablets were among the newspaper's best coverage. The public read about Sumerian legal, 

mythological and religious texts that provided a whole new range of background 

information relating to the Old Testament. Readers were unambiguously informed that 

these flood and creation stories predated Genesis by 1500 years. These new versions were 

precursors of the biblical stories, and the "Hebrew account of the deluge was drawn from 

Sumerian."'^ Scholars had discovered Sumerian myths that included the Fall of Man and 

descriptions of Paradise.'^" In another account that appeared on page one, Stephen 

Langdon of Oxford described the Sumerian flood story as 'clearly the original of that 

preserved in the Book of Genesis.''" The Times carried a line-by-line translation of the 

recovered creation and flood stories, and a photograph of the cuneiform fragment."^ The 

Times' reporters, always unnamed, rarely speculated on what impact these momentous 

'^'Ancient Nippur Tablets Tells New Story of Deluge," NYT, 10 August 1913, pt. 
5 ,3 .  

"°"Noah, Not Adam." 

"'"Babylon Gave Bible Story to the Jews," NYT, 24 June 1914, 1. 

'""Noah, Not Adam." 
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discoveries might have on such traditional views as biblical inspiration or the uniqueness of 

Israel's message. In one article the writer wondered what would transpire if these newly 

recovered flood and creation stories were to be "accepted as truth" and the biblical 

narratives "disregarded, will it be necessary," the reporter asked, "to rewrite the Bible in 

accordance with the stories told by the tablets . . Or perhaps these versions should 

be considered "merely as myths and folklore, entertaining tales handed down from 

generation to generation, and finally embalmed in clay by a chronicler of facts embellished 

with imagination?"''* The faithful would find both of these options unacceptable. 

A major problem with the Times' coverage on this material was the previously 

mentioned misleading headlines. The names Adam, Noah and Eve were occasionally 

tossed about indiscriminately even in the body of the article. In some cases the article 

gave the impression that biblical characters had been located in Sumerian tablets, when in 

fact they had not. 

The Times' coverage concerning the Bible and archaeology was limited. It 

rarely carried any information on the results of Palestinian excavations. Several articles 

were sensational and totally specious. Often the Times used misleading headlines that 

frequently did not match the contents of the stories. However, in several circumstances, 

"'''Remarkable Tablets," ATT, 5 July 1914, pt. 5, 3. 

"*Ibid. 

"'"Pre-Semitic Story Does Mention Eve," and "Twas Noah, Not Adam, That Ate 
the Apple," 9 August 1915, 1 are good but not the only examples. 
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notably the series that covered the discovery of Sumerian creation and flood myths, the 

Times performed admirably The presentation of the material was superior to what 

appeared in any popular format. The Times avoided polemics and rarely took an 

apologetic position reflecting evangelical concerns or perspectives. Though the Times can 

be accused of over-popularization, it cannot be accused of selectivity to reflect a bias. Its 

presentation of the literature in the Nippur tablets was the best comprehensive treatment 

directed to the public. 

CONCLUSIONS 

Though the popular press disseminated a wide variety of stories and opinions on 

the Bible, the results of Palestinian archaeology aroused little attention. Egyptian and 

Mesopotamian excavations yielded spectacular material remains and numerous inscriptions 

and texts that included significant, if not startling information concerning biblical history. 

The biblical implications derived fi-om Egyptian and Mesopotamian archaeology 

guaranteed the press's and the public's rapt attention for years. Palestinian archaeology 

lacked the breathtaking architectural features and the prodigious literary remains 

discovered in Egypt and Mesopotamia. Archaeology in the Holy Land concentrated on 

tells, pottery and inscriptions. The meager results and the lack of visible monuments 

contributed to the popular press's apathy. The Bible was an important topic, and the 

press' attention was riveted on spectacular discoveries and controversial issues of faith. 

In those rare instances when the popular press covered Palestinian archaeology, 

the reporting was not consistent, and there was sparse follow-up. The press did report the 
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initial furor over the Delitzsch Babel-Bible lectures and Pan-Babylonian debates, but they 

quickly lost interest, and the controversies became a scholarly concern. More important, 

the press was unaware that scholarly analysis of Palestinian excavations had proved that 

Delitzsch's claims and his supporters' insistence that Israelite culture and religion had 

evolved from Mesopotamia were untenable. Thus a misconception was left unchallenged 

in the public arena. In the next decade, Palestinian excavations would mature in many 

ways, and Israelite ancient cities and pottery would become publicized relics for the press 

and emotional objects of veneration for the public. 
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CHAPTER FIVE 

THE TWENTIES: AN ARCHAEOLOGY OF FAITH 

INTRODUCTION 

In the 1920s biblical scholars began paying more attention to the results of 

Palestinian archaeology than in previous years. Excavations were better equipped and, 

given the state of the discipline at the time, were conducted in a more 'scientific' manner. 

Scholars were in the process of learning to organize and interpret the archaeological data 

more precisely. The results of these excavations were reported in numerous formats, 

popular and scholarly, written by archaeologists, Bible scholars, theologians and amateurs. 

Often special consideration was given to evidence that validated Scripture. 

The archaeological evidence examined by conservative Bible scholars was 

frequently geographical, historical, theological and epigraphical. and mainly fi'om 

Mesopotamia and Egypt. Their uncritical and misinformed theories fi-equently appeared in 

journals and magazines popular with theologians and the general public. It was a rare 

occurrence when conservative biblical scholars (excluding Kyle) actually referred to 

preliminary or primary reports written by the archaeologist excavating a site. The 

progress of nearly every major excavation in Palestine in the 1920s was diligently reported 

by the Bulletin of the American School of Oriental Research or the Palestine 

Exploration Quarterly, but both journals were virtually ignored by conservatives. Often 

conservatives took encouragement by quoting one another rather than consuhing primary 
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sources. Subsequently, most of these scholars were utterly incapable of any serious 

analysis or synthesis of the material remains. 

Many conservative scholars created archaeological constructs for the needs of 

Christian doctrine and faith. This task of scientifically validating the biblical record and 

denying the authority of higher criticism became a fervent crusade and an ingrained 

theological practice. Pious scholars crafted suppositions predicated upon the exalted 

nature of archaeological data. They were immune to contrary evidence or reason; they 

were at home in their spirituality, but nowhere else. Their archaeology was an 

archaeology of faith. 

RELIGION IN AMERICA DURING THE "JAZZ DECADE" 

The 1920s evoke as many varied and conflicting images as any decade in American 

history. It was a decade depicted as an era of affluence, conservatism, nascent feminism, 

gangsterism, the golden age of Hollywood and cultural frivolity It was an era in which 

President Harding called for a return to "normalcy." However, the 1920s were anything 

but normal. It was an era of the revival of the Klan, and the lingering effects of World 

War I unleashed tensions over political radicalism, immigration policies and racial discord. 

Traditional ways, morals and beliefs changed, to the consternation of many Americans.' 

'For basic general studies on the 1920s, see F. L. Allen, Only Yesterday (New 
York; Harper, 1931); J. Braeman, Change and Continuity in the Twentieth Century 
America: The 1920s (Columbus; Ohio State University Press, 1968); W. E. Leuchtenburg, 
The Perils of Prosperity (Chicago; University of Chicago Press, 1958); G. Perrett, 
America in the Twenties (New York; Simon & Schuster, 1982); and G. H. Soule, 
Prosperity Decade York: Rinehart, 1947). 
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The decade testified to a drastic change in the relationship between society and organized 

religion. American was becoming more secular. Traditional Christian doctrines were 

viewed by many social critics as a quagmire of obsolete and repressive beliefs, the last 

refuge of the ignorant .' 

On the surface, organized religion appeared to be prospering. Church affiliation 

increased from 43 percent in 1920 to 47 percent in 1927.^ Ambitious construction 

programs increased the number of religious buildings at a cost of 55 million dollars in 

1920 to 179 million in 1929, and church affiliated colleges proliferated.^ Yet even as the 

material wealth of the Church increased, religious leaders worried about the poor 

attendance in their new, elaborate temples. Religion was competing with an assortment of 

secular distractions, such as amusement parks, movies and sporting events. The 

automobile induced the faithful and sinners alike to take to the road for Sunday drives and 

family outings. More alarming was the fact that the clergy was losing status. Public 

admiration was deflected towards a wide variety of new, secular, twentieth century heros, 

such as Babe Ruth, Jack Dempsey, Charlie Chaplin, Mary Pickford, Sinclair Lewis, John 

"See especially H. L. Mencken in C. Bode, Mencken (Carbondale: Southern Illinois 
University Press, 1969); and H. L. Mencken, Heathen Days, 1890-1936 (New York: 
Knopf, 1943). 

^C. Olmstead, History of Religion in the United States (Englewood Cliffs, NJ: 
Prentice-HaU, 1960), 545. 

'Ibid. 
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Dewey, Charles Lindbergh, Sigmund Freud, H. L Mencken and Walter Lippmana, some 

being harsh critics of religion.' 

Roman Catholics reacted to the challenges of a secular society in a variety of ways. 

The Vatican scorned and condemned modernism, and its authority over the church was so 

prevalent that it could enforce unity and avoid the schisms that plagued Protestants.® 

American Catholics embraced the decade's commercialism by utiliidng radio and mass 

media. Public relation experts advised the Church. Roman Catholic leaders established 

successful administrative boards to coordinate education, press, social and legal issues, 

and youth and lay organizations. Many of its congregants were foreign bom, living in big 

cities and supportive of the labor movement. The Church responded by pushing for a 

mildly liberal social agenda in the political arena. ̂  The Catholic Church became the 

'Lippmann argued that the interest in religion had dramatically declined because 
the public was no longer sure "that they are going to meet God when they go to church." 
L. Dumenil, The Modem Temper (New York: Hill and Wang, 1995), 173. Dumenil 
asserts that Lippmann's statement "neatly summed up the spiritual uncertainly of the time 
that Lippmann attributed primarily to the expanding scientific understanding of the 
universe, scholarly analysis of the history of mankind and its religions, and the fluid 
conditions of urban industrial life." Ibid. 

•^In 1907 Pope Pius X had equated "modernism" with corruption. He also ordered 
that "all bishops and archbishops take care that in their own jurisdictions any hint or 
suggestion of modernism be rooted out, especially from the universities and seminaries." 
E. S. Gaustad. A Religious History of America (San Francisco; Harper Collins, 1990), 
259. 

^M. Marty claims that as progressivism declined and Church leaders began to 
distance themselves from the labor movement, they began to "smell socialism, especially 
when dealing with organized labor," in The Noise of Conflict, 1919-1941, vol. 2 of 
Modem American Religion (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1991), 152. 
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immigrant church for the newcomer to American society. Catholic communities were also 

oflfended by Prohibition, which they concluded was directed at them and interfered with 

their cultural use of alcohol. In the years prior to World War I, Catholicism sustained the 

greatest influx of immigrants to America. Many Protestants associated immigrants with 

crime and revolution. They identified the Catholic Church with radical labor movements, 

foreign ideologies, increased immigration and dangerous aliens, demon run and allegiance 

to the Vatican above American institutions. Nevertheless, for the most part, the Catholic 

mood was optimistic. Catholic leaders "dramatically expanded the parochial school 

system" and "increased the centralization and bureaucratization of the church and its 

institutions."* 

At the beginning of the century Eastern and Central European Jews flooded into 

the United States. Their religion and cultural background was orthodox. American 

Reform congregations, composed of highly assimilated German Jews, often judged these 

newcomers as backward and primitive. Reform Judaism argued that Judaism was an 

evolutionary and a universal faith capable of progress and reason. Eastern European Jews, 

their customs, ceremonies and rituals, were viewed as anachronism within Judaism, which 

did not further 'modem spiritual elevation!'' German Jews were generations removed 

from traditional Judaism and regarded themselves as part of the American milieu. Their 

*L. Dumenil, 176. 

' M. L. Raphael, Profiles in American Judaism (San Francisco: Harper and Row, 
1984), 17-54. 
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Russian kinsmen were ill-ciothed, poor, and clung to outdated customs which were 

jettisoned long ago by German Jews along with their European baggage. Would not their 

gentile neighbors identify them with these strange, foreign Jews? Nevenheless, the 

German Jews and their newly-arrived brethren established numerous agencies and 

organizations to provide social, legal, health, employment and educational services for 

immigrant Jews to become acculturated in American society. The massive incursion of 

Jewish immigrants in American society and their high visibility in labor unions, law. 

medicine, education, movies, and radio generated waves of anti-Semitism. Jews were 

linked with communist revolutionaries and assorted conspiracies to dominate the world. 

Because of their amazing success in education, Jews faced quotas in college admission, 

particularly at Ivy League schools. Henry Ford published a series of scurrilous attacks on 

Jews in his Dearborn Independent from 1920 to 1927. Ford embraced the infamous 

forgery, the Protocols of the Elders of Zion, and his newspaper became the leading source 

of anti-Semitic propaganda in America.'" 

Anti-Semitism was not a unifying element in the Jewish religious community. The 

1920s was the last stand for nineteenth-century Reform Judaism. The reformers' hostility, 

directed at orthodoxy and Zionism, threatened the movement's survival. Reform 

Judaism's membership would be based on the children of the immigrant Russian Jews. To 

'"By 1924, The Dearborn Independent's circulation had reached 700,000, "only 
50,000 fewer than that of the largest daily paper in the United States at that time. New 
York City's Daily News" L. Dinnerstein, Anti-Semitism in America (New York; Oxford 
University Press, 1994), 81. 
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be viable, the Reform movement would have to adapt. By the early 1930s, Reform rabbis 

had to pay more attention to tradition and Jewish ethnic feelings, and eventually the 

movement embraced Zionism. The greatest growth in Judaism during this decade was 

located in Conservative Judaism. It was a middle ground movement stressing Zionism, 

Jewish ethnicity, and moderate Jewish tradition and ritual. It appealed to European Jews 

who were searching for "a new synthesis of tradition and the modern spirit"" However, 

for many Jews eager for American acceptance, religious observance increasingly meant 

occasional synagogue attendance during high holidays. Jewish identity often became a 

form of culture and less a manifestation of religion. America offered a land filled with 

opportunity, where religious tradition could easily be relegated to secondary importance. 

The Jewish preoccupation was to survive and succeed in their new home, and for many, 

Jewish learning and religion became progressively irrelevant.'^ 

World War I served as a stimulus for a new aggressiveness among Protestant 

followers of old-time religion. They interpreted the carnage of the war as biblical 

retribution on Germany, which they regarded as being the source of both modernist 

"Raphael, 91-8. 

'^M. A. Meyer writes that the decade of the 1920s was not an exciting time for 
American religion, "not for the church or synagogue . . . Few attended services; fewer 
gave their children a serious religious education. American was more openly secular than 
ever before." M. A. Meyer, Response to Modernity (New York: Oxford University Press, 
1988), 296. 
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ideology and assaults on biblical inerrancy." The war created a threatening tribalism 

within American Protestantism.'^ Conservative Protestants were alarmed over the many 

facets of modem society in art, education, literature, movies, and music, and over the 

impact of Freudian revolutionary ideas on the meaning of sex and religion. Traditionalists 

attacked the changes of this sinful decade and zealously instituted their own world. Each 

stage along the path of modernity spawned reactionary denunciations and a revival of 

bigotry and hate for these new societal attitudes. Post-wartime tensions and revolutions 

caused a hysteria among Anglo-Saxon Protestants over immigration They imagined that 

alien Catholics and Jews were a menace to the American way of life. Protestant religious 

extremists, the backbone of the revived Ku Klux Klan, lobbied for immigration 

restriction.'^ Throughout the decade, conservative Protestant elements continued to 

defend Prohibition, long after it was recognized among many Americans that the social 

experiment was a failure. 

The increasing secularism of American society ruptured Protestant congregations 

It exacerbated the tensions between liberal Protestants, who continued to advocate a 

reconciliation of religious doctrine with the advances of a new modem society, particularly 

'^L. Dumenil, 186. 

''M. E. Marty, 16. 

"J. Higham, Strangers in the Land(^ew Brunswick: Rutgers University Press, 
1988), 264-300. 

'®Ahlstrom, 902-4. 
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with the theories of science, and conservative Protestants, who were willing to preserve 

traditional faith and assure the prominence of religion in American life. Millions of 

Protestants who repudiated the secularized culture of the 1920s and believed in the virgin 

birth, the inerrancy of Scripture, the divinity of Christ and a fiery hell for nonbelievers, 

now turned to the banner of fundamentalism to purify the religion and culture of America. 

FUNDAMENTALISM 

By 1920 conservative Protestants could no longer accommodate the modem, 

secular tendencies that had infected American society Protestant coalitions emerged to 

battle theological and societal deviation. Fundamentalism took its name from the series of 

booklets called The Fundamentals^ written between 1910 and 1915, in which conservative 

scholars and theologians united in a crusade against modernism and higher criticism. The 

controversies which divided liberals and fundamentalists covered a variety of issues within 

Christianity Yet fundamentalists responded angrily when they realized that doctrines that 

they had recognized as eternal truths were being abandoned by liberals because of 

scientific theories which produced a cancer of unbelief'^ The earlier controversies 

between Protestant conservatives and liberals had shifted. In the beginning, the dispute 

was focused on doctrinal issues, higher criticism and evolution. By 1921, the issue of 

evolution overwhelmed all others and "absorbed most of the conservatives' energy. 

Thereafter, their main effort was directed toward the passage of state laws to halt the 

•'N. F. Fumiss, 15-7 
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teaching of evolution in tax-supported schools.'"* W. B. Riley, a militant Baptist preacher 

from the First Baptist Chruch of Minneapolis and a major figure in the Fundamenalist 

movement, wrote in 1927 that 

when the Fundamentalist movement was originally formed, it was supposed 
that our particular foe was the so-called "higher criticism;" but, in the 
onward going affairs, we discovered that basal to the many forms of 
modem infidelity is the philosophy of evolution.'' 

This was not to say that fundamentalists disregarded higher criticism. Riley himself had 

searched for evidence to destroy critical theories, and found it in archaeology; 

for [a] full fif^y years every turn of the archaeological spade has proven the 
moral dishonesty and scientific inaccuracy of Bible opponents The 
persistence of these men in the face of rebuffs received from facts 
unearthed by archaeology, almost proves a predetermined infidelity 

However, there were other imponant competitors in the fundamentalists' pantheon of 

modernist ideologies besides higher criticism. In the fundamentalists' world-view, 

modernism, communism and worldly amusements were all accelerating the demise of 

civilization and not just challenging biblical truth. The issue of higher criticism was 

diminished because the Fundamentalist-Modernist controversies exacerbated long standing 

disputes within Protestant circles. Protestant denominations split over theological issues, 

and Northern and Southern Protestant congregations ruptured over self definitions "and 

'*Szasz, 107. 

"^id. 

-'*W. B. Riley, Inspiration or Evolution, 2nd ed. (Cleveland; Union Gospel Press, 
1926), 17-8. Riley's expert authority on archaeology was Price. 
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whether one were liberal or conservative."^' Few fimdamentalist leaders had the academic 

training to dispute with higher critics except on a visceral level. 

At the beginning of the century the early disputes concerning higher criticism 

involved mainly educated clergy. Now the battle was enjoined by whomever the Holy 

Spirit moved. Their fanatical beliefs prohibited fundamentalists from considering any 

doctrine of higher criticism as legitimate. The vast majority of fundamentalist leaders were 

incapable of understanding critical principles or keeping abreast with the changing views 

of higher critics. Thus they generally turned to scholars sympathetic to fundamentalist 

doctrines to engage higher critics. Furthermore, literary criticism appeared to be in a state 

of constant modification. Fundamentalists questioned why anyone should study these 

theories William Jennings Bryan characterized the fundamentalist view; 

why should the Bible, which the centuries have been unable to shake, be 
discarded for scientific works that have to be revised and corrected every 
few years''" 

Perhaps the most important element in the heightened concern of fundamentalists 

regarding the evolution controversy was that the teaching of Darwinism was more of an 

immediate threat. Fundamentalists believed that the enemies of Christianity were teaching 

doctrines in the public schools that were inimicable to Christian theology. Darwinism was 

contrary to the biblical story of creation, and Darwinism, not the theories of Wellhausen or 

-'Szasz, 106. 

^Fumiss, 22. 
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his supporters, was being taught to their children. The issues related to Darwinism were 

more urgent and not as technical as arguments related to higher criticism. Fundamentalists 

were concerned about the harmful effects of evolution on faith, morality and Christian 

civilization. Their children were exposed to atheistic heresies by thousands of teachers. 

The march to purify public education was easily understood by many fervent Christians, 

and it displaced arcane arguments over editors, fragments, glosses, textual corruptions and 

conjectural emendations.^ 

For the 1920s the crusade against higher criticism was now left to the 

fundamentalist Bible scholar and zealous amateur. .'Kn essential weapon in their arsenal 

was the spade of the archaeologist. They were convinced that the revealed nature of 

archaeological material had endorsed the word of the Lord and demolished the theories of 

higher critics. Their assertions were not based on the canons of scholarship or on any 

objective analysis of the data. The fundamentalist scholar was interested in a defense of 

faith and a means to dispatch the unfaithful. 

^Szasz insists that early scholars "have slighted the change of emphasis" in the 
Fundamentalist-Modernist debate. He also argues that the fundamentalist change in 
priorities was largely due to William Jennings Bryan's crusade against evolution. "He 
alone popularized the framework within which the evolution controversy was fought out 
in the ensuing decade," Szasz, 107-8. The Scopes trial, Bryan's death, and the national 
ridicule heaped upon fundamentalists, which destroyed much of their strength and respect 
among many Protestants, weakened the movement even before the decade ended. See 
G. M. Marsden, Fundamentalism and American Culture: The Shaping of Twentieth-
Century Evangelicalism: 1870-1925, 184-195. 
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M. G. KYLE 

The leading light of the scholary conservative movement in the 1920s was M. G. 

Kyle, the fundamentalist scholar from Xenia Theological Seminary. He continued to 

employ archaeology to defend the authenticity of the Scriptures and to impugn the 

assumptions of higher critics. Kyle toured the country speaking at Winona Bible 

Conferences which were devoted to promulgating fundamentalist doctrines throughout the 

country."^ His works rarely investigated archaeological evidence impartially Theories 

and conclusions contrary to the Bible were rejected, and evidence allegedly supporting the 

biblical narrative was revered. Whenever possible, Kyle's archaeological interpretations 

reinforced the Bible's religious elements and the woridngs of a supernatural God.^' He 

believed the intrinsic value of archaeological evidence was to check higher critics and 

renew faith in the Bible His continued insistance that not a single statement of fact in the 

Bible had been discredited by scientific archaeological research emphasized the image of 

the biblical archaeologist as a pseudo-scientist, which attracted scorn and contempt from 

other scholars. 

Throughout the decade, Kyle's views and methods never changed, and in his 

works archaeology and faith were essentially linked. Most of his archaeological "proofs" 

F. Fumiss, The Fundamentalist Controversy, 1918-1931 (New Haven; Yale 
University Press, 1954), 74. 

"Kyle's introduction in Moses and the Mortuments (Oberlin: Bibliotheca Sacra, 
1920) was dedicated to Edouard Naville, "Fellow worker in the archaeology of the word 
of God." 
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of the reliability of the Bible were not based on any credible archaeologicai evidence and 

frequently added confusion rather than clarity to his arguments. He argued that the Tel-el-

Amama letters proved that all of the Mosaic literature was written in cuneiform, because 

Babylonian cuneiform "was the official or literary language and script for Palestine."^® 

The route of the Exodus is "exactly identified"; all a believer needed was the Bible. 

Kyle insisted that Moses was a "speaking prophet," and this was in accord with the 

"archaeological conditions on Israel's career in the wilderness."^* Funhermore. Israel 

brought "from Egypt the Egyptian doctrine of the resurrection."^ 

Kyle never camouflaged his attempts to merge archaeological data with Christian 

belief Though he often conceded that there was no direct archaeological evidence for 

spiritual elements in the Bible, Kyle believed that there were many circumstantial examples 

of an archaeology of faith. However, Kyle's lack of precision only added to the overall 

confusion in his writings rather than clarifying the role of archaeology For example, Kyle 

maintained that archaeology had provided circumstantial evidence of objective revelation, 

which he defined as the moral content of the wilderness message.^" He candidly informed 

-''Ibid., 4 

"Ibid., 12. 

-'Ibid., 87 

^yle. The Problem of the Pentateuch (Oberlin: Bibliotheca Sacra, 1920), 223. 

^id., 235-72. 
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his readers that "the spade of the archaeologists" strengthens "our faith."" Archaeology's 

apologetic value could be used only occasionally, for "the needs of Christian apologetics 

change greatly from time to time."^^ However, there was no doubt of archaeology's true 

value to Christians: 

The great value of the material of archaeological research which I would 
point out is to aid in the preparation of every sermon, make more precious 
every hour of devotion, more effective every effort to save men. make us 
all more real co-laborers together with Christ. 

Kyle was one of the few zealous biblical scholars who actually excavated in 

Palestine. His approach to Palestinian archaeology was to use the biblical record as an 

excavation manual. In 1924, a joint expedition of ASOR and Xenia Theological Seminary 

headed by Albright and Kyle surveyed the Dead Sea area in search of the "Cities of the 

Plain," particularly the infamous Sodom and Gomorrah. Kyle described this adventure in 

Explorations at Sodom. The book is filled with allusions to Abraham, Lot. and erupting 

and exploding noxious gases. According to Kyle, geologists found the area "to be a 

bumed-out region of oil and asphalt."" At some time: 

when the explosion of gases took place, this stratum of salt mixed with 
sulphur was ruptured with other strata, and the salt and sulphur carried up 

"Kyle, "The Bible in its Setting," BibSac 86 (1929), 188. 

^^Ibid., 190. 

"Ibid., 191. 

"(New York: Revell, 1928). 

"Ibid., 128. 
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into the heavens red-hot, and so rained down upon Sodom and Gomorrah 
and over the whole region, exactly as the Scripture describes the rain of fire 
and brimstone fi-om heaven. 

Other convincing evidence was Albright's pottery chronology in the immediate 

area, connected to the Early Bronze Age, the time of Abraham according to Kyle. The 

verification of a "primitive Canaanite High Place"—a prerequisite for sinful behavior—also 

established the fact of the location of Sodom and Gomorrah in the light of modern 

science." This discovery was more remarkable because no city was located by the 

expedition. The site was described by Albright as "not a town" but a holy place . . to 

which people came on annual pilgrimage."^* Kyle referred to the area as a "large station 

of the period in the open air and on the surface, with a mixture of flint artifacts, potsherds, 

and objects of bronze."^' Though no cities were visible, Kyle suggested that Sodom and 

Gomorrah were submerged under the Dead Sea. Kyle regarded the Old Testament as a 

divine archaeological artifact and was incapable of considering these texts as fictional 

creations or as Canaanite folklore appropriated by later Israelite writers. He was 

searching for Sodom and Gomorrah, and he would find them. For Kyle the expedition 

'®Ibid., 129-30. 

"Ibid., 122-4. 

"Albright certainly had a positive analysis of the area. He argued that "Bab ed-
Dra was a sanctuary belonging to [the] cities of the Ghor, Sodom and Gomorrah." See 
Albright, "The Archaeological Results of an Expedition to Moab and the Dead Sea" 
BASOR 14(1924), 6-7. 

^Ibid., 125. 
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confirmed Scripture: thus he was able to state that "the great catastrophe described in the 

Bible did actually take place. 

Kyle's most important excavation was in conjunction with Albright at Tell Beit 

Mirsim, which Kyle had identified with Kiijath-Sepher. His writings on the excavation 

signified that his apologetic philosophy continued to govern his observations and data 

collection/" He insisted that the excavation validated the patriarchal era; it confirmed 

"every statement concerning the life and manners of the times. The Bible's 

"Patriarchal and Prophetic history . . is exactly that which is found in the pottery record . 

. This history is being exactly corroborated by the excavations."^^ Kiijath-Sepher 

certified "the horrid religion and morals of the Canaanites." Evidence of debased snake 

worship. High Places and sacred pillars aroused Kyle to comment on the biblical 

commandments to annihilate the inhabitants. "Who can say it was not necessary for God 

^id., 138. For more on the various theories of the Sodom narrative, see W. E. 
Rast, "Bab Edh-Dhra and the Origin of the Sodom Saga," in Archaeology and Biblical 
Interpretation, eds. L. Perdue, G. Johnson and L. Toombs (Atlanta; Knox, 1987), 185-
201; and Seters, Abraham in History and Tradition, 209-26. 

^'See Kyle, "Excavations at Kiijath Sepher," BibSac, 83 (1926): 378-402; idem, 
"Excavations at Tell Beit Mirsim," BibSac, 85 (1928): 381-408; idem, "Excavations and 
Explorations in Bible Lands,"BibSac, 87 (1930); 382-404; idem. Excavating Kirjath-
Sepher 's Ten Cities (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1934). 

^^Kyle, "Excavations at Kiijath Sepher," 400. 

^^Kyle, "Excavations at Tell Beit Mirsim," 408. 
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to clear a place in the horrible cultvire of that land and age in order to find a place to plant 

a better vine?"^ 

Tell Beit Mirsim was important, for it revolutionized Palestinian pottery 

chronology. Albright's volumes on the site still "serve as ideal ceramic textbooks for 

students of Palestinian archaeology Kyle comprehended the significance of the 

transformation regarding Albright's radical refinement and reclassification of the entire 

Pottery typology and chronology for Palestinian archaeology However, a primary 

importance of the Tell Beit Mirsim excavation for Kyle was that it produced evidence of 

the destruction of Sodom and Gomorrah.^ The excavators had discovered a house that 

Kyle referred to as the "Abrahamic house," which he believed "reflected exactly the 

sociological and political conditions implied in the story of Lot and the angels.'"*^ Kyle 

also designated one of the strata as the "Canaanite city destroyed by Othniel."^* and he 

asserted that another thin layer of debris was probably that of Kushan-Rishathaim, who 

"came to Othniel's city and besieged it and at least partly destroyed it 

"^Ibid., 406-7. 

J. King, A/ner/ca/i ̂ rc/raeo/ogy//////e Af/c/eas/(Philadelphia: ASOR, 1983), 
80; for a more critical appraisal, see ABD, s.v. "Beit Mirsim, Tell," by Dever; and 
Morrey, 69-71. 

^Kyle, Excavating Kirjath-Sepher's Ten Cities, 195 

"Ibid., 183. 

^*Kyle, "Excavations at Tell Beit Mirsim," 383. 

^^yle, "Excavations at Kiijath Sepher," 388. 
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Kyle had no real scientific method of analyzing archaeological material; he simply 

searched for the data that was applicable to the biblical record. PCs adventurous synthesis 

was not calculated to win the approval of higher critics. Many of his disputes with the 

supporters of Wellhausen were debates on oriental literary style or philological and 

spiritual issues. DupUcations and repetitions in the Pentateuch were depicted as 

•'characteristic of literature of that land and age."^ Differences in the law codes were 

indicative of the Pentateuch's development over forty years ui the desert. Moses had no 

system of referencing other tablets and scrolls, and his methods of quoting himself and 

changing the laws only reflect the "historicity of the record."" Kyle asserted that "the 

place and time and manner of Moses' death and his secret burial seem to have been known 

to Moses before hand."'^ He further postulated that it "is not at all impossible, nor 

altogether unlikely, that this account of the death and burial was written by Moses 

himself" However, "if it was written by some one later, that. . would not mitigate 

against the Mosaic authorship of the Pentateuch."" The inconsistencies that pointed to a 

muhiple redaction of the Pentateuch were not accepted as such by Kyle. These problems 

were "not contradictions or discrepancies to which attaches any discredit . "'He 

explained the diflBculties in the text as presentations of "truth" from different viewpoints: 

'"Kyle, Moses and the Monuments, 82. 

'%id., 91. 

"Kyle, The Problem of the Pentateuch, 242. 

"Ibid. 
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"The historian [Moses] and his readers have glimpses of the truth from different points on 

the circle."^'* 

Kyle often attacked the speculative nature of higher criticism, for "it produces 

theories only; men think thoughts not facts."'® Yet archaeologists "produce facts only."^ 

He briefly conceded that archaeologists do "sometimes theorize," but they are interpreting 

the results of the spade and not the critical theories of the mind. By juxtaposing "the facts 

of archaeology " and the unproven hypotheses of criticism, Kyle created a hierarchy of 

discipline; facts over thoughts. The inference was clear; no critical theory was admissible 

"until tested and attested by [archaeological] facts."" The discovery of "Cities of the 

Plain" was another illustration "to a long and ever growing list of evidences of the 

trustworthiness of ancient documents, and especially the ancient documents of Holy 

Writ."'* Destructive criticism was moving away from the trustworthiness of Scripture, 

and any theory based upon such suppositions "will come down like a house of cards."'' 

Kyle argued that the results at Kirjath-Sepher and other sites repudiated the documentary 

hypothesis and were "bringing about a strong return tide of conservatism among German 

"Ibid., 246 

"Kyle, "The Bible in its Setting," 181. 

'^Ibid., 182. 

"Ibid., 182-4. 

"Kyle, "Explorations at Sodom," 139. 

'Ibid., 141. 
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scholars generally."^ Kyle's scholarly career was predicated upon the dissolution of 

higher criticism. Even in the case of Tell Beit Mirsim, Kyle regarded the archaeological 

advancements as secondary: 

The spiritual life, piety, is the ultimate aim; but our piety rests upon a 
foundation of faith in the Word of God. There are a great many people in 
the world of this day who are exerting themselves to discredit the Bible. 
The work of the archaeologist is the only work today that gets the facts, 
and the facts are attesting the trustworthiness of the Bible. 

Kyle's biblical scholarship was predicated upon a confession of faith in the divinely 

inspired character of the biblical narrative. He believed that conservatives alone could 

divine the true meaning of a text or an archaeological artifact. Kyle never doubted for a 

moment that he was a legitimate practitioner in the science of archaeology. He strived to 

interpret the relevancy of the potsherds, strata, artifacts, architectural forms, religious 

practices, dwellings and wails. However, Kyle concocted a hermeneutical construct that 

countenanced interpreting divergent archaeological evidence and the Bible unified by 

Christian ideals of religion and faith. His archaeology led the faithful in a unique 

experience where one could meet God in the company of Moses. Kyle's brand of 

archaeology was bom in the scholarly disputes over the authorship of the Pentateuch. As 

excavations and pottery chronology became more sophisticated, Kyle and other 

conservatives embraced this emerging field of modem science to contest higher critics. 

^yle, "Excavations at Kiqath Sepher," 401. 

®'Kyle, Excavating Kirjath-Sepher's Ten Cities, 189. 
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.\rchaeology had established the truth of the Old Testament as God's revelation. Kyle had 

advanced the paradigm for conservative opposition to biblical critics. For Kyle and his ilk, 

archaeology became the foundation that attested to 'the trustworthiness of the Bible. It 

was in this context during the 1920s that the public assumed that archaeology's 

preeminent role was to validate the Bible. 

J. PETERS 

John Peters, professor of Semitics at the University of Pennsylvania, was 

responsible for organizing the first American expedition to excavate in Mesopotamia. 

Though the Nippur expedition and the subsequent translation of its tablets were not 

without controversy, Nippur was one of the largest and most instrumental tells for the 

study of Sumerian civilization.^' C. Gordon regarded Peters as "the man who catapulted 

the University of Pennsylvania into the forefront of Near Eastern centers on the world 

scene Peters authored several books on biblical history and religion.^' but his 

"Ibid. 

"J. Peters, Mippitr, or Explorations atid Adventures on the Euphrates, 1 vols. 
(New York; Putnam, 1899-1904); for the disastrous excavation methods at Nippur, see B. 
Fagan, Return to Babylon (Boston; Little, Brown, 1979), 195-210; for the Hilprecht-
Peters controversy, see C. H. Gordon, The Pennsylvania Tradition of Semitics (Atlanta: 
Scholars Press, 1986), 29-32. 

"Gordon, 9. 

^^The Early Hebrew Story (New York; Putnam, 1904); The Religion of the 
//e^revi's (Boston; Ginn, 1914). 
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archaeological account on the Bible was disappointing." Peters' book Bible and Spade 

did not provide an adequate archaeological background for the study of the Bible. Peters' 

style was conservative. He traversed the same ground covered by his predecessors, and 

his repetition of the standard conservative claims regarding the historicity of the biblical 

narrative did not add to an appreciation of archaeology's relation to the Bible. 

Peters believed that the patriarchal age was a well-defined era that contained "a 

wealth of human tradition and folklore to draw from."^' His account of the patriarchal era 

and Israel's sojourn in Egypt might have been written thirty years previously, for there 

was hardly a reference to any recent theories or discoveries. In many instances, Peters 

simply retold the Bible with the familiar, imaginary premises that "proved" some particular 

point in the biblical record. Peters saw connections among the Hyksos, Egyptian records, 

and Jacob and Joseph. The traditional tomb of Joseph located in Shechem contained 

precious items that were 

in the unmistakable style of the eighteenth Egyptian dynasty ... 
Apparently it was the tomb of an Egyptian official of high rank. While the 
exact bearing of all this may not yet be altogether plain, it shows at least 
that there lies historic truth behind the story of Joseph in the book of 
Genesis.'^* 

®^J. Peters, Bible and Spade (New York: Scribner, 1922). 

"Ibid., 10. 

^'Ibid., 28. 
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Peters surmised that the origins of the Hebrew religion, the ark and the bases of 

monotheism had "aflfinities with Egyptian ritual" and the "reformer King Amenophis IV or 

Iknaton Other well-known biblical allusions that Peters regarded as factual were 

that Amraphel was Hammurabi, which "validated" Genesis 14, and the discoveries of 

Pithom and the stela of Memeptah that "verified" the Exodus. Peters even added to the 

catalog of conservative proofs with his own speculative insights. For example, Hebrew 

origins were linked to the Armenians through their Aramean ancestors. This fact was 

clear to Peters because "it requires no great observation to determine from their physical 

characteristics and appearances that the Armenian and the Jew are very closely related to 

one another Furthermore, Jews and Armenians were not only "alike in appearance, but 

the likeness between them in mental and moral attributes has been commented upon by 

most observers."'" Astonishingly, Peters also asserted that the Sumerian language 

persisted among the Babylonians and Assyrians down to "the time of Christ, to be the 

Church language, the language in which hymns and incantations and exorcisms were 

wr i t t en .  

'^bid. 

™Ibid.. 36-7 

''Ibid.. 46 

"^Ibid., 46-7. 

''Ibid., 101-2. 
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The most bewildering features of Peters' Bible and the Spade were the lack of 

detail regarding Palestinian excavations and the absence of any essential methodological 

discussion concerning the interpretation of archaeological evidence. As for any concrete 

reflection by Peters regarding the archaeological scene in Palestine, there might just as 

well have been no excavations in Palestine. In one page Peters described the excavations 

at Beth-shemesh, Megiddo. and Taanach.^^ He simply noted that the ancient cities of 

Jericho and Shechem had been excavated. A bit more attention was given to Gezer, 

Samaria and Jerusalem. It is apparent, therefore, that Peters' interest in archaeology was 

more anecdotal than interpretative. It was clear that the author enjoyed describing his 

personal explorations in the Holy Land. On occasion his work was reminiscent of pilgrim 

diaries and journals. However, the author's stated purpose was to "find points where the 

written documents of the Bible and archaeological discoveries throw light one upon the 

other . "" In this endeavor Peters' work failed. It contained little that was new and 

original regarding archaeology's relationship to the biblical record.'® 

'•'Ibid., 186 

"Ibid., 6 

'^Though the material was similar, see J. Peters "The Present Archaeological 
Outlook in Palestine," JBL 40 (1921): 1-22. This paper was a more sober effort at 
describing the potential for excavating in Palestine. Of particular interest was Peters' 
discussion of the numerous collections of antiquities scattered throughout Jerusalem, and 
his suggestion that the items should be brought together in a small museum "properly 
arranged and catalogued." 21. 
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A. T. CLAY 

In 1922 Clay published and translated a cuneiform fragment from the Atrahasis 

Epic. This myth was very influential in biblical studies because it linked the creation of 

humanity and a deluge in the same sequence as the narrative in Genesis. The discovery of 

this fragment originating in Mesopotamia and pre-dating the biblical account by centuries 

did not weaken the veracity of the Bible according to Clay. The analogies between the 

biblical account and the Mesopotamian story were numerous and detailed; however. Clay 

explained the similarities based on his Pan-Amorite theory This Babylonian deluge story 

"which probably embraces some elements indigenous to Babylonia, was mainly an 

Amorite legend which Semites from Amurru brought with them from the West."" Clay 

argued that his textual analysis of the cuneiform fragment uncovered "a number of 

Hebrew words used in the Epic, which were not current in Babylonia: which together with 

other facts show that the story is mainly Amorite."'* 

Clay's energetic campaign in opposition to Pan-Babylonism had previously led him 

to maintain that the Gilgamesh Epic derived "largely from a Hebrew or .Amorite 

original."^' He hypothesized that civilization in Syria [Amurru] "antedated the Egyptian" 

^Clay, A Hebrew Deluge Story in Cuneiform (New Haven: Yale University Press, 
1922), 24. 

'"Ibid., 25. 

^id., 23. 
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and had a greater antiquity than the Babylonian.*" He asserted that many Sumerian gods 

evolved from the Amorite pantheon. Clay stated that the "Amorite deluge story goes 

back to a time as early as 4000 B .C."*' and that the code of Hammurabi may have come 

from Aleppo.*" Furthermore, after analyzing all the available evidence. Clay stressed that 

claims challenging the authenticity of the "patriarchs and the kings of Babylonia" were not 

credible due to the archaeological evidence uncovered recently. "In every instance in 

which archaeology has thrown light upon the subject," Clay insisted we are dealing with 

real historical characters." 

Nearly all Clay's arguments were based on philology and comparative religion, his 

analysis would not appeal to serious scholars. As one might expect; however, the tract 

was celebrated by conservatives as confirming biblical traditions, and his speculations 

found their way into many fundamentalist volumes attacking literary critics." 

'Ibid., 28. 

"Ibid., 32. 

"Ibid., 47, 

"Ibid., 54. 

"For praise of Clay's work, see "More Proof on the Right Side," The Bible 
Champion 29 (1923); 75-6. The article "rejoiced in the appearance" of Clay's book. 
Clay's discoveries had demonstrated "that the Old Testament narratives are not 
mythological, nor the inventions of writers of fiction, but are real history. Thus every new 
find in archaeology seems to confirm our faith in the old World of God." 
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E. NAVILLE 

Conservatives did not limit archaeology's dominion to the interpretations of 

material culture because nearly all of these scholars were ill-equipped to render any 

scientifically valid interpretations of the results of most excavations. Thus it was 

customary to include the decipherment and interpretation of cuneiform and hieroglyphic 

documents as credible archaeological discoveries. It was within that context that Naville 

wrote The Higher Criticism in Relation to the Pentateuch, a desperate attempt to defend 

the historicity of the Pentateuchal stories.*' .\s previously mentioned, Naville was 

considered one of the premier Egyptologists of his time. ICs discovery of Pithom was 

often cited by conservatives as substantiating the biblical record, and this established his 

reputation as a major biblical scholar in the eyes of conservative Christians.*® However, he 

was neither an accomplished biblical scholar nor an Assyriologist. Naville insisted that it 

was not necessary to acquire a facility in the Hebrew language or grammar to investigate 

the Pentateuch or dispute the results of critics. He believed that "arguments drawn fi^om 

language were only secondary" and that philological studies had led scholars "astray."*^ 

He asserted that scholars had then recognized the faulty reconstruction of Genesis by the 

"(Edinburgh; Clark, 1923). 

*®Naville, The Store-City of Pithom and the Route of the Exodus. 

"Ibid., x. 
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critics. They were returning to "sound historical principles, which are independent of 

language."" Naville presented archaeology as the definite approach to biblical studies. 

Much of The Higher Criticism was based on Naville's previous work Archaeology 

of the Old Testament. He repeated his previous claims that Moses wrote the Pentateuch 

in the Babylonian language on cuneiform tablets. Ezra later translated the tablets into 

Aramaic, which were only subsequently translated into Hebrew about 200 B.C.E.*' 

Naville continued to maintain that Aramaic was the "literary language of Canaan"; 

however, in his new work he issued a challenge to literary critics to show him 

one single Hebrew text written in the Canaanite character which should 
really be the Hebrew of Judah, a text which should be neither Samaritan 
nor Moabite, nor yet a mere inscription upon an aqueduct.^ 

Naville ruled out the Siloam Inscription, for it was "an unexceptionable witness to the use 

of Hebrew as a literary language." When compared to the enormous literature of the 

Jews of Egypt, the six lines of a tunnel inscription cannot be considered decisive evidence 

"of what was the language of the sacred books."" 

"Ibid., x-xi. Naville's ignorant and dogmatic pronouncements personified the 
conservative and unscholarly babble that higher critics contemptuously referred to as 
shoddy scholarship. See Naville's complaints pertaining to scholars who question his 
competency, 8. 

'nbid., 97-110. 

'"Ibid., 105-6. 

"Ibid., 108. 
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Naville also tackled the question of Deuteronomy. He simplified the questions 

regarding the unity, diversity, origin and redaction of Deuteronomy by ignoring them. To 

discount the hypothesis that much of the book of Deuteronomy was an invention of 

Hilkiah, or at least heavily edited by the priest and his followers. Naville claimed that 

Solomon possibly deposited Deuteronomy in the Temple following the "custom common 

among both Egyptians and the Assyrians." Furthermore he could personally attest to this 

practice, for Naville had "discovered such deposits in the middle of a hall or under a 

passage slab" during his excavations.'" 

Naville would not be fooled by the higher critic's clever manipulation of language 

for unworthy principles, therefore his denunciations of higher critics were particularly 

derogatory Higher criticism was designated as "77ie Destructive School. . . . 

Destruction is the only aspect of their work . Higher critics were not occupied in 

any serious scholarly endeavor but were engrossed in "a philological game, practiced 

largely in certain universities Naville regarded the entire enterprise of "Higher 

Criticism as almost blasphemy," and portrayed its advocates as condescending, self-

righteous scholars who believed that they 'alone are in possession of the truth.''' 

'^Ibid., 130 

''Ibid., 4. 

'"Ibid., 5. 

"Ibid., 6. 
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However plausible his thesis may have seemed in the 1920s, Naville was 

appallingly ignorant concerning the archaeological developments in Palestine. In fact he 

rarely alludes to Palestinian archaeology.'® He attempted to create a synthesis which arose 

in a faith-oriented epistemological context based on questionable analogies. Naville's 

historical exegesis was not historical but theological. History was secondary. Naville's 

research design was to ridicule the methods and accomplishments of higher criticism and 

the integrity of higher critics. His primary mission was to protect his theological beliefs 

based on his fiindamemalist reading of the text. Naville's ludicrous theories regarding the 

Hebrew language were designed to supply the faithful with a reverent and uncomplicated 

picture of the development of the Pentateuch; hence, they were unscholarly and irrelevant. 

Serious scholars understood the conservative agenda, drew the appropriate conclusions 

and rejected apologetic interpretations of the biblical narrative. 

'^See Naville's "The Historical Method in the Study of the Old Testament," PTR 
22 (1924); 353-76. Here Naville's historical method did not include Palestinian 
archaeology. He again insisted that it was not necessary to be versed in the Hebrew 
language to study the Old Testament, and that higher criticism was a theory of 
dismemberment that had collapsed. Naville argued the Bible clearly states that Moses was 
the author of the Pentateuch; thus, Naville saw "no reason why we should not accept that 
assertion as true," 359. 
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I. M. PRICE 

By 1925 Palestinian excavations were more advanced and managed in a more 

systematic manner than in preceding years. Archaeologists and Bible scholars were 

attempting to process archaeological material more precisely. Any history or 

archaeological commentary of the Bible should have included some observations on the 

development in the practice of archaeology in Palestine. Biblical scholars who wrote on 

this topic should have been able to comment on the importance of basic ceramic 

chronology, to explain archaeological theory and techniques to the uninitiated, to relate 

the importance of cultural remains to religious ritual and socialization, and finally, to 

advance feasible connections from the archaeological data to the text. Many of the 

commentaries and popular books concerning archaeology and the Bible were far from 

attaining these ideals. Much of the material in these works did not legitimately examine 

archaeological results, it concentrated more on history, geography or the decipherment of 

hieroglyphic and cuneiform texts. More often than analyzing the archaeological data, 

these works devoted chapters to an exegesis of the biblical text. I. M. Price's The 

Monuments and the Old Testament was emblematic of this genre.'' The superficiality of 

the work is puzzling. Price was a professor of Semitic Languages and Literature at the 

University of Chicago, an institution known for its harsh criticism of conservatives who 

failed to use archaeological results critically. 

'^(Boston; Judson), 1925. 
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Price's work was, in the main, dependent upon Mesopotamian and Egyptian 

written records which made the book surprisingly antiquated. He did not use the language 

of conservatives, nor were his theories pervaded by a religious spirit. However, his results 

were thoroughly aligned with conservative scholarship. He referred his readers to a 

number of excavations in Palestine, but there is no evidence that Price synthesized this 

information in his own work.'* Other than listing sites, archaeologists, and succinct details 

of the excavations, the author did not convey an adequate understanding of archaeology. 

In many instances he simply listed the objects uncovered at an excavation accompanied by 

useless interpretive or contextual explanations. For example, he wrote of the Gezer 

material that "the many hundreds of articles, utensils, weapons and other archaeological 

remains were ancient."^ At Megiddo, wrote Price, the excavators discovered 

the remains of a large palace built of stone. Pottery, flint, bronze, stone 
household articles, an Astarte, and Egyptian scarabs of the Twelfth dynasty 
located this stratum about 2000-1800 B.C.'°° 

The excavators at Taanach "opened traces of four strata, the lowest. . placed at about 

2500 B.C." Price also mentioned the discovery of four cuneiform tablets and "pottery of 

the Philistine and Cypriote patterns.'""' The Jericho excavation was described in more 

details than other sites, but still in less than a page! Price explained that Jericho "seems to 

'"Ibid., 90-9. 

''Ibid., 92. 

'°®Ibid., 94. 

'"'Ibid. 
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have been bumed about 1300-1200 B.C.-near the date of the Hebrew conquest," but he 

offered no commentary on this remarkable disclosure."*^ When Price described the Tell el-

Hesi excavation, he did not even note Petrie's revolutionary development of pottery 

chronology' 

Price judged nearly all the biblical text as accurate. All the old conservative 

assertions about the historicity of the biblical text are reproduced in Price's Monuments. 

Early Genesis legends and myths were authentic and originated with the Hebrews and not 

from the Babylonians."'^ Genesis 14 could no longer be considered as "mythical or 

prehistoric.'""^ For Price many of the exploits of Abraham and Sarah were in full 

accordance with historic reality.None of the details of the Joseph story were 

problematic As for the Exodus, Price wrote that "far from doubting the Egyptian 

sojourn of the Hebrews, the Biblical narrative preserves an Egyptian coloring, . an 

Egyptian background, and reflects Egyptian customs and maimers. And so it goes. 

'°^Ibid., 95. 

'°'Ibid., 90. 

""Ibid., 129-30. 

'"'Ibid., 150. 

'°®Ibid., 168-72. 

'"'Ibid., 173-83. 

'"Ibid., 192. 
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By and large Price was not concerned with higher criticism; however. Price 

maintained that our assumptions of Moses and his sources "must be materially modified." 

Moses was dependent upon laws extant orally and written "'more than a thousand years 

before his day." Thus higher critical theories "of the origin of the laws ascribed to Moses 

locating them in the ninth, eighth, and seventh centuries . . must not only be modified, 

but in some cases, entirely rejected."'"' 

Though Price eschewed exegesis in which eternal light emanated from every page 

of Scripture, he nevertheless imitated the conservative interpretations of the data. 

Frequently, Price utilized archaeology to establish contrived connections to the biblical 

text and rarely analyzed the evidence dispassionately. Price was highly selective in 

choosing his data. Most facts that proffered a contrary opinion were absent from Price's 

work. The author failed to investigate excavations in Palestine critically. In the end, like 

so many other conservative volumes. Price's Monuments did not corroborate the biblical 

narrative, he just recycled the old standard arguments. In all probability. The Momtments 

and the Old Testament was not a work serious scholars would consult concerning 

archaeological issues and the Bible. There was little to leam from this book. 

"»Ibid.,217 
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R. D. WILSON 

Another example of the disproportionate reliance on inscriptions when evaluating 

archaeological data was R. D. Wilson's A Scientific Investigation of the Old Testament. 

Wilson was a professor of Old Testament at the Princeton Theological Seminary and a 

prominent fundamentalist who insisted that the Bible was infallible; 

I seek . . to show that, so far as anyone knows, the Old Testament can be 
and is just what the authors claimed it to be, and what the Christ and New 
Testament writers thought it to be."' 

Wilson's Scientific Investigations was an anachronism. His "scientific" 

examination of the Old Testament was a purely literary analysis. There was no attempt at 

a systematic inquiry into what types of archaeological material could genuinely illustrate 

Wilson's premises. Thus, Wilson could state authoritatively that "the discovery of Pithom 

""(Philadelphia: Sunday School Times, 1926). 

"'Ibid., 5. The Princeton Theological Seminary provided important intellectual 
leadership in the fundamentalist movement. Princeton faculty had developed a scholarly 
rationale for a theory of biblical inerrancy embraced by nearly all fiondamentalist groups. 
However, in the 1920s, voices for accommodation of a more moderate, inclusive and 
enlightened evangelicalism at the Seminary precipitated a schism among the faculty. This 
led to a split within the Seminary. Several members of the faculty including Wilson 
resigned fi^om the Seminary and founded the Westminster Theological Seminary in 
Philadelphia. Three years later the supporters of the new Seminary "established their own 
denomination under the name of Presbyterian Church of America." See J. C. Vander 
Stelt, Philosophy and Scripture: A Stucfy in Old Princeton and Westminster Theology 
(Mareton, N. J.: Mack, 1978), 46-7; Rogers and McKim, The Authority atjd 
Interpretation of the Bible, 362-8; and M. E. Marty, The Noise of Conflict, 1919-1941, 
176-84. 
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and Rameses had established forever the firm foundation of the account of the Exodus.""^ 

Many of Wilson "s "archaeological sources" were the theologically biased works written by 

Clay, Naville, Reich and Sayce; other sources appeared to have been written in the late 

nineteenth and early twentieth centuries. He does not cite one excavation in Palestine. 

Wilson's methodology may have been acceptable twenty years previously, but for 1926 

this investigation was hopelessly out of date. By 1926 not a single individual in Genesis 

had been discovered in any other record. There had been no archaeological materials 

directly connected with the patriarchs or Moses, and there was cenainly no reliable 

patriarchal or Mosaic chronology. Wilson's aim in his inquiry was to put the onus upon 

critics to provide evidence that various elements of the Pentateuch were false. Therefore, 

Wilson argued in favor of the historical character of Genesis 14 by maintaining; 

Not one item of evidence in the way of time, place, logic, psychology, 
language, or customs, has been produced against the truthworthiness of the 
document. The prima facie evidence is supported by circumstantial 
evidence."^ 

Wilson's methodology was a license to validate the entire Old Testament because he 

maintained that a 'document is to be presumed to be what it purports to be until it shall be 

proven that it is not. thus the Bible is self-authenticating.""^ This hypothesis encouraged 

Wilson to assert that 

"^WUson, 173 

"'Ibid., 22. 

"'Ibid., 23. 
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the chronicler is more likely to have been right and to have told the truth, 
especially about the records which he used, than any man to-day. The 
testimony of the chronicler cannot be overthrown by the opinion of anyone 
now living.'" 

Whenever doubts arose over the trustworthiness of portions of the biblical record, 

Wilson appealed to the authority of Scripture. Any critic who challenged the Mosaic 

authorship of the book of Leviticus, for example, must 

prove either that there is no Jehovah, or that He carmot address or speak to 
man. or that there was no Moses or Aaron, or that Jehovah did not speak 
to Moses, or that there were no children of Israel at that time, or that the 
laws were not given at Sinai."® 

Also any critic who challenged the biblical account of miracles, prophecies and revelations 

of God were unacquainted with ancient history. The ancient records are replete with such 

references, and only a "deist or an atheist will deny their possibility.""' As for Christians, 

they 

will believe that the probability of their occurrence is involved in the 
mission of Jesus, the Word made flesh, through whom God in these latter 
days hath spoken unto us as in old times He spake through the prophets."* 

Wilson had no coherent method or theory to examine the historicity of the events 

recorded in the Pentateuch. His scientific method was philological and theological. Often 

he applied theological solutions that were designed to proflfer definitive answers to 

'"Ibid., 190. 

"%id., 24. 

"'Ibid., 183. 

"»Ibid. 



235 

controversial textual issues."' Wilson's explanations lacked substance, and his passion for 

a theological perspective was an egregious distortion for a purportedly "scientific" 

investigation of the Old Testament. 

H. M. DU BOSE 

The task of establishing the Mosaic authorship of the Pentateuch was of utmost 

importance for conservative scholars. In their minds, if the historicity of the Bible's 

account of ancient Israel was unreliable, then the foundation of Christian faith may 

likewise be suspect. The pious Christian found himself impelled to bear witness and to 

expand the truth of the authenticity of Israel's early history Throughout the 1920s there 

was a never-ending stream of new articles and books to defend the faith and to attack 

higher critics. Bishop H. M. Du Bose. a fundamentalist and Methodist clergyman, wrote 

several pieces defending Moses' authorship of the Pentateuch and the light shed on the 

historical nature of the Patriarchs by the excavation at Shechem. Despite the apologetic 

character of Du Bose's writings, he was able to publish two sensational articles in the New 

York Times. Du Bose insisted that the Bible's literature was "sufficient in itself to 

establish the claims of tradition."'-' The public had "grown weary of the constant 

'"Ibid., 184. For critics who would challenge the authorship of Isaiah and the date 
of Daniel, Wilson countered; "Oh, mortal man, canst thou bind the cords of Orion, or set a 
bound to the wisdom and foreknowledge of the Almighty?" 

'^°H. M. Du Bose, 'Proof of Bible Story Sought," 4 April 1926, pt. 8, 16; and 
"Bible Tales Verified by Ruins of Shechem," 22 August 1926, pt. 8, 14. 

'^'H. M. Du Bose, "A Constructive Bible Science," BR 10 (1925), 491. 
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obtrusion of controversial forms of Bible discussion. "'" Critical theories representing the 

•'old scholasticism and newly revived subjectivism have been weighed in the balances and 

found wanting. " Du Bose envisioned a new age for "critical thought." Validation of the 

biblical narrative would now be conveyed by the Bible itself, which would "furnish the 

solution of its own problems."'^ This exacting application was designated by Du Bose as 

"the principle of self-interpretation."'-^ 

Du Bose asserted that Moses had ample opportunity for writing Genesis at 

Midian.'-^ Though he provided little evidence, Du Bose argued that archaeologists had 

established the fact that cuneiform libraries existed in the Sinai Peninsula. The libraries "of 

Midian and Kadesh opened to Moses the important cosmological systems and legal 

codes of Babylon, 'popular science' and 'common law' . It was here that Genesis 

was "written amid the records and literatures of that ancient world Du Bose 

reasoned that migratory and commercial avenues had created close ties between Babylon 

and Midian. Under such conditions "literary patronage was a matter of course. "'"* The 

'^Ibid., 492. 

'^Ibid. 

'-••Ibid., 494, 

'"Ibid., 495. 

'-®Ibid., 496. 

'^^Ibid. 

'"Ibid., 497. 
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library of Assurbanipal at Nineveh, which "contained works on history, ethics, science, 

religion and linguistics is to a degree illuminative of the library situation in Midian in the 

time of Moses. Du Bose pointed out that the early chapters of Genesis contain 

numerous Babylonian words and idioms. Thus, he reasoned, a major portion of the book 

was written in Midian where Babylonian sources from Nippur and Ur were accessible. 

Additionally, Moses, in his preparation to be Pharaoh, was likely trained in the literature of 

the Egyptians. He had forty years in Midian to create a synthesis from Egyptian and 

Babylonian sources. 

Of course, Du Bose considered the higher critics' theories to be destructive and 

absurd. It was clear that "the old 'source' hypothesis has gone into wreck and can 

never again be articulated into life."'^' For those skeptics who would choose "technical 

scholarship" over 'Mosaic authorship," the Bishop issued this caveat: "If they will not 

hear Moses and the prophets, they will not receive the testimony of One who raised 

Himself from the dead .'"^^ 

Conservatives, like Du Bose continually insisted that archaeology had 

authenticated some thesis or confirmed some biblical tradition when it had not. Du Bose 

had identified the excavation at Shechem as a useful witness "to the truth of Scripture" 

'^id. 

"°Ibid., 496-8, 

'"Ibid., 506. 

'"Ibid., 494. 
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and primeval monotheism.""" Du Bose evidently believed that the Shechem excavation 

had ciariiied a host of theological and historical controversies pertaining to the Pentateuch. 

Sellin's Shechem excavation was praised by Du Bose for the discovery 'of fine temple and 

palace foundations, a defense wall. and the fundaments of a tower and gate of 

astonishing strength and goodliness . . Du Bose claimed that in these ruins at 

Shechem lay "a monotheistic consciousness reaching back to the archons so confidently 

and distinctly affirmed of by the Scriptures . . . The Shechem excavations affirmed 

Semitic unity and the integrity of a primeval Semitic tradition [of 
monotheism], involving the truth and clarity of Genesis stories and the 
historical basis of the patriarchal toledoths or genealogies.'^ 

'"H. M. Du Bose, 'Shechem and Primeval Monotheism," BR 12 (1927), 172. 

'"Ibid., 174. For Sellin's publications on Shechem, see E. Sellin, "Die 
Ausgrabung von Sichem," ZDPV49 (1926); 229-36, 304-20; idem, "Die Ausgrabung von 
Sichem," ZDPV50 (1927): 205-11. 265-73, idem, "Die Masseben des el Berit im 
Sichem." ZDPV5 \ (1928); 119-23, idem and H. Steckeweh, "Sichem," ZDPV6^ (1941); 
1-20. On the excavation Albright wrote that "owing to the employment by both Sellin and 
Welter of the trench system, it is not yet possible to form a clear idea of the stratification, 
or of the relation between the strata inside the walls and the city walls themselves," in 
Archaeology of Palestine and the Bible, 55-6; Moorey noted that the "excavation team 
was riven by differences of personality. Trenching was ill-judged, recording was deficient 
and, as no account was taken of Albright's improvements in ceramic analysis and dating, 
an unusable archaeological chronology was produced fi'om this important site . . the 
absence of any proper publication by Sellin (whose records were destroyed by bombing in 
Berlin in 1943) left everything to be resolved by new excavations from 1956," 66. Also 
see, G. E. Wright, Shechem, the Biography of a Biblical City (New York; McGraw Hill, 
1965), 33-4. 

'"Ibid. 

'^®Ibid., 175; Du Bose was involved in securing fimds for the excavation; see 
Wright, 23. 
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Du Bose intimated that revelation and "Bible science" were somehow connected 

from the results of Shechem.'^^ Abraham's migrations into Canaan, Jacob's stay in 

Shechem, "the Garden of Eden, the fall, the deluge and the genealogies of the patriarchs" 

were all somehow verified by the excavation at Shechem.'^' The discovery of cuneiform 

tablets at Shechem inspired Du Bose to augur "that some such tablets, directly relating to 

Jacob or Abraham, repose somewhere in the vast remaining heaps of Shechem. I can 

scarcely question."'^' Jacob's personality "grows more distinct in the light of the 

uncoverings at Shechem."'^ Du Bose weaved the familiar Genesis legends and stories 

among Shechem's stones, tablets, fortresses, and pottery. Thus Du Bose enhanced the 

impression that Jacob's well, Joseph's tomb, the rape of Dinah, and various adventures of 

Abraham had been historically established, when in fact they had not, and could not.'^' 

All archaeological data was referenced to the Bible whether it was warranted or 

not. Pavement stones were dated to the patriarchal era; hence the excavations validated 

that Abraham and Jacob walked in the very area."^ Du Bose was not interested in nor did 

he have the ability to present a more accurate and detailed synthesis of the archaeological 

•"Ibid., 176-7. 

'^"Ibid., 182-3 

'^'Du Bose, "Shechem and the Historicity of Jacob," 5/? (1928), 529. 

'^id., 531. 

"'Ibid., 528-48. 

'"Ibid., 541-2. 
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evidence and the biblical text. His uncritical and ever fenciful pronouncements regarding 

the connections between the excavations at Shechem and the biblical record were typical 

of the conservative struggle to prove the Bible which contaminated popular literature with 

misinformation for years. 

C. L. WOOLLEY 

Woolley was an internationally recognized archaeologist. He was primarily known 

for his excavation at ancient Ur, and he was another conservative scholar whose impulse 

was to search the Bible for parallels and relationships with Mesopotamia. His unabashed 

support of the biblical record must have embarrassed critical Bible scholars. Many aspects 

of Woolley's excavation at Ur were described in his writings with such phrases as "a 

private house at Ur in the time of Abraham," or the "private houses of Abraham's date."'*' 

Woolley fully expected "the name of Abraham at any moment" to appear "upon some 

monument The results of the excavation at Ur indicated to Woolley that 

Abraham was no "primitive Bedouin" but was "essentially a city-dweller who, only under 

the force of circumstances, adopted the nomad life . Woolley, who assumed the 

historicity of the biblical accounts, often provided dubious links to Abraham's early years 

'*'C. L. Woolley, Digging Up the Past (London: Ernest Benn, 1930), 75, 77. 

L. Woolley, "New Light on Abraham's Tvm&s"Menorah Journal 16 (1929), 
207. 

'^'Ibid. 
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with Ur's culture, dwellings, shrines, temples and tombs.He believed that the 

excavations at Ur clarified ancient Hebrew traditions and rituals, and he never doubted 

that Abraham was a real historic character who lived at Ur. 

Altogether the life of such a man as Abraham at Ur in the twentieth century 
B .C .E. was the sophisticated life of an urban dweller and, in trying to fill in 
the background of the Genesis story, we must make allowances for 
antecedents very dififerent from those of the Bedouin tent-dwellers. From 
the beginning, Hebrew customs and beliefs were colored and informed by 
the traditions of a very old and a very artificial non-Semitic civilization. To 
most people this picture of the elaborate conditions of domestic life at Ur 
will come as a surprise and must seriously afifect their conception of the 
patriarch. But it is important to realize it, for otherwise it is impossible to 
understand how inherited ideas and practices were developed and modified 
by the Hebrews in the course of their later history. Even the prehistoric 
tombs of Ur, though they be fifteen hundred years older than Abraham, are 
yet of interest to the biblical student because the civilization which they 
illustrate does lie ultimately at the root of Hebrew growth."^ 

Many of Woolley's illustrations of Patriarchal life and customs that he perceived in 

the debris at Ur were more representative of fantasy than history. There are many 

examples in Woolley's writings where he weaved and fused the adventures of Abraham 

with his excavations at Ur. Yet there was no evidence fi"om any scholar that conclusively 

established that Abraham was a person, a clan, epic hero, or just the creation of an evil 

redactor. Woolley's positive statements concerning Ur as the home of Abraham in his 

'^He also imagined that "it would not be even fanciful to hold that Jacob's dream 
was based on tales he had been told of the ziggurat of Ur," ibid., 209. 

'"Ibid., 212. 

'^*See especially Abraham, Recent Discoveries and Hebrew Origins (London; 
Faber, 1936). 
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popular works may have appealed to the public, but an examination of these claims 

demonstrated that WooUey's Abraham was based on vaporous evidence. Consequently, 

Wooiley wrote numerous articles and books filled with uncritical assumptions about the 

personal details of the patriarch Abraham that masqueraded as historical reality 

Because of WooUey's reputation as an archaeologist, many claims were made by 

conservative scholars that archaeology had verified a biblical figure, such as Abraham, or 

substantiated some tradition, when in fact it had not. Conservatives overwhelmingly 

believed that archaeology was in a position to certify that various biblical and literary 

problems had been solved. Actually, archaeology has seldom if ever authenticated any 

specific Pentateuchal narrative or destroyed any higher critical theory 

Regardless of the ambiguous and uncertain nature of the archaeological evidence, 

conservatives were not disenchanted. Their archaeology was the archaeology of 

revelation and inspiration—the archaeology of faith. Their task was to create a research 

design that searched for data to afBrm Scripture and disparage higher critics. They viewed 

themselves as the guardians of the biblical text. Though conservative arguments and 

rhetoric could be majestic and serene, enhancing the Old Testament's splendor, they were 

irrelevant in investigating the Bible impartially, and their use of archaeology was little 

more than proof-texting. 

HIGHER CRITICISM 

The conservative infatuation with biblical antiquities in the effort to substantiate 

the history of Abraham or a Mosaic cuneiform law code created a cult of archaeology. Its 
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advocates argued that archaeology was a scientific endeavor whose objectivity and 

conclusions were vastly superior vis a vis the results of higher criticism."' Supporters of 

archaeology's assured resuhs rarely discussed the disagreements among prominent 

archaeologists and biblical scholars over interpretations. Few conservatives admitted that 

archaeological interpretation was a complicated inquiry pursued by imperfect scholars. 

However, conservatives portrayed the practitioners of the literary analysis of the Bible as 

handicapped, for they were obligated to develop their suppositions in a speculative manner 

comprised of philological conjectures."" Conservatives who used archaeology as an 

antidote to higher criticisms only occasionally alluded to an individual Bible critic. They 

preferred to portray these scholars in a negative light and view them much like medieval 

magicians.Conservatives often maintained that no scholar was worthy of undertaking 

an investigation of the Holy Writ until there was some acknowledgment of hs divine 

qualities and its inerrant nature. Moreover, when difBcuh textual inconsistencies surfaced, 

it was not uncommon for the pious scholar to appeal to the authority and truth of Jesus 

and the Apostles over the analysis of the higher critic."^ 

'•''Kyle, "The Bible in its Setting," 181-4. 

''"Naville, The Higher Criticism in Relation to the Pentateuch. 

'''In an article written by Wilson, "The Textual Criticism of the Old Testament," 
PTR 27 (1929): 36-59, the author never referred to any higher critic by name! He 
preferred the term "radical critics." 

'"See Wilson's -<4 Scientific Investigation of the Old Testament, 214. Here the 
author equates scholars who challenge the "judgment of the Church with respect to the 
Bible" as the "hosts of the infidel ." 
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Some conservatives may have had a passing acquaintance with new critical 

theories, but more often than not their analyses were limited to name-calling and 

uninspired cliche's such as "destructive criticism,and "the inquisitional method of 

criticism Perhaps criticism had developed too precipitously, and faith-oriented 

scholars encountered theories they could not comprehend. By disdaining the progress in 

biblical criticism, conservatives were incapable of developing meticulous arguments to 

counter higher critics and thus repeated time-honored, but inaccurate, allegations, like the 

notion that higher criticism had been entirely discredited and over-turned by 

archaeological results.'" Conceivably, some traditionalists might have concluded that a 

rigorous study of critical theories could undermine their faith, that it might require pious 

scholars to adjust their cherished ideals. Nevertheless, conservative animus burned hotly 

for the higher critic. The Pentateuch was the battleground between higher critics and 

conservatives. Pious scholars were serious in routing their foes, and archaeology was a 

prominent weaoon in destroying biblical criticism. 

Liberal scholars appreciated the fact that may facets of the documentary 

hypotheses had been subjected to negative evaluations and reassessments. Higher critics 

had not solved the numerous textual problems. Many textual irregularities defied 

'"Kyle, Explorations at Sodom, 139. 

"^Wilson, A Scientific Investigation of the Old Testament, 20. 

'"See Kyle's writings, especially Moses and the Motruments and "The Bible In Its 
Setting." 
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satisfactory results. Too often textual analysis was carried to such extremes as to produce 

a myriad of fragments and editors. Some scholars even postulated that with the requisite 

ingenuity it was feasible to categorize more such documents.^'*' Yet most biblical scholars 

agreed that Wellhausen's hypothesis was in need of revision. This encouraged 

conservatives to imagine that the documentary hypothesis was cnmibling and being 

abandoned, not just being revised. The liveliness of the situation can be seen in the 

comments of G. Holscher. a professor of Old Testament at Bonn and Heidelberg, who 

stated that "of the work of Wellhausen and his school hardly one stone remains upon 

another."'" Likewise, H. Gressman. professor of Old Testament at the University of Kiel, 

declared that "in our field we need not more but less literary-critical research. The higher 

criticism has generally exhausted the problems which it could and had to solve."'" A. C. 

Welch, professor of Hebrew and Old Testament at New CoUege in Edinburgh, wrote in a 

less drastic tone; 

I would not, however, have you suppose that in my judgment the whole 
critical theory is on the point of disappearing from Old Testament study 

'''See Barton, "The Present State of Old Testament Studies," in Haverford 
Symposium on Archaeology and the Bible, ed. E. Grant (New Haven: ASOR, 1938), 47-
78; G. H. Box, "Some Recent Contributions to Old Testament Studies," COR 100 
(1925): 288-329; Clements, 2-30; J. Muilenburg, "Old Testament Scholarship," JBi? 28 
(1960): 173-81; C. R. North, "Pentateuchal Criticism," in The Old Testament and Modem 
Studies, ed. H. H. Rowley (Oxford: Clarendon, 1951) 48-83; R. N. Whybray, The Making 
of the Pentateuch (SheflBeld: JSOT, 1987). 

'^^orth, "Pentateuchal Criticism," 48. 

'"Hahn, 27-8. 
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what seems sure is that the hypothesis can only be accepted with grave and 
fundamental modifications 

Several creative approaches in disjointing the documentary hypothesis had already 

appeared before the 1920s. B. Baentsch, professor of Old Testament at the University of 

Jena, had located seven major sources in P which contained secondary and third-level 

sources, combined with redactors and secondary redactors.'®" O. Procksch, professor of 

Old Testament at Erlanger, located several sources in E, and R. Smend. professor of Old 

Testament of the University Gottingen. identified several authors in the J source.'®' One 

scholar called these analytical results reductio ad absiirdum. 

In the 1920s, the uncertainty related to the composition of the Pentateuch 

continued. O. Eissfeldt. professor of the Old Testament at the University of Halle, 

believed that the J document was dependent upon earlier strata that he classified as L (lay 

source), which was representative of nomadic elements in Israel.'®^ J. Morgenstem, 

professor of Bible at Hebrew Union College in Cincinnati, believed he had identified one 

"'A. C. Welch, "On the Present Position of the Old Testament Criticism," 
Expositor 25 (1923), 368. Welch appeared to be resigned in the whole matter of higher 
criticism when he wrote "in its [documentary hypothesis] broad features and, especially, in 
its guiding principles the critical theory is there for good or ill, or rather for good and ill," 
369. 

'®North, 56. 

'"Whybray, 31. 

'®^orth, 56. 

'"O. Eissfeldt, Hexatench-Synopse (Darmstadt; Wissenschaftliche 
Buchgeseilschaft, 1978). 
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of the oldest documents in the Bible, which he designated as K, or the Kenite document. 

It personified Moses and his relationship with the Kenites.'" E. Sellin. the archaeologist 

who excavated at Taanach, Jericho and Shechem, asserted that E was written during the 

reign of King Solomon.A. C. Welch dated Deuteronomy much earlier than the Josiah 

reform. The primitive nature of portions of the book of Deuteronomy convinced Welch 

that parts of the law code originated during the rise of the Northern Kingdom.'^ R. H. 

Kennett. professor of Hebrew at Cambridge, contended that Deuteronomy was Exilic, that 

E dated to 650 B.C.E. and that J was written as a counter to the Josiah reform.'" The 

confusion in these results was undeniable. The documentary analysis was carried to such 

extremes that the entire hypothesis disintegrated into innumerable fi-agments and authors. 

Such discordant results produced discontent among serious scholars. Some were 

apprehensive as to whether any scholar could apply the application of literary analysis to 

the text and reconstruct a sane theory of the origin and evolution of the Pentateuch. 

The inconsistencies and alterations demonstrated that the documentary hypothesis was less 

stable than previously envisioned. 

'"J. Morgenstem, "The Oldest Document of the Hexateuch," HUCA 4 (1927); 1-
138 

'®'E. Sellin, Introduction to the Old Testament (Nashville: Abingdon Press, 1968). 

'®®A. C. Welch, The Code of Deuteronomy (London: Clark, 1924). 

H. Kennett, Deuteronomy and the Decalogue (Cambridge: University Press, 
1920); idem. Old Testament Essays (Cambridge: University Press, 1928). 

'^'Welch, "On the Present Position of the Old Testament Criticism," 368-9. 
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The atomization of the Old Testament and the discrepant chronologies of the four 

sources discouraged some higher critics and probably invigorated many conservatives. 

Higher critics had engaged in excesses in attempting to dissect every passage in the Old 

Testament. Some arbitrary theories and artificially contrived suppositions had been 

created in efforts to adjust and modify Welihausen's hypothesis. Nevertheless, 

modifications aside, Welihausen's source analysis remained essentially intact. No new 

acceptable theory arose to replace the documentary hypothesis. Despite the angst in 

higher criticism, few scholars were advocating a return to the traditional formulation of 

the Mosaic authorship of the Pentateuch as the fundamentalists would have liked. Barton 

spoke for many critical scholars when he wrote: 

In spite of the natural desire of deeply religious scholars to reestablish 
belief in the tradition that Moses wrote the Pentateuch, the facts on which 
the documentary hypothesis rests are so incontrovertible that they carry 
conviction to the mind of all candid persons who really examine them.'®' 

It was clear to the majority of mainstream scholars that the basic tenants of Wellhausen 

and the logic of textual criticism were still valid. 

CONCLUSIONS 

Dogmatic religious faith encouraged many conservatives to armunciate that 

archaeology had placed the biblical text back on the pedestal from which higher criticism 

had removed it. Accordingly, the methods and conclusions of higher critics must be 

drastically revised and harmonized with the unambiguous verdict of the spade. Pious 

'^'Barton, "The Present State of Old Testament Studies," 48. 
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scholars maintained that archaeology was more objective and scientific than the hazardous 

results of biblical higher critics. Conservatives were often ready to insist that 

archaeological material had confirmed the Old Testament, but they seldom considered 

archaeology's real significance. Their analysis of archaeology intruded itself into every 

biblical subject. Higher critical theories on history, exegesis and comparative religion 

were not to be regarded as valid without the confirmation of archaeological data as 

interpreted by conservative scholars. They crafted archaeological paradigms that fortified 

Christian needs, and they ignored contrary evidence. Several conservatives wrote 

tirelessly concerning inspiration and revelation and fabricated an archaeology of faith. On 

the whole, pious scholars were incapable of scrutinizing the archaeological data 

dispassionately or scientifically. There was little effort to design a systematic examination 

into what types of archaeological evidence could conceivably illuminate conservative 

assumptions. Moreover, they often restated older views without seriously consulting new 

archaeological evidence from Palestine. 

The Pentateuch was the most prominent section of the Bible for conservatives and 

higher critics. It contained exceptional difficulties for traditional believers and serious 

scholars alike. Still conservatives argued that archaeology had solved the pressing 

questions of the historicity of the patriarchs and the Mosaic authorship of the Pentateuch. 

Yet this was false. Pronouncements and discoveries that promised much turned out to be 

barren. Monuments had not corroborated the Pentateuch. Throughout the early twentieth 

century there was no convincing archaeological evidence for conservative claims. 
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Patriarchal history and Mosaic authorship were assumptions based on the biblical text and 

theological creeds, not on archaeology. 

Many conservative Bible scholars supported the fundamentalist movement through 

their "scholarship." Some lectured at fundamentalist conferences and contributed to 

fundamentalist publications. They produced the scholastic ammunition for the vehement 

opponents of higher criticism. However, in the 1920s evolution overshadowed the 

fundamentalist concern regarding higher criticism. Darwinism created disbelief and 

threatened the cornerstone of Christianity as teachers dispensed the devil's poison in the 

public schools. Higher critical arguments were confusing and vague and did not generate 

the urgency that evolution did. Many flmdamentalists believed the fight against higher 

criticism belonged to sympathetic Bible experts. 

During the 1920s Wellhausen's literary-critical analysis was revised and 

supplemented by numerous critical suppositions that appeared to dismember the biblical 

text. New creative source inquiries severed the text into countless fragments, composed 

by unknown editors, with conflicting dates. Some critics pondered whether these ill-

defined documents were simply a large mass of divergent fi-agments weaved together by 

an unknown genius. If so, could they even refer to the literary units of the Old Testamem 

as documents at all? Conservatives exaggerated the pessimism in higher criticism and 

were ready to rejoice in its demise. Conservative exegesis was based on faith and 

dogmatic principles and was not formulated to interpret all the evidence and nuances 

present in the biblical text. 
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The divergent views of critics, the inadequacy of several of their assumptions and 

the complications imposed by the style of the biblical text did not negate the whole 

process of higher criticism as conservatives claimed. Though scholars expressed a certain 

skepticism at some of the confident conclusions of Wellhausen, higher criticism's 

contributions were not to be regarded as an aberration of scholarly pretensions to be 

swept aside. Conservatives had not convinced literary critics that they should return to 

blind belief in tradition and pious scholarship that stressed the eternal light streaming fi-om 

every page of the Scripture. The basic strength of literary analysis was that it was 

accountable to constant critical evaluation. Higher criticism would always subject the 

biblical text to a rigorous examination to ascertain the origins, authorship and dates of this 

body of literature. Most conservatives could accept only those critical principles that did 

not or could not lead to any contradictions of their Christian doctrines. Their inquiries 

were not scholarship, and often resembled fantasy where anything was possible and 

obstacles were easily cast aside. They were resolute in their convictions, and no other 

belief bumed more brightly than their faith in the accuracy of the Bible and their belief that 

archaeoligcal excavation would supply the proof that the Bible was both theologically and 

historically reliable. 



252 

CHAPTER SIX 

SCHOLARLY ADVANCES IN ARCHAEOLOGY AND 

THE POPULAR PRESS DURING THE TWENTIES 

INTRODUCTION 

Excavations in Palestine in the 1920s represented a dramatic increase in activity 

and sophistication when contrasted to archaeology's early attempts at reinvigorating 

biblical history However, archaeological remains were still fragmentary, and reports were 

diflBcult to obtain and discern. The changing nature of archaeology obliged serious biblical 

scholars to evaluate data that was frequently beyond their expertise. Many authors were 

incapable of describing the relevance of archaeological data with any confidence. Still, 

several scholars called for a broadening in methodology for a comprehensive 

understanding of the Bible. A pure literary analysis of the biblical narrative would not be 

sufficient. Scholarly handbooks free from religious bias were published, and they 

frequently indicated that there was a variety of scholarly interpretations of archaeological 

evidence. Despite contributing important new information, archaeological research and 

interpretation did not solve all problems. Often excavations raised new questions and 

accepted faas were simply scholarly constructs based on the Bible rather than what was 

tnily evident from the material culture. 

Serious scholars were critical of conservatives who believed that theology and 

archaeology were compatible. They recognized that conservative scholars had two major 
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objectives, besieging higher criticism and defending the accuracy of the Bible. Satisfactory 

scholarship was not based on confessions of faith, nor would serious scholars impose 

Christian doctrine upon the evaluation of archaeological data. 

The public was apprised of the important archaeological excavations in Palestine 

through the popular press. Ironically, conservative scholars rarely utilized popular 

magazines to publish anicles pertaining to archaeology and the Bible for purposes of 

validating the biblical record or dismissing higher critics. Sensationalizing archaeological 

data for theological purposes existed in another new surprising medium. The primary 

news source in the 1920$ that sensationalized archaeological excavations from Palestine 

was the New York Times. In this decade America's most prestigious newspaper printed 

articles which were moderate and even semi-scholarly alongside other reports that were 

totally fallacious. Many biblical scholars and archaeologists wrote articles for, or were 

extensively quoted in the Times. The newspaper frequently called on bizarre amateurs, 

conservatives and fundamentalists, such as Wilson and du Bose, to write articles on 

amazing archaeological evidence that allegedly corroborated biblical stories, personages 

and miracles. This gave the appearance that the Times was a major conduit for shoddy 

scholarship, fundamentalist theories and delirious adventurers. The decade of the 1920s 

was a conflicted era, no less so in the field of biblical archaeology and in the pages of the 

New York Times. 
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J. MORGENSTERN 

Many scholars recognized that Old Testament studies had made great advances in 

the last few decades. In an attempt to reconstruct ancient Israelite religion, 

J. Morgenstern maintained that a legitimate interpretation of the biblical text was based on 

several methods of study.' Morgenstern was a reform rabbi, a Bible scholar who had 

received his Ph.D. in Germany and served as president of Hebrew Union College for over 

25 years. Morgenstern referred to the literary analysis of the text, especially forms of oral 

transmission," and also Assyriology, archaeology and anthropology; as being essential 

tools in the investigation of the biblical text. Morgenstern made many probing and incisive 

'As facile as this premise may appear, not all serious scholars took this approach to 
heart. Compare T. J. Meek's "Some Religious Origins of the Hebrews," AJSLL 37 
(1920); 101-31; here Meek, a higher critic who was unsympathetic to conservative 
scholarship, described the origins of Israelite religion and never referred to any aspect of 
archaeology. Meek's obsessive mining of the text at the exclusion of all other disciplines 
gives credence to the accusations that some literary critics were not willing to consider 
evidence obtained outside their immediate field. In his later works Meek cautiously 
utilized archaeological data; see Meek, Hebrew Origins (New York: Harper & Brothers, 
1936); and idem, "The Next Task in Old Testament Studies," J?? 21 (1941); 398-411. 

"Gimkel's methods of form criticism attracted little notice or support fi-om 
conservatives. Gunkel's basic premise that the patriarchal narratives reached their present 
form through a process of oral composition demonstrated that early biblical stories were 
far more ancient and historically reliable than higher critics had imagined. Albright 
recognized that Gunkel's form criticism could be employed to discredit Wellhausen. He 
charged that Wellhausen "refused to recognize the antiquity of oral tradition .... Gunkel 
saw that the narratives of Genesis were a prose form of earlier poetic traditions, often 
going back to a high antiquity." Albright wrote a glowing introduction to Gunkel's The 
Legends of Genesis (New York: Schocken Books, 1964), vii-viii. Though Gunkel's 
premises were more palatable than Weilhausen's, he still accepted the basic premise of the 
documentary hypothesis, even though they contained ancient traditions, a leap most early 
conservatives could never make. 
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comments on the origins of ancient Israel. He believed the starting-point "must be the life 

which the Semitic nomad or Bedouin lives today. He was certain that Israel before its 

entrance into Palestine lived a nomadic lifestyle, "whether under an Abraham, a Joshua, or 

various tribal leaders."* Morgenstem compared Israel's early cultural, "economic 

Institutions, religious concepts and practices, social organization, and moral and ethical 

practices ... to those of the present-day Bedouins."® Of course, Morgenstem's search for 

nomadic Israel was strictly a literary pursuit in which he identified correlations between 

the biblical text and "Bedouin life, as described in Arabic literature, and in the works of 

modem travelers and observers."^ The archaeological record in 1920, which apparently 

Morgenstem did not consult for evidence of a nomadic Israel, would have not contributed 

any evidence that early Israel swept into Canaan as Bedouin invaders. Nevertheless, 

Morgenstem's prescient assumptions anticipated the more forceful debates on the 

emergence of Israel in Canaan between Alt and Albright and in their present form between 

Dever and Finkelstein.^ 

^J. Morgenstem, "The Historical Reconstmction of Hebrew Religion and 
Archaeology," JR 1 (1921), 238. 

'Ibid., 239. 

'Ibid. 

®Ibid. Morgenstem credited W. R. Smith as the pioneer in this quest. See W. R. 
Smith, Lectures on the Religion of the Semites (London; Black, 1894). 

^See Albright, "The Israelite Conquest in the Light of Archaeology," BASOR 74 
(1939): 11-23; A. Alt, Essays on Old Testament History and Religion 
(Garden City; Doubleday, 1968); on the interminable disputes between Dever and 
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Another important perception in Morgenstem's article was the recognition of the 

Canaanite religious and cultural elements in ancient Israel. He argued that nomadic Israel, 

especially the North, accepted "the whole, or practically the whole, of Canaanite 

agricultural civilization, including religion."' Morgenstem observed that Canaanite 

religion in the pre-Deuteronomistic period "became the religion of the great mass of the 

people of Israel against which the prophets protested and strove."* The influence of 

Canaanite cultic practices was located not only in the North, but was pervasive in the 

South as well. 

In contrast to the religious principles and practices approved by the 
prophets, which may well be called the prophetic religion, this religion of 
the masses, largely Canaanite in origin and character, may well be called 
folk-religion. 

According to Morgenstem, to comprehend Israelite religion, "the point of departure is 

Canaanite culture and religion."" 

Finkelstein, see the bibliographies in Dever, "Ceramics, Ethnicity, and the Question of 
Israel's Origins," BA 58 (1995): 200-13; and Finkelstein, "Ethnicity and Origin of the 
Iron I Setders in the Highlands of Canaan: Can the Real Israel Stand Up?" BA 59 (1996): 
198-212. 

'Morgenstem, 243. 

Ibid., 244. 

'"Ibid.; also see, R. Albertz, A History of Israelite Religion in the Old Testament 
Period, vol. 1. 

"Morgenstem, 244. 
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Morgenstem insisted that archaeology must be a conspicuous element in 

reconstructing Israelite religion; however, his deliberations on archaeological evidence 

were much shorter than a page. Though he thought the results to be meager, he believed 

that recent excavations should shed more light on the Canaanite religion. Unfortunately, 

the primary source for Morgenstem's reconstruction was the biblical text.'^ 

Morgenstem's perceptive insights concerning the issues of the influence of 

Canaanite religious practices upon Israelite religion and the origins of ancient Israel are 

still relevant for biblical scholars and archaeologists. However, Morgenstem's 

observations were not new. W. C. Wood had written a much fuller analysis concerning 

Israelite religion employing archaeological evidence in 1916." The true significance of 

Morgenstem's work was his call for a complete interpretation of the Bible using a veiriety 

of disciplines. Textual criticism was only a part of the interpretative process. Scholars 

must now broaden their methodology to effect a comprehensive study of the biblical text, 

and an important component of this methodology was archaeology. 

R A. S. MACALISTER 

A significant improvement in the literature pertaining to archaeology and the Bible 

was Macalister's A Century of Excavation in Palestine.^* His work was a semi-popular 

'^Ibid., 245. 

"Wood, 'The Religion of Canaan," JSZ, 35 (1916). 

"Macalister, A Centwy of Excavation in Palestine (London: Religious Tract 
Society, 1925). 
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account that surveyed the history of excavations in Palestine and described some of the 

basic techniques employed by archaeologists. This work was far superior to his frequently 

sensational Bible Side-Lights written in 1906. Macalister provided important examples of 

the process of interpreting archaeological material, free from religious bias, and without 

relating nearly every unearthed object to the biblical text. He briefly touched on pottery 

chronology, defining the history of a site, interpretation of material culture, topography 

and the importance of strata. It was evident from Macalister's book that there was a wide 

variety of scholarly interpretations of archaeological evidence and its relationship to the 

Bible. Dubious interpretations of archaeological data commonly exploited by 

conservatives did not appear in Macalister's work. The diversity of interpretations 

indicated that archaeology was still evolving and was far from being an exact science, 

despite the conservative belief that the science of archaeology sustained the entire biblical 

record." 

Macalister's salient examples demonstrated that archaeology could not solve many 

of the textual and historical problems associated with the biblical narrative. Macalister 

argued that archaeological research had contributed important information to biblical 

''Of course, Macalister's archaeological techniques were quite primitive and had 
not advanced significantly since his extremely flawed excavation at Gezer. When 
excavating in Jerusalem, begiiming in 1923, Macalister "employed the same 
methodology.. . that had been used twenty years earlier at Gezer," Davis, 103-4. 
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studies, but had also often added ''the most bewildering complications" to critical issues 

such as the Exodus and Israel's entrance into Canaan.'® 

Macalister challenged the traditional "trustworthiness" of the biblical text by 

asserting that the Israelite emergence into Canaan was far more complicated and of a 

longer duration than previously imagined. He thought that Memeptah could not have 

been the pharaoh of the Exodus, because the biblical story implies that the pharaoh 

drowned, and Memeptah's mummy was discovered in the tomb of Amon-Hotep 11.'^ The 

Pharaoh's stela was also a "severe blow to the traditional explanation of the Exodus 

narrative.'"* The appearance of Israel on Memeptah's stela proved that Israel was already 

"a settled agricultural community in Palestine," thus causing innumerable difficulties 

associating Memeptah with the biblical pharaoh." He cautioned scholars regarding the 

remarkable Ramesses IT stela located at Beth Shan, which mentions the city of 

'Rameses.Many scholars had linked the building of the city to Exodus III Since the 

reign of Memeptah immediately succeeded the great pharaoh Ramesses II, Macalister 

'^Macalister, ^ Century of Excavation in Palestine, 156-7 

"Ibid., 157. 

'%id. 

"Ibid., 158. 

•"Of course the stela says nothing concerning the building of the city; it reads, 
"'When day had broken, he made to retreat the Asiatics .... They all come bowing down 
to him, to his palace of life and satisfaction, Per-Ramses-Meri Amon-the-Great of 
Victories . . ." In J. B. Pritchard,/4A'£r3rd ed.(Princeton: Princeton University Press, 
1969), 255. 
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maintained there were difficulties reconciling the events of the Exodus with the two stelae. 

More damaging to the biblical tradition according to Macalister was the evidence 

unearthed by archaeologists that dated to the reign of Ramesses HI, who ruled years after 

the purported Exodus and the entrance into Canaan by the Israelites. Palestinian 

excavations revealed numerous fortresses erected in Canaan by Ramesses in. Therefore, 

how did escaped slaves manage to conquer Canaan and avoid Egyptian domination in the 

area?-' 

Macalister stressed that much of the data often cited as proof of biblical events, 

like the Hyksos expulsion from Egypt as representative of the Exodus, or the Amama 

letters as alluding to Joshua's invasion, were just scholarly theories and not what was truly 

evident from the evidence. The Hyksos episode and the Amama letters do not correlate 

with one another because of chronological problems. There is no similarity in details 

between the Amama letters and the book of Joshua. The Amama letters were two 

hundred years older than 'the generally received date for the Exodus."^ Furthermore, 

Macalister pointed out that "where both narratives name kings of specific towns, their 

names are quite different in the two documents."" Macalister insisted biblical links with 

-'Macalister, A Century of Excavation in Palestine, 158-9. 

-Ibid., 159. 

^Ibid. 
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the Hyksos or Amama letters would cancel any theory denoting Ramesses 11 or 

Memeptah as the pharaoh of the Exodus."^ 

Archaeology had provided a powerful stimulus to biblical studies, yet few biblical 

problems were readily solved, and excavations continually raised new questions. 

Macalister chided those who demanded that excavations verify or elucidate some 

particular biblical personality or episode. Many biblical events 

survive only in the memories of eye-witnesses and of those to whom eye
witnesses report them, by speech or by writing. Obviously no amount of 
excavation, however meticulously watched and reported, could either 
verify or amplify a narrative like this.^ 

Macalister's work was important, but there was a dark side to his own 

interpretations He developed several bizarre notions regarding the ancient inhabitants of 

Palestine: he referred to them as "sordid people" and their material culture as "sordid 

relics.""® He stated that "the native inhabitants of Palestine do not appear to have made a 

single contribution of any kind whatsoever to material civilization. It was perhaps the 

most unprogressive country on the face of the earth. Though these statements appear 

shocking coming from a distinguished Palestinian archaeologist, they reflect the racist 

ideology and the imperialistic policies of European colonial powers that were prevalent in 

''Ibid,, 159-61. 

-'Ibid., 165. 

-®Ibid., 208. 

"Ibid., 210. 
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the iate nineteenth and early twentieth centuries. European nations justified their 

shameless exploitation of native populations with racist arguments extolling the superiority 

of civilized Christian Europe."' 

Macalister introduced to the reader a realistic view of a series of problems in the 

interpretation of archaeological data. Compared to conservative tracts, Macalister's text 

was relatively free of exaggerated claims and fantasies recorded as facts. Macalister 

demonstrated that what was alleged to be archaeological proof of the biblical record was 

fi-equently someone's opinion rather than what was actually evident in the archaeological 

data itself However, Macalister's often negative and biased approach to Semitic culture 

disfigured his work and would lead astray other scholars dependent upon his 

interpretations.^ 

J. M. P. SMITH 

During the '20s several scholars took sharp exception to the unethical use of 

ar c h aeological evidence in defense of the Bible. One important study written by J. M. P. 

Smith, a biblical scholar from the University of Chicago, summarized archaeological 

evidence and its bearing on the Old Testament. Smith stated "that no subject has suffered 

"'See Silberman, "Petrie and the Founding Fathers" in Biblical Archaeology 
Today, 1990, Proceedings of the Second International Congress on Biblical 
Archaeology, eds. A. Biran and J. Aviram (Jerusalem: Israel Exploration Society, 1993), 
545-54. 

^Silberman portrayed Macalister's A History of Civilization in Palestine as a 
"high imperialist view of chosen races against the background of millennia of cultural 
stagnation." Ibid., 550. 
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more from misrepresentation than that of biblical archaeology. It has been handmaid of 

apologetics and so forced to tell conflicting stories."^ Though Smith's approach was that 

of "an interpreter of the Old Testament rather than that of an archaeologist,"" his article 

was a good example of how reliable information regarding archaeological evidence and 

the Bible should be interpreted. 

It was uncommon when scholars attempted to explain the methodology of 

archaeology, but remarkably Smith in this brief but ambitious article called "attention to 

some of the more important features of the work of excavation and discovery He 

explained to the reader that "the method of the modem excavator in Palestine is to remove 

the whole surface of the mound, or at least. . . a portion of it, and go down layer by layer 

to the bedrock"^^ (to the horror of modem archaeologists). Smith noted the relevance of 

layers, material remains, accurate measurements, record keeping, typology and 

chronology. He mentioned that valuable archaeological data included more than 

inscriptions. Ancient cultures and lifestyles as represented by "the tools, the personal 

^°J. M. P Smith, "Archaeology and the Old Testament During the First Quarter of 
the Twentieth Century," JK 6 (1926), 284. 

"Ibid., 285. 

'-Ibid., 287-8. 

"Ibid., 288. 
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ornaments, the pottery, and the objects of art" were at times "more reliable than the 

written word."^"* 

Smith made no claims that recent excavations validated patriarchal history or 

Mosaic authorship, nor did he mention revising Wellhausen's theories over the findings of 

the spade. His only reference to archaeology's impact on critical theories was positive. 

Smith argued that "the fact that the ancient walls of Jericho were found to be for the most 

part still standing" and not destroyed actually vindicated the higher "critic's judgement 

that many of the narratives of the Old Testament were written long after the events they 

record and describe had taken place."" 

Smith's analysis was sober and realistic. He acknowledged that archaeology's 

contribution "toward the understanding of Hebrew history has always been very great," 

and that excavations have "frequently" confirmed the biblical text, "but at other times the 

results have been somewhat disconcerting."^® Smith alluded to several meaningful 

examples where archaeological evidence might be essential in the interpretation of the 

biblical text. Excavations at Gezer and Taanach unearthed high-places, altars and sacred 

"Ibid. 

"Ibid., 289. In another excellent article on the progress of Old Testament 
interpretation. Smith criticized several scholars by name, including Wiener and Dahse, for 
their "efforts to defend the Mosaic authorship of the Pentateuch against the critical attack. 
The eflforts of such scholars were all to no purpose." J. M. P. Smith, "The Recent History 
of Old Testament Interpretation," J/? 6 (1926), 405. 

^Smith, "Archaeology," 284. 
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pillars, which provided important evidence regarding Canaanite religious practices, though 

Smith never indicated the possibility of these remains elucidating Israelite religion. He 

praised the Harvard excavation reports at Samaria as a model for future excavations. 

Among the impressive finds at Samaria were the palaces of "Omri and Ahab," and 

"perhaps Jeroboam II," the Samaria ostraca and the abundance of Egyptian material. Not 

only was Egyptian material located at Samaria, Beth Shan and Megiddo, there was ample 

evidence that Egyptian texts also influenced biblical literature in the books of Proverbs and 

Psalms. Smith pointed to other archaeological connections that could help scholars 

interpret the biblical text, like the discovery of the Temple of Ashtoreth at Beth Shan, the 

Megiddo seal of Jeroboam II, the Elephantine papyri, and the origins of the Semitic 

alphabet." 

Smith's brief article surveyed some of the dramatic discoveries at several relevant 

excavations. This was not an intricate, all-encompassing work, nor were there any 

sophisticated interdisciplinary research designs for further biblical study. Smith's attempts 

yielded relatively few comments on early Israelite or folk religion. He only hinted that 

Israel had emerged from an advanced Canaanite culture that had a major influence upon 

Israelite society. The actual archaeological remains from Palestine were still meager, and 

Smith was often relying on fragmentary and sometimes inaccurate archaeological reports. 

Nevertheless, Smith recognized that archaeology's role was to contribute to a better 

"Ibid., 287-98. Smith had some entertaining comments regarding the notorious 
Moses text located at Serabit-el-Khadem. 
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understanding of the text, and not in the validation of the text. Moreover, this article 

demonstrated that scholars could investigate archaeological data without imposing 

Christian dogma on their research. 

J.BAIKE 

In the 1920s popular introductions to Near Eastern archaeology and biblical 

archaeology began to appear regularly. J. Bailee's The Glamour of Near East Excavation 

was an example of this genre. In his popular account, Baike. a minister who lectured on 

Egyptology at Oxford, selected important sites in Egypt, Mesopotamia and Palestine and 

recounted their recovery through archaeology. Though archaeology in Palestine was only 

a portion of Bailee's investigations, there was good information describing archaeological 

methods and interpretations pertaining to biblical studies. He explained to the reader that 

modem excavations were not treasure hunts but 

to recreate for us the life of those long-dead days, and to show us how 
living men and women, not kings and queens and nobles only, but far more 
the common people of the time, lived, what they thought, what they hoped 
for in this life and the life to come . . ." 

Baike acknowledged that the public was enamored with spectacular tomb and 

monument discoveries, but he believed it was imperative that the reader understand that 

archaeology entailed more than the display of great museum pieces. He thus outlined 

Baike, The Glamour of Near East Excavation (London: Seeley & Service, 
1927). 

'Ibid., 21. 
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several major principles of archaeology. Modem excavations included mundane tasks 

such as cataloguing, measuring and photographing small and large items. Archaeological 

material must be related to the strata in which it was located, and the excavator must value 

all unearthed objects.^ Of course, Baike's delineations of the purpose of an excavation 

were preliminary observations in a popular book on archaeology. This work was not a 

field manual describing the precise techniques of excavation and documentation. Baike 

deserves recognition for his efforts to emphasize archaeology's commitment to 

comprehending how ancient people lived, rather than searching for impressive antiquities. 

When Baike turned to Palestinian excavations, he asserted that archaeology had 

little to add regarding "the criticism of the sacred documents either in proof or disproof of 

its results. This is not the business of archaeology at all."^' Unfortunately, Baike relied 

upon Macalister for much of his information. He gave an inordinate amount of attention 

to Macalister's excavations in Jerusalem and Gezer. Beth Shan was the only other site 

Baike described in detail. 

Occasionally Baike alluded to early biblical personages and events. The discovery 

of cultic installations in Jerusalem somehow recalled Abraham's tithing to Melchizedek 

and the patriarch's victory over Hammurabi.^^ Baike could ascertain "Melchizedek's 

^id., 26-7 

"'Ibid., 293. 

^^Ibid., 310. 
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material importance" from the size of ancient Jerusalem. Baike referred to certain strata 

as "the city of Melchizedek."^^ He related other structures and relics to David or 

Solomon. 

Shadowing Bailee's work was the author's dependence on Macalister's insights, 

which prqudiced the entire book. He was attracted to Macalister's racial animus toward 

the inhabitants of Palestine. Baike perceived the people of Palestine as inferior and 

distasteful, a people who had bequeathed little to civilization. 

Nor has Palestine the charm of having been the home of a race which has 
proved itself capable of attracting sympathy by its own personal qualities, 
or by the contribution which it has made to the stock of human culture and 
art."" 

Of all the races who have dwelled in the Holy Land, only the Philistines appeared "to have 

had anything to contribute to the stock of human culture, or to make any appeal to 

modem sympathies . . For Baike the Semites who "held the land for more than two 

thousand years are among the most unattractive and least profitable of all the stocks of the 

ancient East in practically all things which make for the advancement of the human race-

save one." This saving grace for the "unattractive Hebrew" was the "spiritual gift," the 

bestowal of "Him Who is the Chief of all spiritual leaders."^ 

'^Ibid., 310-1. 

"^Ibid., 290-1. 

''Ibid., 291. 

"^Ibid. 
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To Baike. the flawed character of the people of Palestine was one of the major 

reasons for the artistic poverty in the land and the failure to uncover magnificent 

antiquities. Bailee's denigration of Semitic culture did not cease in the ancient period; it 

extended throughout history; 

The Semitic stock in Palestine, whether it was represented by the 
"Canaanites" whom the Hebrews partially drove out, or by the Hebrews 
themselves, has always shown itself, throughout its entire history, and even 
down to the present day, singularly barren of the creative inspiration which 
leads to great works of art or architecture, or even to genuinely artistic 
craftsmanship/^ 

Baike portrayed Palestine as "a small land and a small power." Solomon's 

kingdom was "in reality merely a pigmy compared with the great and long-enduring 

empires which bordered it on either hand.'"*' Though the Hebrew religious contributions 

were supreme, this people had nothing "of that passion for beauty which possessed the 

ancestors of his great rivals the Philistines, and which flowered again unforgettably in the 

Greek genius."^' Even the eminent temple of Solomon was a grandiose illusion and hardly 

noteworthy. The great king 

had to seek help from the skillful but tasteless craftsmen of Phoenicia and, 
no doubt, his temple and his palace suffered from the usual faults of 
Phoenician work, and, though rich and gorgeous enough, were also 
pretentious and vulgar.^" 

"Ibid., 297. 

'*Ibid., 296. 

"Ibid., 298. 
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Bailee's sweeping, distorted indictments discredited his work. His interpretations 

were loaded with ethnic and racial overtones and approached the line of anti-Judaism. His 

deep cultural animus was representative of the racial pseudo-science that exerted powerful 

influences over late-nineteenth-century and twentieth-century Europeans. Many of 

Bailee's comments regarding archaeological excavations in Palestine and his ethnic 

stereotypes were not examples of objective scientific research, and legitimate scholars 

would have to consult other works. 

G. S. DUNCAN 

In the field of biblical archaeology, too many books lacked objectivity in their 

evaluations of archaeological evidence. This new discipline obliged the biblical scholar to 

evaluate data that was frequently beyond his expertise. Many authors were unable to 

explain the importance of objects with any certainty, and more often than not their interest 

in the fruits of archaeology was limited to inscriptions. Even when a major archaeologist 

interpreted the evidence, biblical scholars could never be sure of what the interpretation 

was based on or of its accuracy. G. S. Duncan's An Introduction to Biblical Archaeology 

embodied the bewildering, contradictory and confusing interpretations available to the 

public and Bible scholars.^' Duncan, a professor of Egyptology and Assyriology at 

American University in Washington, D.C., appeared to be squarely in the conservative 

camp. He had written an article in 1903 that summarized the archaeological evidence. 

"G. S. Duncan, An Introduction to Biblical Archaeology (New York: Revell, 
1928). 
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which was essentially positive." Duncan still maintained a conservative approach 

pertaining to archaeology and the Bible in his An Introduction to Biblical Archaeology. 

In this book, Duncan chronicled a host of conservative evidence that confirmed the 

biblical record. Wooley's excavations exposed "the streets and foundations" of the city of 

Ur, where "Abraham and his family walked . . . [and] may have lived in some of these 

homes."'' Duncan supported the biblical story that Moses wrote the Ten Commandments 

on stone tablets.'* He agreed with Clay's Amorite hypothesis that the "Amorites entered 

Babylonia and spread their civilization there."'® Hammurabi was "probably Amraphel of 

Genesis 14."'^ The patriarch "Abraham was . . a subject of Hammurabi," and doubtlessly 

had often seen the great king." Moreover, the great "Code of Hammurabi" was "well 

known" in Palestine. "The Hebrew patriarchs, Abraham, Isaac and Jacob would, very 

naturally, be acquainted with its provisions."" The discoveries of Pithom by Naville and 

Ramses by Petrie seemed to validate the building of these cities by the Hebrews as 

"G. S. Duncan, "Archaeology and the Old Testament." 

"Ibid., 25. 

'^Ibid., 35. 

"Ibid., 93. 

'^Ibid., 95. 

"Ibid., 123. 

"Ibid., 125. 
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recorded in the book of Exodus.^' Duncan argued that the Hebrews spent 430 years in 

Goshen and "were probably bi-Iingual." They spoke hieratic Egyptian and Aramaic, their 

mother tongue.®" 

It is obvious that Duncan's archaeological suppositions were analogous to the 

principles customarily found in conservative literature. However, there were crucial 

distinctions between Duncan's work and other pious publications. Duncan displayed no 

bizarre intermingling of theology and archaeology prevalent in other conservative works. 

Duncan alerted readers that Genesis contained two creation stories and that the "author of 

Genesis found two differing accounts, and so placed them side by side . . The first of 

these creation stories was "based upon Babylonian material which has been worked over a 

great deal."^^ He stated that there were no basis for Usher's chronology®^ and no evidence 

for a universal flood.®* Duncan described how "practically all scholars" regarded the 

biblical flood material as deriving from "extracts from two documents which have been 

interwoven by the author of Genesis."®' When he argued for the antiquity of man and the 

'^id., 110-1, 

®%id., 136. 

®'Ibid., 39. 

®^Ibid., 40. 

®'lbid., 47. 

®*Ibid., 80. 

®'Ibid., 78. 
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suppon for Darwin's Theory of Evolution, Duncan quoted an array of specialists, not just 

biblical scholars but also anthropologists, archaeologists and geologists.^ 

The most illuminating portions of Duncan's book were his objections to the misuse 

of archaeology and his critique of the relationship between archaeology and biblical 

criticism. Duncan disapproved of the attempts by scholars and "sincere Christian 

believers" to reconcile science and the early chapters of Genesis. He noted that "they read 

into the Hebrew . . unnatural and illegitimate meanings which the soundest Hebrew 

scholarship cannot allow."®' This arose from pious scholars' failure to discern what the 

Bible really is and the role of science. Duncan insisted that major biblical scholars and 

scientists reject these eflForts to harmonize the biblical text and science. "Any one making 

such attempts to-day would betray a lack of knowledge of the Bible or of science or of 

both . The cosmology in Genesis must be comprehended in the light of the era in 

which it was written. The biblical writers were not scientists. Their purpose was "to 

teach religion and not science." It was unmistakable to Duncan that it was an egregious 

error to synthesize the Bible's spiritual teachings with cosmological speculations.®' 

No single issue divorced Duncan from conservative scholarship more forcefiiUy 

than his tenacious stand regarding higher criticism. Opposition to a thorough investigation 

®«Ibid., 46-60. 

"Ibid., 44. 

®«Ibid. 

"^Ibid., 44-5. 
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of the Scripture was tantamount to faulty scholarship. The Bible had no "special rights 

and limitations in the matter of criticism. . . Duncan believed scholars must be 

"unbiased by tradition, unprejudiced by denomination and untrammelled by 

preconception."'' Dimcan challenged the conservative conviction that criticism 

undermined Scripture: 

The assertions sometimes made that Biblical critics are rationalists and 
sceptics bent on destroying the Bible is absolutely untrue. Such false 
statements are made by persons who are either densely ignorant of the facts 
or who wish to gain favour by playing to the gallery.'^ 

Duncan insisted that the major Bible scholars were "men of the loftiest Christian character, 

animated by the highest of all purposes, the search for truth." Any scholarly study of the 

Bible must incorporate the principles of higher criticism, and according to Duncan it was 

"absolutely essential to a correct understanding of the Biblical books. Every author must 

be interpreted from the standpoint of his own time."'^ Clergymen and their denominations 

should be exposed to the basics of higher criticism whether they accepted "it or not." The 

'"Ibid., 158-9 

''Ibid. 

'^Ibid. 

"Ibid., 160. 

'*Ibid., 165. 
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churches were simply "ignorant or misinformed about the assured results of progressive 

Biblical scholarship."^' 

Duncan may have been a bit naive or disingenuous to suppose that higher criticism 

would not weaken faith or cause a spiritual crisis among fervent believers who embraced 

this sort of biblical inquiry. In quoting a biblical scholar Duncan concurred that through 

the results of higher criticism God's revelation was placed upon a solid foundation.^® 

Certainly liberal Protestant churches were willing to adjust and accommodate science, 

progress and reasoned biblical scholarship. However, Duncan's characterizations of the 

beneficial eflfects of higher criticism upon Scripture would not resonate with people who 

insisted upon absolute assurance regarding biblical truth. There could be no compromise 

for conservative and fundamentalist churches who frequently contended that higher 

criticism jeopardized tradition and devalued Scripture as an inspired document. 

Many of Duncan's examples of the contributions of archaeology in clarifying the 

early stages of biblical history were predominately conservative, and would find little 

support among present-day scholars. Yet it is essential to recognize that Duncan's 

interpretations were not predicated by confessions of faith. Nor did he impose fanciful 

Christian criteria upon the evaluation of the biblical narrative, thereby disfiguring the role 

of archaeology. Duncan's book suffered fi^om the inadequacies that were prevalent among 

"Ibid., 167. 

'^Ibid., 165. 
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many of the works pertaining to archaeology and the Bible. Discrepancies existed 

between what was constituted as fact and interpretation. Archaeological data, used 

repeatedly to validate Scripture, was in reality composed of opinions rather than what was 

evident from the material remains. Despite its weaknesses, Duncan's introduction was 

valuable because it was a popular account and was accessible to a large audience. It 

provided noteworthy information regarding archaeology and explained in a clear maimer 

the legitimate use of higher criticism in studying the Old Testament. 

G. A. BARTON 

The most reliable treatment covering the subject of biblical archaeology was still 

Barton's Archaeology and the Bible, which was originally published in 1916 and appeared 

in seven editions until 1937. Barton always presented his analysis of the archaeological 

evidence objectively, free from theological preconceptions. He included conservative and 

critical interpretations and widened the work's perspective to accommodate progress, not 

just in Palestine but in all adjoining countries. Discoveries in Mesopotamia, Egypt and 

Hittite sites received extensive coverage. Yet his fourth edition was published in 1924 and 

was not substantially revised until 1933, which made the work more reflective of the 

previous decade than the 1920s. However, Barton wrote an important summation of the 

decade's rapid developments in archaeology in Palestine and Iraq in 1928." 

"Barton, "The Historical Results of Recent Exploration in Palestine and Iraq," The 
American Historical Review, 33 (1928); 759-83. 
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Barton touched on many of the major issues circulating among biblical scholars. In 

discussing the origins of Semites, he argued against any theories regarding a pure Semitic 

stock residing in ancient Palestine for any substantial time period. Never descending into 

the anti-Semitism that permeated Macalister's works. Barton argued that racial purity did 

not exist among the nations occupying "a land like Palestine, which for centuries upon 

centuries has been a bridge between more fertile lands—a bridge for the possession of 

which races alien from one another have contended." No nation living in Palestine could 

have "possibly preserved in its purity the blood" of any one race.'* 

Barton discounted Clay's Amurru thesis, which argued that Semitic culture was a 

movement eastward from Syria and Canaan into Babylonia. New evidence had produced 

"convincing proof that the Amurru (Amorites) did not appear until a thousand years or 

fifteen-hundred years later than Clay supposed . . He argued that Albright's theory 

for the identification of the individuals mentioned in Genesis 14 deserved "attention" and 

was "inherently probable."*" Barton believed there was merit in Albright's assumption 

that Sodom and Gomorrah rested under the Dead Sea and added; 

™Ibid., 763. Barton assumed that the words of Ezekiel; "your father was an 
Amorite and your mother a ffittite" contained more truth than scholars suspected. He 
believed that there was a "large infiltration" of Hurrian and Hittite blood in the Hebrew 
people, 767. 

"^id., 765. 

*®Ibid., 768. See Albright's, "The Historical Background of Genesis 14," JSOR 10 
(1926); 231-69. 
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It is a striking fact tiiat the archaeological remains found at Bab ed Dra 
indicate that the place was abandoned at about the time that biblical 
tradition places the destruction of Sodom and Gomorrah. These facts lend 
some probability to the view that there is a historical kernel underlying the 
legendary biblical accounts of this event." 

Barton held to the view that the "patriarchal narratives in the Bible represent the 

movements of tribes and their history rather than the history of individuals." He 

emphatically denied that any archaeological "discovery had been made which proves the 

Abraham of the Bible is a real individual." However, in conjunction with many biblical 

scholars until the 1970s, Barton understood that archaeology had shown that an early 

biblical tradition of the patriarchal era contained "a greater measure of real historical 

material, and reflect facts and historical conditions of the period in which the Bible places 

Abraham, to a degree much greater than we had dared to hope."*^ 

Barton acknowledged Albright's pottery classification as an important 

innovation." He supposed that there was a probable connection between the "Habiri" 

(Hapiru) of the Tell el-Amama letters and the Hebrews." He admitted that there was 

conflicting evidence between the dates of the "Habiri" attacks in Canaan and the Exodus 

and conquest. In an attempt to reconcile these anomalies. Barton invented a theory based 

solely on the biblical narrative more ideologically at home with conservatives than critical 

"Barton, 770. 

•"Ibid., 771. 

"Ibid., 774. 

"Ibid., 776-80. 
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scholars. He argued that the Amama letters "corresponded better with the period 

represented in [the] Biblical story by the return of Jacob from Padan-Aram than to the 

conquests of Joshua."*' On the other hand, he insisted that the Ramesses II stela 

uncovered at Beth Shan did not confirm the Exodus story. "Like other discoveries, this 

inscription of Ramses raises as many questions as it solves."*® 

Much of Barton's article focused on the archaeology of Palestine and Iraq in 

reference to biblical issues. Yet, he was careful in his analysis. Barton recognized that 

many current suppositions (Patriarchal origins and social customs, Sodom and Gomorrah, 

Genesis 14, and the Habiri of the Amama letters) needed further clarification and 

investigation. Though Barton's inclinations were to support many of these theories, he 

was not a biblical conservative. Barton occasionally relied on the biblical presentation of 

events as his starting point; however, his article never mixed theology and archaeological 

investigation or called for the dismantling of higher criticism. He discussed critical and 

conservative interpretations, yet he rarely jumped to conclusions. His purpose was a 

thorough presentation of the archaeological issues, and in this he was successful. Barton's 

article was one of the best summaries of the progress of scholarly inquiries into 

archaeology and the Bible for the 1920s. 

"Ibid., 783. 

'®Ibid. 
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S. A. COOK 

It was appropriate that Cook's The Religion of Ancient Palestine in the Light of 

Archaeology was published at the end of the decade, for it was one of the most 

authoritative archaeological studies of Canaanite and ancient Israelite religions.*^ His 

work demonstrated that archaeological data was not inaccessible to the biblical scholar, 

and that some biblical scholars could successfully synthesize the biblical text and the 

material evidence. Cook, a professor at Cambridge, clearly showed that Bible scholars 

need not excessively focus upon Pentateuchal issues at the expense of other biblical 

problems. There was enough archaeological data available that biblical scholars should 

have been able to draw important conclusions pertaining to Israelite religion and its 

surrounding environment. 

Not only did Cook provide an archaeological context for many portions of the 

biblical narrative, he described many of the pitfalls associated with the interpretation of 

archaeological evidence. He argued that it was 

a mistake to suppose that archaeology is the purely objective study of 
'facts' and the literary and historical 'criticism' of written records [is] some 
purely subjective exercise in theoretical reasoning.** 

Though scholars may disagree concerning what archaeology has validated, they must 

realize that archaeology has transformed "the study of ancient history and reUgion . . . and 

''(London: Oxford University Press, 1930). 

"Ibid., 2. 
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has raised questions the answers to which often cannot be easily found."*' Cook was 

realistic in explaining archaeology's value in illuminating Israelite religion, and he 

cautioned; 

It is, in fact, impossible to present a consecutive sketch of the historical 
development of Palestinian religion on the basis of archaeology alone, 
partly by reason of the diflBculty, not only of interpreting but also of dating 
our material, and partly on account of the unequal distribution of the 
material, and the many gaps in the history. It will, however, have been 
seen that a certain persistence or continuity can be traced 
throughout. . . 

Cook did more than just trace "the historical development of Palestinian religion on the 

basis of archaeology."'' He interpreted the archaeological data superbly and provided 

sophisticated examples regarding the integration of archaeological results in biblical 

studies. 

Cook described numerous items discovered in Palestinian excavations that he 

regarded as part of Israelite religious practices. Rock altars had been uncovered that 

indicated they were the primary places of sacrifice.'^ Bull platforms and small statues 

demonstrated the importance of the animal in Mediterranean religions. He believed that 

the " 'horns of the altars' were originally bulls' horns."'' Deities and their chariots have 

"nbid. 

'"Ibid., 72. 

"Ibid. 

''Ibid., 14-8. 

"Ibid., 27. 
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been located on cylinders throughout the Mediterranean, as reflected in 2 Kings 23, which 

mentions the Jerusalem temple's "horses and chariots of the sun."'* Cook was one of the 

few biblical scholars to discuss early temple structures, the importance of artifacts 

uncovered in tombs, and the significance of the art and script found on seals. Yet Cook 

was always prudent. He cautioned readers about the difiBculties of interpreting 

archaeological data and its contribution to "our knowledge of Palestinian religion."'' The 

discovery of isolated religious foreign objects or symbols incorporated into Israelite art or 

religious practice suggested how little scholars really comprehended of Israelite religion 

and culture. 

Always there is the risk of reading into our evidence the fullest conceivable 
interpretation, for, often enough, the object under discussion may have but 
the vaguest meaning, or there was no intelligent explanation of its purpose. 
It was, maybe, something merely prophylactic, an amulet or a charm, it 
preserved the owner from harm or, more positively, it assisted him to 
overcome evil or escape danger.®^ 

Cook described the extensive worship of the female goddess throughout the 

Mediterranean and the enormous numbers of plaques, molds and figurines that had been 

unearthed in Palestinian excavations. Fertility figurines had been excavated everywhere in 

Palestine, and they were numerous in the Israelite period. The veneration of Canaanite 

'%id., 32. 

"Ibid., 67. 

'^Ibid., 68. 
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fertility goddesses, Ashirat or Astarte, was widespread among the Israelites.Cook's 

brief discussion of Bab edh-Dhra was refreshing because he refused to associate the site 

with Sodom and Gomorrah or the "Cities of the Plain," as other interpreters excessively 

influenced by the biblical narratives had done.'* He argued that the site was "a place of 

pilgrimage, a large necropolis ... the religious centre of a district which on all accounts 

was once exceedingly fertile and wealthy The area was "abandoned after the Early 

Bronze Age," and Cook noted that "explorers have naturally been tempted to comment 

upon the approximate coincidence of this date with the traditional destruction of the cities 

of the Ghor."'°° However, he did not second the explorers' hypothesis, nor did he suggest 

that scholars should consider that Sodom and Gomorrah could be located under the Dead 

Sea. 

Cook displayed a greater sophistication and awareness of the limits of 

archaeological interpretation than most scholars. He understood that it was essential to 

view the religion of ancient Israel holistically and in its natural environment. Archaeology 

could not solve all problems and often introduced other diJemmas that could not 

immediately be answered. His conclusions that the religion of biblical Israel contained 

many foreign elements and was not the religion of the prophets nor strictly an imitation of 

"Ibid., 107-28. 

'*Kyle, Explorations at Sodom, and Albright, BASOR, 14 (1924). 

"Cook, The Religion of Ancient Palestine in the Light of Archaeology, 91. 
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the surrounding ones clearly demonstrates how advanced Cook was in his interpretations 

of the archaeological evidence."" Cook's work was the most ambitious study and survey 

of the archaeological data up to that time in the twentieth century More important. 

Cook's work confirmed the reality that Bible scholars could synthesize textual and 

artifactual data on a virtually equal basis in researching the background of ancient Israelite 

religion. 

BIBLICAL ARCELVEOLOGY AND THE MASS MEDIA DURING THE 1920S 

Throughout the 1920s popular magazines and newspapers carried stories of the 

latest archaeological discoveries in the Holy Land and how they related to the Bible. 

Many articles were sober and analytical, while others were sensational and false. Anyone 

who was interested in the Bible was well served. These magazines provided a 

proliferation of articles on such diverse topics as the "New Chinese Bible,'""^ "Japan's 

Bible Famine,"'"' "Bible and the Jester,'"'" "Is It Safe to Teach the Bible''""" "Bible's 

""Ibid., 230. 

^^Literary Digest, 8 May 1920. 

Literary Digest, 5 January 1924. 

^°*Nineteenth Century and After, May 1924. 

^^Outlook, 14 December 1921. 
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Foes Harmless,"'"^ "On Reading the Bible,"'"" "On Rereading the Bible,'""* "Proofreading 

the Bible,""^ "Readableness of the Bible,""" "Give Moses a Chance: Bible Quotations in 

Advertising,"'" and "Swallowing Jonah.""-

The Bible was indeed a popular topic, but the Bible and its relation to archaeology 

only made sporadic appearances in the popular press. According to the Readers' Guide to 

Periodical Literature, there were over 100 articles appearing in popular magazines 

pertaining to the Bible in the years 1922 to 1924."^ Of this number, six discussed 

archaeology in Palestine and Jordan. From 1925-1928, over 100 articles were written on 

the Bible, while only ten referring to archaeology in the Holy Land were indexed. Reports 

relating to ongoing excavations in Palestine appeared infrequently. From 1919 to 1930 

National Geographic featured six articles on Palestine, and the subject of archaeology 

was mostly ignored. Considering the interest in the Bible and the war being waged by 

Literary Digest, 8 October 1927. 

Catholic World, December 1927. 

Saturday Review of Literature, 4 July 1925. 

Atlantic, January 1928. 

Literary Digest, 17 November 1923. 

Collier's, 10 January 1925. 

"VM), 17 March 1928. 

Readers' Guide indexes a select group of popular magazine articles, although 
some scholarly periodicals do appear in the Guide. 
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fundamentalists in support of biblical inerrancy, it is hard to account for the lack of interest 

in biblical archaeology shown by the popular press. 

In 1921 The Smithsonian Institution published an article on archaeology in 

Palestine written by Elihu Grant of Haverford College Grant pointed out that many 

disciplines benefited from the explorations in Bible lands. Languages, law, philosophy, 

geography, ethnology and sociology all profited. He exemplified the scholarly infatuation 

concerning inscriptions when he wrote: 

Inscriptions have been one of the most eagerly sought objects of explorers 
because of the first-hand testimony which they afford to the life and 
thought of the ancients as well as their high value for philologists."' 

Grant was interested in a better understanding of the Old and New Testaments, but not at 

the expense of the cultures and historical periods of the early Canaanites, Byzantines, 

Crusaders and Arabs. He described Garstang's excavation at Ashkelon clearly Philistine 

origins, culture and pottery were noted without sensational parallels validating the 

Bible."® 

The Smithsonian published a variety of articles on history and archaeology in 

Palestine including two short field reports that were analytical and scientific. In 1924, 

John Garstang's "The Excavation at Askalon" which had appeared first in 1922 in the 

'"Elihu Grant, "A New Era in Palestine Exploration," 57, 1921, 541-7. 

"'Ibid., 542. 

"®Ibid., 541-7. 
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Palestine Exploration Fund, was published."^ In 1930, William Bade's "The Tell En-

Nasbeh Excavations of 1929: A Preliminary Report" was also published."* Of the six 

articles published by the Smithsonian from 1919 to 1930,"' only one could be considered 

sensational. W Sutton's "The Ruined Cities of Palestine, East and West of the Jordan"'*" 

was a rambling report on the author's sightseeing adventures more suited for the travel 

section of a newspaper. Biblical stories and personages are recounted as fact. The author 

assured his readers that the Cave of Machpelah was the original burial place of Abraham. 

The high place at Gezer indicated the "wholesale sacrifice of children," and the capture 

and destruction of Tyre by Alexander the Great fulfilled the prophecies of Ezekiel. This 

was the only article with a fundamentalist bent that made its way into The Smithsonian 

Institution. 

While responsible articles were the norm during the 1920s, some exceptions did 

occur. In 1922, Living Age published two short articles on archaeology pertaining to the 

biblical city Beth Shan. The magazine called the site "the oldest city site and the scene of 

more battles than any other place in the world." Its reporter (unnamed) excitedly told 

readers that excavators hoped to find "relics of the days of Joshua, Solomon, and other 

"'5/, 1924, 509-16. 

"'5/, 1930, 483-95. This report also appeared in the Palestinian Exploration 
Fund that same year. 

"'1919, 1921, 1922, 1923, 1924, 1930. 

'^"57, 1923, 504-19. 
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heroes of the Bible," and that Beth Shan was the city in which King Solomon "erected 

Jewish synagogues in place of pagan temples."'-' A few months later Living Age printed a 

report depicting the role of the Department of Antiquities and the function of the British 

Mandate in Palestine.'" The report briefly described the ongoing excavations at 

Ashkelon, Beth Shan, Capernaum, and Tell-el-Ful (without mentioning Albright). Unlike 

the April issue, this article lacked the accompanying sensationalistic history, Bible stories 

and the fanciful recovery of various Bible relics. 

Indeed, many popular magazines minimized these motifs. Scientific American ran 

several responsible articles on Palestinian archaeology.'^ A good example is the July 

1923 issue that called the historical interpretation of the Jericho excavations incomplete 

The article also criticized the dig for not pursuing modem scientific methods and offered 

no opinion concerning Rehab, Joshua, trumpets and falling walls; thus, it did not pander to 

the sensationalism found in other publications.'^* The most important finds at Beth Shan 

in the April 1929 Scientific American were Egyptian Temples and Canaanite cult objects 

'•'"Archaeology in Greece and Palestine," LA, 1 April 1922, 59-60. 

'^"Excavations in the Holy Land," LA, 4 November 1922, 290-4. 

'^"Digging in Sacred Soil," July 1923, 38-9. W.L. Calver, "Exploring in Palestine 
and Transjordan," October 1928, 330-3. C.H. Dorm, "Exploring the Biblical Beth Shan," 
April 1929,310-3. 

'^^July 1923, 38. 
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and sanctuaries, which the author believed would enrich "Palestinian archaeology and the 

history of religion 

Occasionally Scientific American was like other popular magazines that were 

fascinated by excavated sites that seemingly produced evidence validating the biblical 

narrative In "Buried Secrets of the Holy Land," the author, H. J. Shepstone, who wrote 

numerous articles on the Bible and archaeology for the popular press, described the 

current excavations in Palestine and Jordan in such a way that appealed to a readership 

interested in biblical truth as much as in science.The article contained numerous 

illustrations of biblical events and figures associated with the excavated sites. The 

"breach" in the Jebusite wall at Jerusalem utilized by David to capture the city was 

"thought" to have been uncovered. It was "suggested" that an area between two walls 

was the passageway through which "Zedekiah and his men escaped" during the attack on 

Jerusalem by Nebuchadnezzar in 587.'" A large cistern discovered at Mizpeh was 

"believed" to be the location where Ishmael killed and disposed of the body of Gedaliah. 

Other biblical figures alluded to were Saul at Beth Shan, Saul and the witch at Endor, 

Othniel and Caleb at Kiijath Sephir, Abraham and Jacob at Shechem and Jezebel at 

'^'April 1929,312-3. 

J. Shepstone, SA, February 1927, 98-100. 

'"Ibid., 99. 



290 

Jezreel. Its probable that the author did not develop any of these theories or 

"suggestions" by himself He was simply reporting what archaeologists had told him. 

These reporters were not biblical scholars, and their assumptions were more 

reflective of the popular side of the field of biblical archaeology, rather than Scientific 

American. The possibility that archaeological data illuminated these events was clearly 

newsworthy. Yet, Shepstone's article was very different from the conservative scholarly 

literature of the i920s. He did not emulate the conservative's determination to discredit 

higher critics or protect, somewhat sentimentally, the Old Testament. Scientific American 

was a much more reliable source for information pertaining to archaeology and the Bible 

than the tendential fimdamentalist literature emanating from pious scholars.'** 

Beth Shan was a popular news story. The discovery of the commemorative stelae 

of Seti I and Ramesses H, whom many scholars believed were candidates for the pharaoh 

of the Exodus, aroused considerable attention in the popular press. A description of the 

Beth Shan excavation even appeared in Popular Mechanics\^^ The Atlantic Monthly also 

ran a substantial story on Beth Shan. The story contained much detail regarding the 

history of the cit>'. The author, I. L. Gordan, regarded the discovery of the Ramesses 11 

'^'Shepstone wrote a similar article, "Excavation Work in Palestine," 
Contemporary Review, 30 November 1926, 125-31. 

'^'Find Temple Dating Back to Days of Abraham," March 1926, 396-401. 

""l. L. Gordon, "Digging Through the Ages," February 1925, 145-52. 
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stela as "definite verification of Israelite bondage."'^' He enumerated biblical connections 

to Beth Shan as if afiBrmed by scholars. Gordon's enthusiasm for the excavation was 

stoked by Clarence Fisher, an experienced archaeologist who directed the excavation fi-om 

1921-23 for the University of Pennsylvania.'^^ Fisher is quoted as stating; 

The Biblical archaeologist, I am afi-aid has been considered too much of a 
destructive critic and a modernist to entrust to his skeptical hands any large 
sum of money for research. This feeling is a quite mistaken one. No 
excavation I know of in Palestine has thus far done anything but confirm in 
a remarkable manner the statements of Holy Writ. . 

Gordon's article left the reader with the clear impression that archaeology was verifying 

the biblical story. 

Archaeological news fi"om Palestine appeared infi'equently in the popular press. 

Only a few magazines emulated conservative predilections to sensationalize archaeological 

discoveries. Though the popular press was intrigued by any discovery that seemed to 

validate biblical history, few articles were published annunciating that archaeology had 

indeed proved the Bible to be the word of the Lord. Moreover, publications such as 

Scientific American and the Smithsonian were more accurate and dependable in reporting 

the results of archaeology than what was regularly printed in conservative publications 

directed by doctrines of inerrancy and revelation. 

"'Ibid., 150. Though the stela does refer to the city of Ramses located in Exodus 
1:11, it makes no mention of Semitic slaves in its construction. See Pritchard, ANET, 255. 

'"For more on Fisher, see Davis, 112-33. 

'^^Gordon, 152. 
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NEW YORK TIMES 

In the 1920s only a few articles attempting to establish the correctness of the 

biblical tradition appeared in popular magazines Archaeology was not a vehicle utilized 

by conservative scholars and fundamentalists in the popular press in their war against 

modernists The same cannot be said for the New York Times. The national organ—its 

masthead read, "all the news that's fit to print"—was willing to publish the results of an 

excavation in a serious manner alongside a sensational article concerning the Bible and 

archaeology. Often the Times was a vehicle for fanatical fundamentalists such as Wilson 

and du Bose. Articles were printed concerning the discoveries of the Ark of the 

Covenant,'^ Solomon's mummified wife in Egypt,'^' and Moses' childhood ark!'^ 

Fundamentalists wrote articles proclaiming that the Book of Genesis "has been gradually 

confirmed by scientific thought.""^ Moreover, Bible scholars and archaeologists lent a 

hand in sensationalizing discoveries that promoted the belief that archaeology proved the 

Bible. 

"•^'Believes He Found Ark," 19 May 1927, 30. 

'^'"Says Body is Found of Solomon's Wife," 20 January 1929, 20. Two days later 
the Times printed "Mummy Tale Hoaxed Cairo," 22 January 1929, 13. The original 
article was based on a fictional story that Arab journalists published as fact, and it was 
subsequently picked up by the Times. 

'^Ibid., 19 June 1927, 10. 

'^'P.W. Wilson, "Spade Confirms the Bible," 22 August 1926, pt. 4, I. 
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The Times printed numerous articles on the Bible and the function of archaeology 

without a caveat to the veracity of the reports. In reporting on excavations in the Near 

East, the Times may have spiced up lifeless interviews or dull pedantic field reports, for it 

continually used misleading headlines. One provocative story surfaced with the headline 

"Professor Clears Eve of Adam's Downfall."'^' However, closer examination shows 

Professor Stephen Langdon, a professor of Assriology at Oxford, was referring to the 

Epic of Gilgamesh, and Langdon's comment on Eve was that according to this deluge 

story, "there is no mention of Eve." In 1921, an article appeared under the headline 

"Relics Found at Place of Abraham's Birth.""' Dr. Hall of the British Museum described 

the various items excavated at Ur, and stated that relics were found "in the neighborhood 

of Abraham's birthplace." It was the only time Abraham was mentioned. 

Another front page headline announced that the "Tablet of 2100 B.C. Makes 

Adam Victim of Jealous Gods." In the body of the story. Dr. Edward Chiera, professor of 

Assyriology at the Universities of Pennsylvania and Chicago, deciphered an early 

Babylonian creation story, but he never mentioned Adam as being part of the Babylonian 

myth. The professor pointed to the similarities of the Babylonian and biblical creation 

stories and how at times they paralleled each other.''"' This story set the stage for a series 

'^'21 January 1920, 7. 

"'20 May 1921, 3. 

''"25 October 1922, 1. 
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of contentious articles between a Rev McPherson and Professor Chiera. McPherson 

argued for the authentic Mosaic authorship of the Pentateuch and that the Genesis account 

was written long before the Babylonian myth Chiera likened McPherson's analysis to 

Greek and Latin being derived from English. 

In 1922, Albright's name appeared in the Times in a short article regarding his 

excavation at Tell El-Ful entitled "Find Canaanite Tower. There were no startling 

claims made, and the article was straight forward, calling the site "Biblical Gibeah of 

Saul." Compared to the articles concerning Beth Shan, the Tell-El-Ful report was a model 

of moderation. The Times followed the excavation at Beth Shan eagerly. Dr. Clarence 

Fisher, a prominent archaeologist and the leading excavator at Beth Shan, was often 

ready with a tantalizing interpretation of the dig. Before the excavation began, the Times 

reported that Fisher would be looking for the iron chariots used to prevent the children of 

Israel from conquering Beth Shan. A year later Fisher claimed that his finds at Beth 

Shan had proved "Memeptah was undoubtedly the Pharaoh of the Exodus.""' 

R.A. S. Macalister, the veteran archaeologist who had excavated Gezer, was 

followed closely by the Times in his excavation at the City of David in Jerusalem. During 

''""Scoflfs at Tablet Predating Genesis," 29 October 1922, pt. 2, 16. 

"^"Babylonian Tablets," 12 November 1922, pt. 9, 8. 

"^25 April 1922, 14. 

'^^'Search for Iron Chariots," 20 May 1921, 12. 

"'"Dr. Fisher Unearths Data on the Exodus," 3 December 1923, 4. 
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this dig several stories appeared stating that the excavation hoped to uncover Jewish 

tablets,'^ that the "Millo" or the citadel of King David had been located,and that 

Macalister claimed to have found the city of Melchizedek."' 

One of the most sensational stories of the decade was published on the Times front 

page on October 20, 1925. The headline armounced, "Tribute by Moses to Rescuer 

Found." Dr. Grimme of the University of Munich stated he had deciphered the following 

inscription from photographs taken by Petrie at Serabit el Khadem, a turquoise mine in the 

Sinai Desert, which the Times identified as Mt. Sinai! 

I, Manasse, mountain chief and head priest of the temple thank Pharaoh 
Hiachepsut for having drawn me out of the Nile and helped me to attain 
high dignities. 

The Times further reported that Grimme's extraordinary discovery answered "the question 

as to which hill on the Sinai peninsula was Mount Sinai of the Bible." Five days later, 

buried in the back of the newspaper on page 29, was W. M. F. Petrie's response ridiculing 

the professor's preposterous decipherment. The article was only two paragraphs and 

provided no details of Petrie's analysis."' No doubt many people read the front page 

'^'Hunt for Jewish Tablets," 2 March 1923, 17. 

'^^"Find King David's Citadel," 23 November 1923, 3. 

'^'"Finds in Jerusalem a Trench of 3000 B.C.," 22 April 1924, 3. 

""'Doubts Moses Wrote It," 25 October 1925, 29. 
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story, but few saw Petrie's reply Though many scholars refuted Grimme's contentions, 

his decipherments became famous in the press as the "Moses inscriptions 

The Times turned to several fundamentalists for insightful analyses regarding 

archaeological evidence and the Bible. R. D. Wilson of the Princeton Theological 

Seminary argued that recent archaeological discoveries of Babylonian tablets 

demonstrated the Mosaic authorship of the Pentateuch. According to Wilson, these 

tablets proved that the Hebrew language dated to the time of Moses and was utilized by 

him in writing the Pentateuch."' In 1926, "Spade Confirms Bible"'" was published. 

P W. Wilson wrote that the creation story in the Book of Genesis had been substantiated 

by science; the flood story was confirmed by a host of other cultures in Egypt, Mexico, 

Peru, Easter Island and Hawaii; the Mosque of Machpelah fit precisely with the Cave 

purchased by Abraham; and broken tablets had been discovered and identified as the Ten 

Commandments. The author did exhibit some restraint by noting that the mystery of 

Jonah's whale, as yet, had no solution. 

In that same year Bishop Horace M. du Bose, a supporter of the fundamentalist 

movement, wrote a series of articles regarding the excavation at Shechem. Du Bose 

hoped the dig would uncover Joseph's mummy, or a tablet written by Jacob, or the 

''"On Grimme see K. Lake, R. Blake and R. Butin, "The Serabit Inscriptions," 
HTR2\ (1928): 1-67. 

'''"Holds Pentateuch is Work of Moses," 25 March 1924, 21. 

W. Wilson, 22 August 1926, pt. 4, 1. 
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teraphim stolen by Rachel from her father Laban.'" Yet, Du Bose's true interest was in 

discovering "evidence of the historical authenticity of the patriarch Abraham and 

conclusive proof of other truths of Old Testament history." Five months later the Times 

published Du Boses's "Bible Tales Verified by Ruins of Shechem Du Bose stated that 

validation of the Bible stories relating the history of Abraham and Jacob to the Canaanite 

city had occurred and that "the main problem of the Old Testament criticism" had been 

solved and the "historical position of Moses and the Pentateuch" had been "settled with 

it."'®' According to Du Bose, the demise of Old Testament criticism rested with a 

discovery of an ancient well that Du Bose associated with Jacob, the identification of 

Belata-Sichem as Shechem, and the existence of destruction debris. Du Bose surmised 

that evidence of the destruction of Shechem should date to the period of the patriarchs 

corresponding with the biblical account of the "sacking of the city by the sons of Jacob " 

Du Bose's fundamentalist analysis of the archaeological results at Shechem are good 

illustrations of how the Times played a crucial role in popularizing biblical archaeology 

In the Times Garstang, the noted British archaeologist, rendered several 

interpretations concerning the historicity of events depicted in the Bible. On February 7, 

1928 he was quoted in reference to the excavations at Hazor; 

'""Proof of Bible Story Sought," 4 April 1926, pt 8, 16. 

'^22 August 1926, pt. 8, 14. 

'"Ibid. 
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Recent excavations in Palestine have proved that there is not a flaw in the 
biblical narrative of the campaigns of Joshua, and they can now be traced 
with absolute topographical accuracy.''^ 

In addition, Garstang contended that other discoveries "also permitted the verification of 

events related in the Song of Debra , . The campaign she describes can now be 

reconstructed hypothetically ." The editors of the Times were so impressed, the next day's 

paper carried an editorial conmienting on Professor Garstang's "recapture of the fortified 

city of Hazor.'"" 

Albright's role in propagating biblical archaeology in the media was minimal. The 

Times covered all of Albright's excavations, Tell-el-Ful, Bad ed-Dhra, Tell Beit Mirsim, 

and Bethel, and the general tenor of his remarks was serious and analytical. When the 

Times reported that there was an expedition searching for Sodom and Gomorrah and the 

"manner of their destruction," there were no quotations from Albright about his survey or 

claims about hunting for Lot's wife or confirming the biblical record Two months later 

the Times used Albright's April 1924 BASOR article, which stated that Sodom and 

Gomorrah were probably submerged under the Dead Sea and that there was perhaps a link 

between Bad ed Dra, a possible sanctuary or cultic site, and the biblical cities. 

"^'Ruins of Palestine Bear Out the Bible," 7. 

'""Reconquering Canaan," 8 February 1928, 24. 

"'"Expedition Sought Site of Sodom Vainly," 28 March 1924, 6. 
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In 1925, the Times published an article on ASOR,''' describing the institute's short 

history, its purpose, the buildings in Jerusalem and Baghdad, past excavations, and 

academic projects. Its description of Albright and the institute was informative: 

there will be lectures and university courses by the members of the teaching 
staff The director. Dr. W F. Albright will lecture on archaeology and 
geography of Palestine, the topography of Jerusalem and the history of 
Palestine and Syria .... Other epigraphic and linguistic courses will be 
offered as need may arise. 

However, the school was also linked in the search for biblical Sodom and Gomorrah. 

While the Times' accounts of the excavations at Bethel'®* called ASOR as the 

supervising institution, it never identified Albright as the excavator. The repons simply 

stated that Bronze and Iron Age materials were unearthed. However, in the Times' stories 

on Tell Beit Mirsim wild interpretations surfaced resembling previous articles.'®' The 

spokesperson was the ultra-conservative M. Kyle. Though Albright was co-sponsor of 

the dig, Kyle never mentioned his name. Kyle asserted that the dig at Kiriath-Sepher 

corroborated Israelite history fi-om the Conquest to the Exile. The Exile was described as 

the "Exodus in 600 B.C. when the inhabitants were driven out by the Assyrian King." 

Kyle also implied that the expedition's discovery of the city's surviving walls and water 

system, plus destruction debris caused by Othniel, confirmed the book of Joshua. In 1928, 

"Holy Land is Now Combed for Historical Relics," 25 August 1925, pt. 8, 12. 

'®'"To Press Diggings at 'Bethel' Site," 22 November 1927, 12. Also, "Find Old 
Wall at Beth-El," 23 November 1927, 8. 

'®'"Ruins Yield Proof of Biblical Records," 19 July 1926, 1. 
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five stories focused on Kiijath-Sepher; two were major articles.Albright was generally 

identified, along with Kyle, as supervising the dig. In the article of June 3. the entire focus 

of the dig was related to biblical events such as Joshua's campaign, and the personages of 

Caleb, Achsah, Othniel, Saul, and the Philistines. Nowhere is Albright quoted. 

As the decade closed an article announced remarkable discoveries; "Bible Sites 

Found by Archaeologist: Prof Albright Identifies Ruins of Jonah's Home Town and Place 

Where Joshua Routed Foes.'"" In the article Albright announced the discovery of Gath-

Hepher and identified Meiron as "a site of the battle in which Joshua defeated the coalition 

of the Kings of Galilee ..." The article stated: 

The most remarkable finds in Transjordan number important early 
Canaanite sites of the pre-Patriarchal Age. The fourteenth chapter of 
Genesis describes the invasion of the Palestine confederacy by 
Mesopotamian Kings during the time of Abraham .... Radical scholars 
denied its historicity, thus questioning the general reliability of Genesis, but 
the new discoveries go far to confirm it 

The article certainly reflects Albright's philosophy that much of the evidence fi-om 

archaeology could establish the accuracy of the biblical record. Yet, compared to the 

'®^P W Wilson, "Biblical Kiriath Found By Spades," 3 June 1928, pt. 8, 12 And, 
Joseph M. Levy, "Continue Search at Kiriath-Sepher," 24 June 1928, pt. 3, 1. Another 
article entitled, "Ancient Palestine Yields Many Relics," used a byline, "Director American 
School of Archaeology." At that time the director was Albright. The article summarized 
ongoing Palestinian excavations in an earnest and logical style. When the modest Albright 
highlighted the excavation at Tell Beit Mirsim, he only credited Kyle and ASOR, never 
mentioning himself, as the principles in charge of the dig, 16 September 1928, pt. 3, 6. 

"=^5 May 1929, 25. 

'"Ibid 
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statements of other archaeologists, and the Times penchant for publishing rumor and 

fantasy about archaeological discoveries in Palestine, the article is acutally moderate in 

tone. 

In the 1920s the New York Times distorted reports from Palestine, allowed 

fundamentalists to write articles on excavations, and used misleading headlines that often 

did not reflect the content of their stories. It appears that many prominent excavators 

indulged in wild speculations in the New York Times, possibly for the purposes of publicity 

and fund-raising. Furthermore, the Times, more so than any other popular medium, 

contributed to the public's conception that remarkable evidence had been unearthed that 

decidedly substantiated the '"Word of God." 

CONCLUSIONS 

Compared to the previous two decades, several biblical scholars made great strides 

incorporating archaeological evidence in their studies of the Bible, but many were not 

successful. Many scholars, such at J. Morgenstem and J. M. P. Smith, recognized that a 

scientific excavation encompassed elaborate methods and techniques and was not simply 

concerned in discovering museum pieces or relics. Some biblical scholars comprehended 

that archaeology could say something regarding the important influences of Canaanite 

religion and culture upon ancient Israelite beliefs. A valid archaeological study of the 

Bible contributed to a more desirable understanding of the text. However, only a few 

scholars, such as Barton and Cook, clearly demonstrated that they had the ability to 

examine the data and synthesize the archaeological evidence with the biblical text. 
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Archaeological interpretation was still difficult. Even among scholars with little interest in 

theology there was a disproportionate focus on inscriptions and the literary analysis of the 

biblical text rather than the material remains. 

Unfortunately, negative and racist interpretations of Semitic culture surfaced in 

several works. Macalister and Baike were influenced by ethnocentrism and pseudo-racist 

theories. Their portrayals of Semitic culture displayed a racial animus toward the 

inhabitants of Palestine^ patently anti-Arab and anti-Jewish attitudes, that extended into 

the modem era. 

Serious scholars rejected conservative distortions of the archaeological data for 

purposes of faith. They were not satisfied to abandon the investigation of archaeology to 

conservatives. Theological considerations of the biblical narrative were not scientific, and 

archaeology cannot answer questions regarding the truth of God's revelation. 

Archaeological inquiries influenced by Church dogma were not considered an appropriate 

academic practice by serious scholars. Attempts by conservatives to employ archaeology 

to discredit Wellhausen were also shunned by serious scholars. Scholarly interpretations 

were not based on sacred revelations, nor did they impose Christian doctrine in the 

evaluation of the biblical narrative. 

Throughout the 1920s there were few superior works by bibUcal scholars 

incorporating archaeological results, and altogether too many inferior books on biblical 

archaeology. Few scholars possessed the obligatory qualifications to write a 

comprehensive treatment of archaeology and the biblical text. Only a few scholars 
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understood the methods and purpose of an excavation or had the desire to integrate the 

archaeological evidence in recognition of various cultures and religious practices of 

Palestine, or had the ability to employ sound historical and scholarly interpretations of 

archaeological evidence free from religious bias. 

The public had access to a considerable quantity of information in the popular 

press on the Bible. The majority of these articles were conservative in nature frequently 

elaborating on some feature of biblical history or theology. Periodically, popular 

magazines reported on the progress of Palestinian archaeological excavations and any 

newsworthy discoveries. However, only a few articles were published pertaining to 

archaeolog>' whose purpose was to verify or safeguard the biblical text. Archaeological 

topics were seldom connected with attacks on critical scholars or the documentary 

hypothesis in popular literature. In publicizing biblical archaeology the popular press only 

occasionally imitated the conservative tendency to distort archaeological results for 

apologetic purposes. Of course, there were problems of interpretations, as in all formats, 

and popular magazines were prone to sensationalize discoveries. Yet, the public was 

better served by magazines like the Smithsonian and Scientific American, that were more 

informative, reliable and current, than to trust the specious information contained in 

conservative literature. 

The New York Times played a major role in popularizing biblical archaeology. The 

newspaper provided a valuable outlet for a vigorous defense by fundamentalists of the 

biblical record. It published a variety of information on the Bible and archaeology not 
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available in scholarly journals or handbooks on the Bible. Numerous Bible scholars and 

archaeologists were portrayed or quoted as endorsing deceptive theories and wondrous 

antiquities allegedly supporting the biblical narrative. Fundamentalist and conservative 

arguments for the historicity of the biblical records were forcefully made in a plethora of 

stories published in the Times. Despite the absurd nature of many of the articles published 

in the New York Times, it is impossible to dismiss the newspaper. Its prestige and 

enormous coverage of excavations in Palestine, more than any other medium, made the 

Times one of the leading sources of information on the Bible and archaeology. The 

editors of the Times understood that the public was more fascinated with the discovery of 

spectacular biblical relics than information contained in dry and dull scientific reports. 

Their focus on the bizarre and the sensational added to the public's perceptions that 

archaeology was verifying the Scriptures. Throughout the decade the Times had a 

penchant for mixing fact and fantasy concerning archaeological excavations in the Holy 

Land and the Bible. When credible scholars and archaeologists wrote or were quoted in 

the Times, they imparted an aura of respectability to these reports. Thus, when the Times 

focused on the electrifying aspects of an excavation, many mainstream biblical scholars 

and archaeologists unintentionally lent a hand in the Times' practice of trumpeting 

discoveries and sanctioning the belief that archaeology had "proved" much of the biblical 

record. The New York Times rejuvenated the Old Testament, created an atmosphere of 

biblical expectation, and sensationalized archaeological events. 



305 

CHAPTER SEVEN 

W. F. ALBRIGHT 

By the mid 1930s William F Albright had redefined the correlation between 

archaeology and biblical scholarship. Between the World Wars biblical archaeology 

enjoyed its greatest popularity, mainly due to the writings of Albright whose scholarly 

achievements were considerable. His publications covered the entire ancient Near East 

and numbered nearly 1100.' Through his persuasive intellect and accomplishments he was 

able to convince most biblical scholars, at least in the United States, that archaeological 

evidence had illuminated the Bible and essentially verified much of the biblical record. * 

By the end of the 1920s, Albright had formulated a pottery typology that made him 

the undisputed authority in Palestinian pottery, and the historical chronology he developed 

'D. N. Freedman, The Published Works of William Foxwell Albright: A 
Comprehensive Bibliography (Cambridge: ASOR, 1973), iii. 

"The bibliography on Albright and his interpretations is vast. My major sources 
were Davis, 95-183, Dever, "What Remains of the House That Albright Built?" BA 56 
(1993); 25-35, S. Hardwick, "Change and Constancy in William Foxwell Albright's 
Treatment of Early Old Testament History and Religion, 1918-1958" (Ph.D. diss.. New 
York University, 1965); P. J. King, American Archaeology in the Mideast (Philadelphia. 
ASOR, 1983), 63-97; Moorey, 67-75; B. O. Long, Planting and Reaping Albright 
(University Park: Pennsylvania State University Press, 1997), G. W. Van Beek, The 
Scholarship of William Foxwell Albright: An Appraisal (Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1989); 
also see the issue of Biblical Archaeologist on Albright, vol. 56 (1993) for a thorough 
bibliography. For a biography see, L. G. Rurming and D. N. Freedman, William Foxwell 
Albright: A Twentieth Century Genius (New York: Morgan Press, 1975). 



306 

has changed little over the years. ̂  As head of the American School of Oriental Research 

(ASOR) in the 1920s, he visited most of the ongoing excavations in Palestine and 

published his observations in the Bulletin of the American Schools of Oriental Research 

(BASOR), which he edited for thirty-eight years. Because of his position at ASOR, he 

was constantly appraising new data from Palestinian excavations, and consequently 

reevaluating and refining his own theories on archaeology and biblical history. His 

mastery of ancient languages and encyclopedic knowledge of the Bible and ancient history 

allowed him to maintain the preeminent position in the field of biblical archaeology for 

nearly forty years. 

Albright excelled in Near Eastern archaeology, geography, linguistics and 

comparative history, rather than in anthropology and sociology.^ Clearly, he was aware of 

the advancements in social sciences, and that they had generated important concepts in 

culture. He wrote several extended essays surveying various social science 

epistemological systems.' Nevertheless, early in his career, Albright rarely referred to any 

sociological or anthropological theories in a rigorous manner. Though Albright paid little 

'W. G. Dever, "What Remains of the House That Albright Built," 32. Dever 
argues that Albright's chronology has served the academic community well but that a new 
scheme of periodization is urgently needed, or chaos will result. 

^In the Archaeology of Palestine and the Bible and Archaeology atid Religion of 
Israel (Baltimore; John Hopkins Press, 1942), culture, anthropology and sociology are not 
listed in either book's index. 

'Albright, From the Stone Age to Christianity (Baltimore; John Hopkins Press, 
1940), 48-87; idem, "Ancient Near East and Religion of Israel," 7SZ, 59 (1940); 85-112. 
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attention to multifaceted investigations into culture, he should not be placed into the same 

category with conservative and fundamentalist biblical scholars. 

.\mong conservative Bible scholars, there were many elements in anthropological 

and sociological investigations of religion that were alarming, or simply inconsequential in 

the traditional defense of Scripture. Thus, social scientists who investigated culture were 

accorded an ancillary role in biblical studies. By their very nature, these earlier 

sociological and anthropological scholars were generally not interested in textual disputes, 

and their forays into questions of culture were not taken seriously by most conservative 

biblical scholars. Those works that applied social science applications to the Bible, such 

as those of W R. Smith, H. Gunkel, A. Causse, P. Pedersen, L. Wallis and M. Weber, did 

not seriously impact the tiresome debates over higher criticism, an obsession with 

conservatives.® Social and anthropological theories linked to evolutionary models or to 

Marxist economic and historical agendas would have caused much distress among 

traditionalists.^ Many early theorists of the sociology were liberals and supporters of the 

®W. R. Smith, Lectures on the Religion of the Semites (London; Black, 1894); H. 
Gunkel, DasMarchen im Alten Testament (Tubingen: Mohr, 1920); A. Causse, Les 
"paiivres" d'Israel: Prophetes, psalmistes, messianistes (Strasbourg; Librarie Istra, 
1922); J. Pedersen, Israel: Its Life and Culture (London; Oxford University Press, 1920); 
L. Wallis, Sociological Study of the Bible (Chicago; University of Chicago Press, 1912); 
and M. Weber, Ancient Judaism (New York; Free Press, 1952). 

^For a short history of the development of anthropology, see E. E. Evans-
Pritchard, Social Anthropology (Glencoe, IL; Free Press, 1960), and J. W. Rogerson, 
Anthropology and the Old Testament (Oxford; Blackwell, 1978). 
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"Social Gospel" movement who came under attack by fundamentalists * The liberal 

association to sociology probably served to discredit the sociological studies of the Bible 

in the eyes of conservative Bible scholars. By the early twentieth century, many 

anthropologists and sociologists protested vigorously over Social Darwinism and racial 

anthropology' Racial philosophy stirred the imagination of many Anglo-Saxon 

Protestants and was representative of the ideals of the fundamentalist movement. It is 

difficult to calculate the extent to which racial theories infected conservative and 

fundamentalist Bible scholars, but racial equality was not a conservative cause, and it put 

conservat ives  a t  odds  wi th  socia l  sc ient is ts  who opposed racia l  super ior i ty .Moreover ,  

anthropologists led by Franz Boas argued that culture must be analyzed according to its 

own standards and values, and not judged by the investigator's cultural milieu." Theories 

of cultural relativity were contrary to the conservative belief in the superiority of ancient 

* Encyclopedia of Religion, s. v Sociology: Sociology of Religion, by W. Davis. 

'For a summary on the traditional anthropological view on races see, J. Barzun, 
Race (New York: Harper & Row, 1965), and A. M. Brues, People and Races (New 
York: Macmillan, 1977). 

'"Marty cautions us that not every Protestant congregation was stirred for combat 
against racial inferiors. Many Catholics and other non-observant Protestants embraced 
racist theories and favored immigrant restrictions. Nevertheless, it was traditional 
Protestants who were the most aggressive in battling for a purified America, The Noise of 
Conflict, 63. 

"F. Boaz, Race, Language and Culture (New York: Free Press, 1940). 
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Israelite culture and religion in contrast to that of her debased pagan neighbors Though 

Albright argued for the uniqueness and superiority of Hebrew monotheism and religious 

ritual and was reluctant to employ sociological and anthropological models early in his 

career, he lauded many of the social science advances and was familiar with them, while 

the majority of conservative scholars ignored sociology and anthropology. It would, 

however, be a later generation of scholars, such as W. G. Dever, N. Gottwald and L. 

Stager, that would argue for a wider application of social sciences in archaeological 

research in Near Eastern archaeology. 

Today many of Albright's results and major hypotheses have fallen from favor. A 

majority of biblical scholars and archaeologists have rejected his views on the historicity of 

the Patriarchs, Moses and monotheism, and the Israelite conquest of Canaan. However, it 

took years before many of Albright's theories, which had been generally accepted among 

American and English scholars, were overturned. Recently, Albright has been labeled by 

B. O Long as a biblical conservative always motivated by Christian theological impulses 

and a supersessionist whose scholarship and legacy was the equivalent to academic 

hegemony.'^ 

'^On the "horrid religion and morals of the Canaanites" see Kyle, "Excavations at 
Tell Beit Mirsim." 

'^Long, 111-48, for a review of Long's book, see R. Hendel, Review of Planting 
and Reaping Albright, BAR 23. 4 (1997): 62-4. 



310 

During the last twenty years biblical archaeology and its practitioners have suffered 

severe setbacks. Its basic premise championed by Albright, that archaeology has proved 

that the biblical record in its earlier periods is generally a trustworthy account, has been 

rejected by most mainstream scholars.'^ These attacks on Albright come after years of 

major innovations in the field of archaeology. Debates over aims, methodologies, 

professional training, and multi-disciplinary research have transformed "biblical 

archaeology" into an independent discipline. It no longer searches for evidence that will 

validate the Bible. Yet, Albright must be placed in his proper context. Criticisms of 

Albright's methods and syntheses of the biblical text and the archaeological evidence 

without proper perspective are simply not objective scholarship. Dever has properly 

emphasized "that Albright has rarely been assessed fairly " He was once revered and a 

"figure larger than life," but for a true understanding scholars must place him in the 

correct social and scientific context of his time and "evaluate his achievements in the light 

of his own aims and methods."'' Scholars have neither placed Albright in context nor 

examined where his messages have been published. To comprehend Albright's 

significance in biblical archaeology, or to classify his scholarly predilections, orthodox, 

'^T. L. Thompson, The History of the Patriarchal Narratives (Berlin: Gruyter, 
1974); and idem. Early History of the Israelite People, 10-26. Thompson's works must 
be treated with extreme caution. It appeeu-s he is entirely unfamiliar with the literature and 
the scholars embroiled over the applications of archaeology in the early years of the 
century. Thompson's entire bibliography on the early Albright in Early History of the 
Israelite People is two citations prior to 1939, which is altogether inadequate. 

'^ever, "What Remains of the House That Albright Built," 34. 
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conservative, moderate or radical, we must ascertain Albright's scholarly conclusions vis-

^a-vis his contemporaries. To understand a historical phenomenon, we must bring specific 

knowledge to bear upon it, especially for comparative purposes. Far too many scholars 

have employed other methods, and the results are Albright in the abstract and a lack of 

historical objectivity. 

ALBRIGHT AS CONSERVATIVE 

Albright asserted that much of the evidence from archaeology could establish the 

accuracy of the biblical record. He made many embarrassing, naive claims that would be 

repudiated by most modem scholars. Moreover, an appreciable number of Albright's 

archaeological suppositions were reflective of the conservative agenda, which forced the 

archaeological data on the biblical text. As early as 1921 Albright began arguing that 

archaeology was clarifying the great empires of the Near East and that "the fourteenth 

chapter of Genesis" appears to have been illuminated by the latest archaeoloigcal resuhs.'® 

He continued to expand on the historicity of Genesis 14 throughout the 1920s He 

wrote that the initial resuhs of the excavation at Ashkalon were 

most encouraging, promising a rich harvest of data and material bearing on 
the history and civilization of ancient Palestine, and all of its shedding light, 
directly or indirectly, on the Bible. Here will be discoveries to confute the 

Albright, "A Tour on Foot Through Samaria and Galilee," BASOR 4 (1921), 12. 

'^See Albright, "The Historical Background of Genesis 14," JSOR 10 (1926): 231-
69; and idem, "The Fourteenth Chapter of Genesis," BASOR 35 (1929); 10-2. 
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sceptic and delight the scholar's heart, to extend our knowledge of our 
past, and to illustrate many a passage of Holy Writ.'* 

It is apparent that Albright's writings would resonate with conservatives who professed 

that archaeology validated biblical truth and discounted higher critics. 

Albright saw a "striking analogy" between the personal names of the early 

patriarchs and the "geographical names of northwestern Mesopotamia."" This evidence 

led Albright to conclude that many of the early biblical traditions were authentic: 

From the list of the ancestral Hebrew tribes preserved in our catalogue of 
patriarchs, as well as from, the traditions concerning the career of Abram, 
Laban, and their families in Harran, it is evident that the Hebrews were one 
of the most important elements in the population of the region between the 
Euphrates and the Habur . . . 

Albright surmised that the inscriptions discovered by Petrie at Serabit el-Khadem were 

"the long missing link between the Egyptian hieroglyphics and the Semitic alphabetic 

script . The inscriptions had been connected to "Semitic miners and metal 

workers," and since "the name 'Kenite' means 'metal-worker' it is very probable that 

Jethro the Kenite, employed the same script, and taught it to his son-in-law, Moses. 

''Albright, "The Excavations at Ascalon," 6 (1922), 14. 

"Albright, "Contributions to Biblical Archaeology and Philology," JSZ, 43 (1924), 
385. 

-®Ibid., 393. See Van Seters' negative analysis of Albright's theories pertaining to 
the patriarchs, Abraham in History and Tradition, 39-64, especially 58-9. 

-'Albright, "Excavations at Ascalon," 18. 

^Ibid. 
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Albright asserted that his excavation at Tell el-Ful, a burnt fortress, one of three, "may be 

identified certainly with the hold of Gibeah, which was destroyed by fire in the civil war 

between Israel and Benjamin (Jgs. 20 40)."^ After examining the potsherds fi^om the 

Shiloh excavation, Albright wrote: 

The results of these trial excavations agree remarkably well with biblical 
indications. Shiloh does not appear to have been occupied at all until the 
tabernacle was pitched there, soon after the conquest of Palestine by the 
Israelites, about 1230 B C." 

Although Albright presented no material evidence to support a Philistine destruction of 

Shiloh, astonishingly he claimed that "after the battle of Eben-ezer, and the loss of the ark, 

Shiloh seems to have fallen into the hands of the Philistines who destroyed its sanctuary."^' 

He stated confidently that the Philistine destruction of the sanctuary at Shiloh "put an end 

to the prosperity of the town . . ." The excavation was excitedly embraced by Albright 

because "again we have archaeological confirmation of the statements of the Bible. It is 

apparent fi-om these reconstructions that Albright believed that the biblical narratives were 

being corroborated by archaeological evidence. 

Albright was unequivocal about the "primary purpose" of the joint expedition of 

ASOR and Kyle's Xenia Theological Seminary in the area of the Dead Sea. It "was to 

"Albright, "The Excavation at Tell el-Ful" BASOR 1 (1922), 8. 

Albright, "The Danish Excavations at Shiloh," BASOR 9 (1923), 10 

^Ibid., 11. 

^®Ibid. 



314 

secure evidence throwing light on the obscure, but fascinating problem of the Cities of the 

Plain, especially Sodom and Gomorrah, and Zoar . . It was imperative that the 

expedition to the Dead Sea produce important results. 

Let us hope that other institutions will see the opportunity for similar joint 
expeditions, where we can promise scientific resuhs and interesting 
experiences quite out of proportion to the modest expenditures."* 

After a month of exploring the Dead Sea region, Albright believed that Bab ed-Dhra was a 

place of pilgrimage which contained cultic installations but was not a city. However, the 

site "was cursed with licentious cults similar to those of Baal-peor . . or like the darker 

practices of Sodom. The location of Bab ed-Dhra, the apparent cultic nature of the site, 

and an abundance of EB and early MB pottery convinced Albright that Bab ed-Dhra was 

linked "with the biblical Sodom and Gomorrah . . Where were the "Cities of the 

Plain'"' They were perhaps submerged "five hundred or more feet below" in the Dead 

Sea.^' 

On a field trip in 1929 Albright believed he had somehow clarified the biblical 

figure of Jonah. He had located "Gath-hepher, Jonah's home ..." After a surface 

-'Albright, "The Archaeological Results of an Expedition to Moab and the Dead 
Sea," 2. 

-"Ibid., 12. 

^id., 6. 

^Ibid., 7. 

''Ibid. 
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examination of the pottery, Albright dated the sherds to "Early Iron I and 11 (Jonah's 

age) . " He then argued that there was "a complete unanimity among scholars as to the 

essential correctness of the tradition connecting Jonah with el-Meshhed . 

These instances were not just the indiscretions of a young scholar (Albright was 28 

years old when he arrived in Jerusalem in 1919) struggling through a process of 

maturation. Consider the following remarks that appeared in the next decade and later 

Albright insisted that "there can be no doubt whatever that the Hebrews played an 

important role in Egypt during the Hyksos period . . Albright admitted that scholars 

had no proof that Bab ed-Dhra "was abandoned because of the cataclysm described in 

Genesis."^ Nevertheless, he still argued that the site was suddenly abandoned at the 

"beginning of the second millennium" and this was "unquestionably a strong argument for 

the historicity of the tradition that the towns of this district were destroyed in a natural 

cataclysm about this time."^' Furthermore, he asserted that the date of Abraham could be 

linked with the destruction of the area. Albright imagined that the "underlying account [of 

Genesis 14] of the campaign waged by the Eastern kings appears to be historical."^® He 

^"Albright, "New Israelite and Pre-Israelite Sites: The Spring Trip," BASOR 35 
(1929), 8. 

"Albright, The Archaeology of Palestine and the Bible, 143. 

"Ibid., 137. 

"Ibid. 

^Ibid., 142. 
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believed that "at present it is definitely wisest to adhere to the traditional site of Mount 

Sinai He argued "it is praaically certain that the Tabernacle" was just outside of 

Shiloh, and "presumably" Othniel rebuilt Tell Beit Mirsim " It was clear to Albright that 

"we can safely date the oppression of Eglon, the episodes of Shamgar and Jabin 

and, above all the story of Samson."^' As for the massive number of fertility goddesses 

unearthed all over ancient Israel, Albright confidently stated 

there is absolutely no reason to treat them as anything but amulets designed 
to help expectant mothers to pass safely and successfully through labor 
The amulets may also have been employed for the purpose of sympathetic 
inducement of fertility or even to ensure satisfactory flow to milk in 
nursing. In no case can we label them with the name of a goddess/" 

In Albright's enthusiasm for a monotheistic Israel, he never envisaged that these figurines 

were indicative of more complicated religious community. Moreover, according to 

Albright "there is nothing to be said against the Davidic origin of temple music,"^' and 

"the first known razzia of camel nomads is the Midianite invasion in the early eleventh 

century, which was successfully repelled by Gideon. 

"Albright, "Recent Discoveries in Bible Lands" in R. Young, Analytical 
Concordance to the Bible (New York; Funk & Wagnalls, 1936), 30. 

"Ibid., 32. 

^'Albright, Archaeology and the Religion of Israel, 111. 

^Ibid., 115. Again, see Dever's "'Will the Real Israel Please Stand Up?' Part II," 
for a review of the latest interpretations of Israelite religion. 

"'Ibid., 125. 

"'Ibid., 132. 
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Today, few mainstream scholars would accept any of these claims made by 

Albright. Though these were culled randomly from many of Albright's works, comments 

such as these typically were found in the works of fundamentalists. Many of these claims 

depend solely on the biblical narrative; their historical status is dependent upon a large 

degree of faith and have little to do with archaeological interpretation. These examples 

are certainly conservative, or more accurately defined as positivistic, however, was 

Albright's scholarship characteristic of the conservative scholarship of the 1920s, and was 

he proponent of the conservative agenda? 

ALBRIGHT AS CRYPTO-CONSERVATIVE 

In describing Albright's scholarship for the 1920s, one must begin with B. O. 

Long's crucial work. Planting atid Reaping Albright. Long provides a revealing portrait 

of Albright that has raised several critical questions pertaining to Albright's scholarship 

and his legacy. I suspect that Long's accusations will mark the beginning round of an 

intense debate regarding the ideology and agenda of the recognized founder of biblical 

archaeology and the role of his students in propagating Albright's conclusions and 

methods. 

Long has highlighted the fact that the scholarly consensus for years insisted that 

Albright's biblical philosophy suffered a transformation within his first-year stay at ASOR 

in Jerusalem in 1919. Long writes: 

When he was fifty-seven years old, Albright wrote that his move to 
Jerusalem nearly three decades earlier, and the discoveries he made while 
anchored in that city, were decisive in defining his attitude toward the 
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Bible An "initially rather skeptical attitude toward the accuracy of 
Israelite historical tradition," he recalled, "had suffered repeated jolts as 
discovery after discovery confirmed the historicity of details which might 
reasonably have been considered legendary. These same discoveries 
intensified his opposition to Julius Wellhausen's outline of Israelite 
religious history, and led him "increasingly to insist on the substantial 
historicity of the Mosaic tradition and the antiquity of Israelite 
monotheism. 

Long characterizes Albright's later reflections "a passage fi^om skepticism to 

conviction . as the mythification of self."^ Many of Albright's students and admirers, 

L. Running, D N. Freedman, P. King, J. Bright and E. Campbell were overly influenced 

by this confession and repeated the legend of this metamorphosis.^' Long regards this 

conversion episode as a clear case of selective memory: "he [Albright] selectively re

membered.''^ Long argues that several of Albright's letters to fiiends and his mother 

reveal that he never really experienced a conversion from skeptic to a positivist. He 

doubts that Albright, at any point, flirted with liberal biblical scholarship.^' Long asserts 

that early in Albright's undergraduate years he envisioned that archaeology could serve to 

"'Long, 111-2. 

^Ibid, 112. 

''Ibid., 112-3. 

^Ibid., 137. 

''Long gives scant attention to Albright's early publication on the mythological 
aspects of the Joseph story. (Albright, "Historical and Mythological Elements in the 
Joseph Story," JBL 37 [1918]; 111-43). Long disregards Albright's letter in which he 
recants his liberal views regarding the Joseph article. Long writes, "the confession seemed 
in part calculated for the confessor." Ibid., 114. 
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promote Christian truth He infers that these convictions were established early in 

Albright's scholarship and prevailed throughout his career Albright only had acquiesced 

to scholarly principles to conceal his Christian aflSnities and supersessionist beliefs/* 

It must be admitted that several of Albright's letters seem to disclose a Christian 

agenda. In one letter written in 1920, Albright assured his mother that his works 'are not 

of a nature to hurt anybody's faith, the last thing in earth I want to do. In that same 

year, he wrote to a close friend, Samuel Geiser, who had attended John Hopkins with 

Albright, that 'the stand I take on biblical questions is now very conservative and sober . 

. this has always been my tendency, as you may remember from academia days.''" In 

letters to a major benefactor of ASOR, James Niles, whose contributions were principally 

responsible for the construction of the school in Jerusalem, Long argues that Albright 

"took care not to burden Niles with untraditional beliefs about the Bible."" Nevertheless, 

Long contends that Albright's letters to Niles demonstrate that "both Niles and Albright 

presumed that the Bible in its general outline and sequencing was to be taken more or less 

as it announced itself"" The most damaging of all Albright's private confessions was a 

letter to Geiser from October, 1918 Long maintains that Albright had laid the 

'%id., 132-5 

'Ibid., 116. 

'^Ibid., 114, 

"Ibid. 

"Ibid. See BASOR 7 (1922) for a memoriam to Niles. 
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foundations for a 'Christ-myth rationalism' long before his conversion in Jerusalem. 

Albright had already prepared an agenda in which his publications would reflect 'the 

prehistory of our Christianity .Long interprets the Albright agenda as depicted to 

Geiser in the following; 

He would avoid polemics, Albright told Geiser, and not make a direct 
reference to the Christian scriptures until all the developments leading to 
them had been set forth .... Albright imagined his mission: against 
orthodoxy's refusal of scientific criticism, he would mount a quietly 
fervent, deliberate, and modem defense of Christianity's truth. 

This would be an ongoing project. Albright would utilize his academic training to develop 

a strong defense for Christian doctrines. 

"During the coming years," he told Geiser, "I shall, if God wills that my 
eyesight be spared, devote myself quietly to my technical research, 
incidentally building a structure too strong for the batteries of mistaken 
apologetics. When it is all over, orthodoxy will rub its eyes and say 
wonderingly, 'What was I afraid of? It all seems so reasonable now!' 
Such are the laws of progress in our society."®' 

Long insists that "it would be a mistake to dismiss these statements as simply 

overwrought infatuation of youth." Albright's scheme was brought to fhiition in his From 

the Stone Age to Christianity and in his Archaeology and the Religion of Israel. This was 

particularly evident in From the Stone Age to Christianity, where. Long states, Albright 

did not simply 

"Long, 132. 

"Ibid. 

"Ibid., 132-3. 



trace a course of theological universalism through biblical Israel to the 
early church, but in eventually valorizing constructions of Christian truth, 
he portrayed a Christianity that had superseded ancient Judaism, whose 
original universal vision was clouded by lingering ethnic particularism . , 
he built a narrative of intellectual and cultural movement toward 
Christianity out of a theological position; a Jesus-centered supersessionist 
reading of all that had gone before . . 

For Long, Albright's early acquaintances in the 1920s in Jerusalem offer more 

evidence of Albright's evangelical convictions. His association with Kyle appears to be 

especially damaging to Albrightian subjectivity. Long perceives that Kyle "promoted" the 

career of Albright "and greatly aided the archaeological work of the American School in 

Jerusalem ... Kyle played a key role in Albright's successes as director of the Jerusalem 

school."'^ They had a symbiotic relationship in which "Albright offered Kyle the prestige 

of archaeological excavations, and Kyle offered Albright financial backing and a forum in 

the evangelical Christian community."'* Long writes, based on no discemable evidence, 

that as early as 1921, when Kyle was a guest lecturer at ASOR, he had identified 

Albright's "evangelical Christian convictions and inclination to accept the Bible as 

trustworthy."'' Long asserts that "Kyle found an ally in Albright's willingness—Albright 

was much more reserved than Kyle in this respect—to proffer archaeological findings in 

'^Ibid., 135-6. 

"Ibid., 22. 

'"Ibid. 

'Ibid., 23. 
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support of the Bible."®® Similarly, Albright's relationship with James L. Kelso, a 

fundamentalist Presbyterian minister and a student of Kyle, also demonstrates Albright's 

true scholarly intentions. This triumvirate of Kyle-Kelso-Albright appears to embody the 

true spirit of Albright's evangelical scholarly crusade. 

It is obvious that Long believes that Albright, because of his personal faith, could 

not pursue the analysis of the Bible and archaeology in a scholarly, objective fashion. In 

From the Stone Age to Christianity, according to Long, Albright's reconstructions, 

despite their objective veneer, were developed for a future victory of "Christian and 

specifically patristic hermeneutics."^' To accommodate Long's insinuations, we must 

accept his hypothesis that Albright pretended to exercise unfettered evaluations about 

archaeology and the historicity of the biblical text merely as a ruse for a larger Christian 

agenda, feigning respect for scholarly and intellectual impartiality. Long's Albright was a 

member of the academy secretly working for the community of faith, speaking or writing 

in a code that could not be broken "until all was accomplished." 

The linchpin of Long's evidence is articulated in a letter written by Albright to a 

fiiend early in his academic career, which, as far as can presently be discerned, was never 

repeated again. This covert mission under the guise of the canons of science to create a 

scholarly "Christ-myth rationalism" was fulfilled in Albright's great masterpiece From the 

®®Ibid. 

"Ibid., 135. 
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Stone Age to Christianity. Long's hypothesis places Albright's scholarship in a category 

beyond critical examination and comparison. Albright's early confession taints his 

scholarly conclusions no matter how they are interpreted. Any contrary evidence that 

Albright was able to separate his deeply held religious beliefs from his scholarly 

accomplishments would be nixll and void. The Albright agenda from early on was to 

dissemble. According to Long's interpretation, Albright's results would be devious, 

unreliable, of questionable accuracy, ultimately functioning as Christian propaganda, and 

not an honest scholarly inquiry. 

ALBRIGHT AS MODERATE 

One aspect of Albright's scholarship, attested to repeatedly by a host of scholars, 

is that throughout his career Albright was perfectly willing to adjust and modify his 

conclusions. His views were flexible and never frozen. Jon2is Greenfield recalled a 

conversation with Albright regarding 

why he hadn't published his collected articles instead of trying to revise 
them, which seemed rather a long and futile enterprise. Albright remarked 
that he was on the lunatic fringe of scholarship—always willing to change 
his mind, always willing to assimilate new material—and therefore a lot of 
what he said was wrong and he couldn't stand by it today." 

J. Bright also argued that Albright's "work was always being revised in the light of new 

discoveries and insights."®^ F C. Moore concurred when he wrote, "more than any 

®^unning and Freedman, 386. 

®^D. N. Freedman, The Published Works of William Foxwell Albright: A 
Comprehensive Bibliography, 9. 
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scholars of his generation, I believe, Albright has been open to change and to 

novelty openness and flexibility are hallmarks of his scholarly faculties."®^ Moore 

related the complaints he had heard that "Albright is forever changing his mind. Those 

who make such criticism should note that his changes of mind regularly follow the 

introduction of new data or new arguments. D.N Freedman insisted that Albright 

understood that most interpretations of the ancient world were "provisional and subject to 

modification" ready to be abandoned "in the face of new information."*® Freedman 

maintained that Albright 

In his own articles, book reviews, and critical notes . . . used the works of 
others as a point of departure or spring board for new insights into the 
problems raised and improvements or corrections on the theories offered.®^ 

D J Wiseman wrote that Albright "was often prepared to retract an opinion he advanced 

if the new evidence so warranted."^ Moreover, Y Yadin wrote; 

Few indeed are the scholars who are as ready as he [Albright] is to modify 
or reject their personal theories in the light of new finds or justified 
criticism. It is this rare quality which had enabled Albright to absorb 
successive waves of new information and thus remain in the vanguard of 

"Ibid., 15. 

"Ibid., 16. 

®®Ibid., 26. 

"Ibid. 

"^Ibid., 36. 



research and learning . nor is he reluctant to abandon his own theories, 
even if this leads to the collapse of an entire section of his teachings 

A major factor in Albright's scholarship was his willingness to adjust and modify 

his conclusions based on nev, evidence. It is more logical to conclude that Albright's 

confessions in 1918 regarding his secret Christian agenda were jettisoned early on. The 

fact that he never mentioned this spiritual blueprint in any of his private correspondence 

again indicated he had relinquished such conceptions. It is far more likely that he came to 

understand that his personal religious views were not always compatible and often 

inappropriate with his scholarly inquiries. There is much more evidence that Albright's 

positivist attitude regarding the historicity of the biblical narrative came from his view of 

the objective evidence and not because of his religious predilections or a secret cabal. 

Perhaps Long should have contemplated Albright's warning to scholars regarding the 

study of historical records. Albright argued that every historical endeavor has its 

limitations: 

We can never tell by the use of approved historical methods what the 
innermost thoughts of David were, any more than we can reconstruct the 
mind of Woodrow Wilson or John F. Kennedy. No matter how intensively 
we study documents and memoirs; we can seldom know what any great 
man may have had intended at a given moment.... Events must be 
matters of public knowledge and phenomena must be attested by scientific 
methods in order to enable the historian to be sure of them.'" 

®1bid., 39. 

™Albright, "The Impact of Archaeology on Biblical Research—1966," in New 
Directions in Biblical Archaeology, eds. D. N. Freedman and J. C. Greenfield (Garden 
City; Doubleday, 1971), 4. 



326 

According to Long another clear indication of Albright's religious convictions 

directing his scholarship was the relationship with fundamentalist M. G. Kyle. Long has 

made much of the Albright/Kyle connection. Long's insinuation is clear; because Kyle 

supported Albright's early excavations and career, they must have shared the same 

evangelical opinions which influenced their scholarship. Most scholars would scoflf at the 

notion that joint excavations among scholars and institutions are tantamount to a shared 

consensus regarding religious philosophy and scholarly methods and conclusions. Albright 

had close ties with many individuals representing a wide spectrum of beliefs and scholarly 

dispositions. His associations in Jerusalem included Pe're Vincent and Clarence Fisher; 

both Albright's close and influential fnends. Furthermore, Albright considered their 

scholarship and achievements to be preeminent among the archaeologists excavating in 

Palestine in the 1920s.'' The scholarship, methodology and contributions to Near East 

archaeology by Vincent and Fisher are contrary to those of Kyle, who was completely 

compromised by his religious beliefs.^ 

Another intriguing factor in Albright's career was his Jewish connections Albright 

maintained close relationships with many Jewish biblical scholars and archaeologists 

throughout his life. E. L. Sukenik, professor of Archaeology at the Hebrew University 

''On Fisher see Davis, 112-32; also see Albright's numerous comments and praise 
for Vincent and Fisher throughout The Archaeology of Palestine and the Bible. 

'^See Moorey on Vincent's and Fisher's contributions in A Century of Biblical 
Archaeology. 
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who was also instrumental in attaining part of the Dead Sea Scrolls, joined the Albright 

and Kyle joint Dead Sea expedition in 1924. Albright's friendship with Sukenik and his 

family, including Sukenik's famous son Yigael Yadin, lasted until Albright's death." 

Benjamin Mazar, a major Israeli archaeologist and historian and president of the Hebrew 

University of Jerusalem, excavated with Albright at Tell Beit Mirsim and Beth Zur/'* H. 

Wiener, an ultra-Orthodox Jew and major contributor to Bihliotheca Sacra, donated 

money to ASOR for Albright's excavation at Bethel in 1927 Certainly one of the 

closest relationships Albright had with any of his colleagues. Christian or Jewish, was with 

Nelson Glueck, the Reform rabbi and archaeologist. Albright regarded Glueck as his best 

student.^® Glueck also dug with Albright at Tell Beit Mirsim. In 1971, at the time of 

Glueck's death, Albright wrote a memoriam for his good friend in BASOR. Glueck was 

the first of Albright's "students to master the obscure art of dating Palestinian pottery 

Albright commented that he could scarcely recall "an instance in which I was not in 

"N. A. Siiberman, A Prophet from Amongst You (Reading, MA; Addison, 1993), 
14-5, 21, 'ill. 

^^Running and Freedman, 383. 

"Albright, "A Trial Excavation in the Mound of Bethel," BASOR 29 (1928), 10-1. 

^^Running and Freedman, 159. 

^Albright, "Nelson Glueck in Memoriam" BASOR 202 (1971), 3. 
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agreement with his assignment of given characteristic sherds to their original 

archaeological period. Albright depicted Glueck as 

always a person of singular charm and extraordinary integrity. He was an 
indefatigable worker and a man of rare vision. The combination of these 
personal qualities led to his becoming one of the foremost archaeologists of 
his time as well as one of our most successfiil academic organizers.^' 

Albright's close relationship with Glueck was not unique. Many Jewish biblical 

scholars and archaeologists counted Albright as a great scholar and teacher, as well as a 

close personal friend.*" Albright's affinities toward Jews deepened over a lifetime of 

work: 

Until I was twenty-one I had never met anyone whom I knew to be Jewish, 
but after nearly half a century of friendly association I am in some ways 
more at home in Jewish circles than anywhere else 

The evidence easily supports the contention that Albright's Jewish associations and 

fiiendships were as strong as any contacts he had developed with conservative Christian 

scholars. Nonetheless, there is no doubt that Albright was extremely grateful to Kyle for 

his financial support of the ASOR field trip to the Dead Sea area and of the excavation at 

Tell Beit Mirsim. In Kyle's obituary, Albright praised Kyle's "simplicity and purity of 

character." Albright indeed regarded Kyle as a fiiend and wrote that Kyle 

"Ibid. 

''Ibid., 5. 

"Running and Freedman, 374-90. 

"Albright, History, Archaeology and Christian Humanism (New York; McGraw-
HiU, 1964), 288. 
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possessed that rarest of all qualities, the instinct and art of befriending 
those whose religious and scholarly views diverged sharply from his. Often 
he converted enemies and ill-wishers to warm friends and admirers, solely 
through the cumulative force of personal contact... We seldom or never 
debated biblical questions, but there can be no doubt that our constant 
association and the ever-recurring opportunity for comparing biblical and 
archaeological data had led to increasing convergence between our views, 
once so far apart. To the last, however. Dr. Kyle remained staunchly 
conservative on most of his basic positions, while the writer has gradually 
changed from the extreme radicalism of 1919 to a standpoint which can 
neither be called conservative nor radical, in the usual sense of tlie terms. ̂  

Friendship aside, Albright rejected fundamentalist scholarship, the sort epitomized 

by Kyle. He attacked scholars who, in their scholarly discourse, supported the "theory of 

verbal inspiration" — he called it "erroneous."" For those theologians who attempted to 

"revise the doctrine of progressive revelation," Albright regarded these practices as 

shielding theology "from further encroachments on the part of the archaeologist and the 

historian."" Hardwick portrayed Albright's views of theologically inspired scholarship in 

the following: 

Extreme conservatism, with its adherence to ideas of "verbal inspiration," 
inerrancy and precise prepositional formulation of the theological ideas, he 
[Albright] believes is misguided.'® 

Albright disparaged scholars who lacked a "critical spirit." He was equally apprehensive 

of conservatives who regarded the biblical narrative "as a repository of 'proof texts"' and 

'^Albright, BASOR 51 (1933), 6-7. 

"Albright, Archaeology of Palestine and the Bible, 128. 

"Ibid. 

"Hardwick, 31. 
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knew little about the Bible "otherwise."*® He was also "baffled by highly skilled field 

archaeologists, perfectionistic stratigraphers, who confused the history of a site because 

they read the text of the Bible uncritically, knew little history and no Semitic language, not 

even Hebrew."*^ Albright was also "suspicious of scholars who did not change when new 

evidence appeared," for every "new bit of archaeological evidence immediately altered his 

own theories."" He also warned students that when "specialists go beyond the evidence, 

they are just as dangerous guides as are speculative scholars in any field."*' 

It is also instructive to recognize that Albright rarely, if ever, praised Kyle's 

scholarship. In Albright's first major book Archaeology of Palestine and the Bible, Kyle 

is simply noted as representing the participating institution in the Dead Sea expedition and 

the Tell Beit Mirsim excavations in cooperation with ASOR.®" The scholars who 

influenced Albright in the 1920s, and whom he regarded as making essential contributions 

in advancing archaeology and biblical studies, were men such as Driver, Fisher and 

Vincent, not Kyle. Albright wrote that 

Albright, "Archaeology Confronts Biblical Criticism," American Scholar 1 
(1938), 182-3. 

M. Cross, "Albright's View of Biblical Archaeology and Its Methodology," 
BA 36(1973), 3. 

"Ibid., 4. 

Albright, Archaeology and the Religion of Israel, 39. 

Albright, 48, 134. 
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the best treatment of the historical and Biblical bearing of the 
archaeological material discovered before the War in Palestine came from 
the pen of S. R. Driver, the greatest English Biblical scholar of modem 
times . . ." 

As for Fisher and Vincent, Albright always maintained they were instrumental in the 

development of Palestinian archaeology. 

Without the close relations now existing between archaeologists and other 
scholars in Palestine, and without the continuity of method and of 
knowledge which is ensured by the presence of such men as Pe're Vincent 
and C . S Fisher, our science could not possibly make the rapid strides 
which we observe.®^ 

Nowhere does Albright make similar comments on Kyle's academic pursuits, and rightly 

so. Kyle's scholarly endeavors were not designed to promote the development of biblical 

archaeology as a scientific discipline Kyle's fundamentalist approach to the Bible 

paralleled the work of men like Clay, Naville and Wilson whose scholarly agenda was to 

force their theological views upon the evidence, a process that Albright seldom endorsed 

or regarded as legitimate scholarship. 

Long asserts that further evidence of Albright's Christian agenda could be located 

in the atmosphere and academic training that Albright's prodigies received under his 

direction at John Hopkins. Long quotes Freedman who described the academic setting at 

Hopkins as one that had, "a strong Christian bias, an essentially apologetic approach to the 

"Ibid., 20. 

'"Ibid., 38. 
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subject of religion, especially biblical religion in (or against) its environment Yet, 

in the next paragraph, which Long omits, Freedman states that while Albright was 

"sympathetic with evangelicals," he pursued a policy of academic inquiry free from 

religious bias. Albright 

was careful to present both the Bible and its environment in terms of the 
history of ideas, and not as a defender of one faith or a particular branch or 
family of it. Therefore his own brand of faith and religion was not 
obtrusive or intrusive, although he never made any effort to conceal his 
position. He never appeared to be personally involved, since the debate 
and defense were conducted on purely intellectual grounds. 

Furthermore, Avraham Biran, who was Albright's first Ph.D student and was to become 

the director of the excavation at Tell Dan, emphatically rejects the notion that the 

atmosphere at Hopkins was permeated with a strong Christian bias. According to Biran, 

the environment was secular and academic. Albright was always a scholar in his 

classroom lectures concerning biblical religion.'' 

Certainly, Long's most insensitive charge is that Albright's "life long interest in 

asserting supersessionist Christian claims to final religious truth" is manifestly revealed in 

"Long, 27. 

'^Van Beek, 35. It appears that the selective use of Freedman's quotation has 
percolated into other works to demonstrate Albright's Christian bias. See B. Kuklick, 
Puritans in Babylon (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1996), 186-7; Kuklick also 
omits Freedman's comments on Albright's determination to present the Bible "in terms of 
the  h i s t o ry  o r  i dea s ,  and  n o t  a s  a  de fende r  o f  one  f a i t h  . . . "  

''Biran, Avraham, interviewed by the author at the Aimual meetings of the 
AAR/SBL in San Francisco, CA, 22 November 1997. 



Stone Age to Christianity^ Long observes that several of Albright's chapter headings are 

particularly suspicious, especially "When Israel was a Child and "In the Fullness of 

Time . " For Long these chapter titles invoke "Christian and specifically patristic 

hermeneutics as approved frameworks for properly grasping the import of this 

scientifically grounded history of ancient religion." Thus, it is obvious to Long that 

Albright had traced 

a course of theological universalism through biblical Israel to the early 
Church, but in eventually valorizing constructions of Christian truth, he 
portrayed a Christianity that superseded ancient Judaism, whose original 
universal vision was clouded by lingering ethnic particularism.'^ 

Any historian familiar with Christianity's doctrine of supersession would be 

shocked to learn that supersessionism was somehow part of Albright's theological world 

view. Long's lack of precision in the understanding of supersessionist theology discredits 

his claims regarding Albright's motives. The charges of Jewish deicide, the Jewish failure 

to acknowledge Jesus as Messiah, and the rejection of Israel by God have served as the 

basic theological underpitmings of supersessionist belief Supersessionism has been the 

catalyst for Christian oppression, persecution and mass murder of Jews for nearly two 

millennia. The supersessionist demonizing of Judaism is tantamount to the 

''Long, 153. Long also regards Albright's Religion of Israel as part of his 
Christian mission; however. Long fails to provide any substantial evidence of Albright's 
Christology in Religion of Israel. 

"Ibid., 135. 
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delegitimatization of the existence of the Jewish people. Moreover, the anti-Judaism 

inherent in supersessionism and its relationship to the Holocaust are indisputable.'* Biran 

calls Long's suppersessionist allegations as "ludicrous" and a "defamation" of Albright's 

character and scholarship.'' Long's cavalier accusations and his unseemly, hyperbolic 

definitions have no connection to historical reality. Indeed, the supersessionist Albright is 

hard to fathom. In 1967, Albright told the Baltimore Sunday Sun that "the New 

Testament was intended as a supplement to the Old and not a replacement," a statement 

that would be at odds with supersessionist doctrine, 

Though Albright attempted to repudiate the claim that he had a theological agenda 

in his From the Stone Age to Christianity, his "Christian interest" is prevalent, especially in 

the last chapter.'"' However, his positivist theories in no way resemble the pious 

scholarship of the 1920s that insisted that biblical studies must proceed with reverence and 

in a true Christian spirit. Albright indicated that there were several important differences 

'*For starters see S. Almog, ed. Antisemitism Through the Ages (New York: 
Pergamon Press, 1988); J. G. Gager, The Origins of Anti-Semitism (New York: Oxford 
University Press, 1985); J. Katz, From Prejudice to Destruction (Cambridge: Harvard 
University Press, 1980); W. NichoUs, Christian Antisemitism (Northvaie, NJ: Aronson, 
1993); and R. Ruether, Faith and Fratricide (Minneapolis: Seabury, 1974). 

''Biran, 22 November 1997 interview. 

""Running and Freedman, 362. 

'"'Albright, Stone Age, 256-308. See Albright's preface to the 2nd edition, in 
which he wrote: "It must also be stressed that the writer has endeavored to avoid 
specifically theological discussions, being anxious to present the subject fi^om a historical 
point of view, stopping at the threshold of the theological approach," vii. 
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between early Christianity and Judaism. He argued that the Pharisees were "rigorous 

legalists" who preserved the Torah "in order to maintain Israel's privileged place as the 

chosen people of God."'°" They could never lead a universal religious movement "to 

embrace all mankind."'"' Only Jesus could affect "a sweeping religious reformation.""" 

Though Jesus came to fulfill the Torah, he rejected the Pharisaic secondary "regulations 

and restrictions."'"' Jesus' "hostility to the Pharisees" was founded on the fact that the 

Pharisees displayed "charity but scant sympathy" to the plight of the poor and suffering. 

According to Albright, Jesus "replaced" one form of "Hellenistic dialectic" — the 

overstated "emphasis laid by the Pharisees on the Torah" — with another form of 

Hellenism: the "Hellenistic universalism and philanthropy, which underlie the whole 

subsequent history of Christianity These statements can hardly be regarded as 

supersessionist. Furthermore, From the Stone Age to Christianity is filled with Albright's 

acknowledgments of the debt Christianity owes to Judaism regarding repentance, 

confession , baptism, messianic expectations, eschatoiogy, "attributes of God, the question 

'°*Ibid., 301. Long depicts this position as "lingering ethnic particularism," a term 
never utilized by Albright; Long, 135 

'"'Albright, Stone Age, 301. 

""Ibid. 

"«Ibid., 302. 

'"®Ibid. 

""Ibid., 304. 
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of predestination and free will, and the problem of the after-life."'"* Albright also 

recognized that 

the ethics of Jesus agree strikingly, if compared in detail, with 
contemporary Jewish ethical teachings, as may be seen by reading the 
exhaustive collection of early rabbinic parallels given by Strack and 
Billerbeck. 

All this was ignored by Long. 

It would be disingenuous to deny that there are significant differences between 

early Christianity and Judaism, specifically the universalism of early Christians and the 

reformist tendencies of Jesus, but this is not supersessionism. His arguments regarding the 

excessive legalism of the Pharisees are uncomfortable and have historically been linked 

with negative images and harmful stereotypes of Jews, but these are not Albright's 

perspectives. Albright unabashedly believes that the Pharisees were men of profound 

religious morals.He stresses the Hellenistic theme of universalism and admires Greek 

science, rationalism, and culture and their impact on the faith and practice of Christianity, 

but nowhere does he dismiss Jesus's ties to Judaism. On the contrary, Albright implies 

that the major doctrines of Christian theology are dependent upon Judaism. 

"""Ibid , 290, 291,301. 

'"'Ibid., 302-3. Long does briefly mention that Albright "welcomed the 
'rehabilitation of the Pharisees,"' 83; in a footnote he states that Albright "imagined the 
strictly monotheistic Pharisees as praise worthy, but nevertheless just deficient enough to 
allow for the Christian triumph . . . ." 135. 

""Albright, Stone Age, 301. 
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Albright's From the Stone Age to Christianity is not about supplanting the Old 

Testament with the New or relegating Judaism to an inferior status, nor does the book 

suggest that Jews have no redeeming qualities or that Jews were collectively responsible 

for Jesus's death. None of the pernicious accusations dredged up by supersessionists over 

the past two thousand years appears in Stone Age. Furthermore, the book does not 

portray a Christianity that has superseded ancient Judaism, nor can Albright's attempts at 

analyzing the distinctions and differences between the two faiths be tantamount to 

supersession. 

It appears that Long has focused selectively on Albright's works and private letters 

revealing virtually no knowledge of the conservative literature of the 1920s. Albright's 

scholarship in the 1920s was not affiliated with conservative practices, which intermingled 

the spiritual and the historical as though they were one. There can be no greater 

illustration of the disparities between the tendentious theories of pious scholars of that age 

and Albright's methods than in his article published in Bibliotheca Sacra in 1922."' This 

pseudo-scholarly, fundamentalist journal was wholeheartedly devoted to the proposition 

that the biblical narrative is a divinely-inspired, inerrant history. The vast majority of 

writers in Bibliotheca Sacra who commented on archaeology saw their task as 

theological, and archaeological evidence was only used to confirm the "word of God." 

Authors publishing in Bibliotheca Sacra generally regarded scholars who proposed 

"'Albright, "Archaeological EHscovery in the Holy Land," Bib Sac 79 (1922): 401-
17. 
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contrary theories as loathsome infidels without suitable credentials. Albright never 

supported this type of scholarship, nor did he engage in these sorts of polemics. 

Albright's article in Bibliotheca Sacra does reflect conservative tendencies in some 

instances, however, he argued that archaeology had a "peculiar interest" in Palestine, 

"where the sacredest of human possessions came into being . According to 

Albright, Palestinian archaeology's interests lay: "In the illustration, elucidation and, if 

need be, conformation of this masterpiece of world-literature . When Albright 

described the interruption of archaeological activity in Palestine owing to the outbreak of 

World War I, he chided humanity for not heeding the lesson's past. The observant 

archaeologist recognized it was the lack of comprehension of the past that had lead to this 

worldwide destruction; 

The hand of God is always on the helm of human progress, and none can 
see it so plainly as the reverent archaeologist, whose great aim is to know 
the past as it really was, and to deduce the laws which govern the 
development of man toward the ultimate goal which the Creator has set for 
him."^ 

In several cases Albright went beyond what the evidence could have reasonably 

demonstrated and rendered a positivist-oriented evaluation He maintained that Sellin and 

Watzinger had incorrectly dated a brick wall at Jericho to 2000 B.C., which he argued 

"-Ibid., 403 

'"Ibid. 

"'Ibid., 413. 
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"was the wall overthrown when the Israelites took Jericho.'"" Sellin and Watzinger also 

failed to recognize that the pottery was 

throughout characteristically late Canaanite and pre-Israelite, so there 
cannot remain the shadow of a doubt that it was this city which was 
destroyed by Joshua, B.C. 1230."® 

Albright, furthermore contended that the discovery of the Samaria ostraca provided 

striking evidence of the ability of the Hebrews to write their history at a very early date 

Because of this discovery, Albright insisted that there could no longer be "the remotest 

likelihood attached to the views of those who contended that writing was not practiced at 

the chancelleries of David and Solomon Albright also inferred that the discovery of 

Egyptian "weapons and pieces of armor" by the excavators at Shechem, "reminded one 

vividly of the tradition that Joseph was buried here.""' These statements do overstate 

evidence and in some cases exemplify a religious perspective; however, the tenor of this 

article was moderate in comparison to the flmdamentalistic propaganda typically published 

in Bibliotheca Sacra. 

"'Ibid , 410. 

"®Ibid.,411. 

"'Ibid., 409-10. It now appears that Albright was correct; see N. Naaman who 
wrote "it is evident that writing had already entered the court of Jerusalem in the tenth 
century B C .E.;" in "The Contribution of the Amama Letters to the Debate on Jerusalem's 
Political Position in the Tenth Century B.C.E.," BASOR 304 (1996), 22. 

"'Albright, "Archaeological Discovery," 412. 
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Nowhere in this article did Albright employ standard conservative declarations that 

archaeological evidence had destroyed the documentary hypothesis or that the biblical 

record had been entirely validated. Albright did not unrelentingly recapitulate the biblical 

narrative, sanctioning it throughout with specious historical and archaeological theories, as 

was customary in the fundamentalist "scholarship" of his day. Albright did not adopt a 

conservative exegesis based on dogmatic principles, nor did he discuss inerrancy, 

revelation or rely on appeals to faith over the theories of suspect scholars. There were no 

declarations that archaeological evidence has never discredited the accuracy of the biblical 

text. Furthermore, Albright did not suggest that if the literal reading of the Old Testament 

proved false, then the revelation of the Gospels would fall. 

Though Albright was interested in evidence that illustrated the biblical periods, in 

this article all historical periods of Palestine appealed to him. In describing the history of 

Palestinian excavations, the archaeologists and the material culture, Albright was 

moderate, scholarly; only occasionally did he force or over-interpret the evidence in efforts 

to illuminate the biblical text. In the few instances when his religious ideas surface, the 

references appear to be innocuous, and there is no evidence that his conclusions were 

based on anything other than scholarly considerations rather than theological interests or 

"life long" supersessionists beliefs. This article was clearly unlike the conservative 

literature that appeared in Bibliotheca Sacra and elsewhere throughout the 1920s, which 

protected the sacred history of the Bible and frequently employed archaeology in what 

amounted to little more than a theological investigation of the text. 
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Albright wrote over 115 articles in scholarly journals during the decade of the 

1920s Another good barometer of Albright's scholarship in comparison to the 

conservative literature of the 1920s was his 1930 article summarizing the progress of 

Palestinian archaeology during the last decade.It was clear from the beginning of this 

article that Albright's discussions of the history of excavations in Palestine were founded 

on academic principles of archaeological research, rather than on Christian doctrine. 

Unlike the conservatives of the '20s, he warned his readers that there were serious 

problems in dating pottery and that only the judgement of a few scholars such as Fisher, 

Guy and Vincent could be relied upon. Of course, there was no mention of Kyle or any 

conservative as being trustworthy in ceramic dating.'*' Albright acknowledged that 

archaeological research was in fact "spurred on by the wide-spread interest in the 

historical background of the Old Testament," and that the "zeal" of excavation was 

focused on the "sites and levels which might be expected to yield [the] most information 

bearing on it .'"~ Albright traced what he believed were periods of biblical history that 

were in agreement with archaeological results. He elucidated a number of themes 

"This incredible output does not include books, articles in books, articles in 
popular magazines, and book reviews which would push Albright's literary activity beyond 
200 publications. See Freedman, The Published Works of William Foxwell Albright. 

'^"Albright, "A Millenniimi of Biblical History in the Light of Recent Excavations," 
American Philosophical Society 69 (1930): 441-61. 

'-'Ibid., 444-5. 

'^Ibid., 445. 
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characteristic of the classic Albrightian school that dominated biblical scholarship in 

America for nearly 40 years. 

Albright claimed that the Patriarchal Age reflected "with remarkable accuracy the 

actual conditions of the Middle Bronze Age He contended that the "early 

traditions of Israel [Genesis 14] preserve important references to an invasion of Palestine 

by a coalition of Mesopotamian princes," and that archaeological evidence has shed light 

upon "obscure references to social customs of the Patriarchal Age."'-* Furthermore, the 

settlement pattern "in the hill country . . ., as found in Genesis, is in strict accord with the 

archaeological facts . He insisted that the "religion of Yahweh as preached by 

Moses . must have been essentially monotheistic . . However, it was an area that 

archaeology could not "speak [on] decisively."'*' He minimized Israelite belief in the 

mother goddess, and the importance of the high places excavated throughout ancient 

Israel.'-' He also argued that he had discovered a cloth and dye industry at Tell Beit 

'^Ibid., 446-7. 

'^'Ibid., 447. 

'-'Ibid., 447-8. 

'^«Ibid., 452. 

'^'Ibid. In a footnote Albright stated, "that Moses was a thorough monotheist 
seems to me practically certain though hardly susceptible of direct proof at present." 

'^'Ibid., 453. 
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Mirsim, when in fact he had misidentified olive oil presses for dye vats.'^ Today, nearly 

all of these archaeological interpretations are regarded as naive and incorrect. However, 

there is no evidence that these archaeological suppositions were theologically motivated. 

Unlike many conservatives whose archaeological insights were guided principally by 

Christian doctrine or confessions of faith, Albright derived his interpretations from 

archaeology as a scholar and not as a witness for the Lord. 

Albright's approach in this article to the documentary hypothesis also connotes a 

significant gap between conservative writings and his own scholarship. It is well known 

that throughout his life Albright opposed Wellhausen's theory.'^ Yet he did not reject the 

basic source theory of Wellhausen Albright agreed that the Pentateuch was based on 

several documents JEP and D, written or compiled at various dates representing various 

interests. Albright stated clearly, in a long but thorough footnote, that "the Jews, both 

pre-exilic and post-exilic, traced the origin of the law back to Moses."*'' He gave great 

credence to oral tradition, but he acknowledged that an "orally transmitted law would 

steadily grow, both by absorbing later legislation, and by explanatory additions."''• For 

Albright the "actual Mosaic nucleus of the codes is, therefore, presumably small, though 

'^id., 457. N. Miller "A Puzzle for Albright," BAR 8.3 (1982): 65-8. 

'^Albright, The Archaeology of Palestine and the Bible, 129-33; idem. From the 
Stone Age to Christianity, 52-3; 189-93, idem, "Archaeology Confronts Biblical 
Criticism." 

"'Albright, "A Millennium of Biblical History," 460. 

'"Ibid. 



344 

any serious attempt to reconstruct it is at present quite impossible Though Albright 

did not emphasize that "the theory of Wellhausen will not bear the test of archaeological 

examination,'"^ a theme he relentlessly pursued throughout his life, he did argue that 

scholars must recognize "the antiquity and tenacity of oral tradition in Israel on the one 

hand, and of the late date at which our material was compiled and edited, on the 

other . Oral tradition had preserved a thousand years of "Israelite history and 

religion . . . which are imbedded in that marvelous work known as the Pentateuch."'^ 

During the 1920s it was rare that a conservative would endorse any specific 

element of Wellhausen's theory. The conservative opposition to Wellhausen was 

formulated to defend tradition, and any higher critical position that contradicted faith and 

weakened the historicity of the biblical narrative was strenously opposed. Though 

Albright's dependence on a lengthy period or oral development for many of the 

Pentateuchal narratives is now regarded as improbable by the majority of scholars, his 

acceptance of the basic source theory sets him squarely in opposition to conservative 

ideology in the defense of Scripture.Moreover, references to the works of such 

scholars as Clay, Kyle, Neville, Peters, Price or Wilson are conspicuously absent from 

'^'Ibid. 

Albright, Archaeology of Palestine and the Bible, 129. 

'^'Albright, "Millennium," 460-1. 

''®Ibid.,461. 

'"See Whybray, The Making of the Pentateuch, 133-85 
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Albright's article, and rightly so. Albright did not embrace their scholarship and 

studiously avoided the archaeology of faith that was so prevalent in the 1920s. 

Many of Albright's suppositions have been rejected and were not based on 

archaeological evidence. They were scholarly constructs, and in the final analysis, 

dependent upon the biblical record for confirmation. This criticism of Albright comes 

after years of enormous advances and developments in the fields of biblical studies and 

archaeology. After 40 years, every scientific field has gone through numerous 

reevaluations, critiques and revisions. Few, if any scholars of Albright's era in any field 

would meet today's scholarly requirements and standards. Albright's works may appear 

conservative today, but in the context of the 1920s they were not, and there is little 

evidence that his archaeological interpretations were theologically motivated.'^' Hardwick 

has argued that Albright became more conservative throughout his career in "his treatment 

of early Old Testament traditions," and nearly all the changes in his scholarship 

represented "a shift toward a more conservative position."'^ This was no secret, even 

Albright himself stated that "our attitude toward tradition, while no less critical than it 

'"Albright does mention that Kyle excavated at Tell Beit Mirsim; see Albright's, 
"A Millennium of Biblical History," 442. 

'''Dever, "What Remains of the House That Albright Built?" suggests that 
"Albright's conservativism was more a matter of temperament and personal conviction 
than of theological orthodoxy," 28. 

•niardwick, 570-1. 
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used to be, is becoming less sceptical."'^' Yet even Hardwick insists that it should not "be 

assumed that Albright's increasingly conservative treatment of Biblical traditions is 

indicative of an increasingly conservative theological position."'^* Moreover, when 

Hardwick analyzed the field of biblical studies in 1958. he unequivocally depicted 

Albright's scholarship as moderate. 

. . . Albright generally stands between the right-wing conservative scholars-
-such as Edward J. Young, and Joseph P. Free—and the more radical 
scholars—such as Martin Noth, Gerhard von Rad, and the late Robert H. 
PfeifFer—although on various individual points he would agree with 
scholars of one or both schools. 

David Noel Freedman has argued that Albright's scholarship was modeled on a 

classical if not medieval Christian synthesis similar to that of Aquinas and Augustine.'*^ 

He portrayed Albright's writings as a "defense of biblical religion, very close to its classic 

Christian form."'^' For Albright 

Monotheism was demonstrably superior to the polytheism from which it 
sprang, and of the varying forms of biblical or quasi-biblical monotheism 
(and the quasi could be attached to monotheism also), classic Christianity 
was the most viable intellectually and philosophically 

'^'Albright, "Notes on Early Hebrew and Aramaic Epigraphy" 6 (1926), 
102. 

'^"Hardwick, 579. 

'"'Ibid, 579-80. 

"^VanBeek, 33. 

"'Ibid., 36. 

'^Ibid. 
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Though Freedman says nothing about the scholarship of the 1920s and does not 

compare Albright's scholarship to standard conservative literature of that era, he places 

Albright's works between ultra-conservatives and radicals because Albright was searching 

"to recover and to restructure an essemially conservative, but also intellectually 

respectable and scientifically viable position.""^ 

We cannot consider Albright a conservative simply because other scholars view 

him as such without any comparative analysis. This will not do. It is relatively easy to 

describe the glaring characteristics and develop categories for the conservative literature 

of the 1920s. There was a clear dividing line between conservative and moderate 

scholarship Albright's early scholarship is not a borderline example resistant to the 

general principles of classification. Contrary to the pious scholars of the 1920s, who were 

insistent in their faith and searched for evidence to confirm it, Albright's scholarship 

indicates that he derived his conclusions fi-om the archaeological evidence and not fi'om an 

overt or even hidden Christian agenda. 

CONCLUSIONS 

Nearly 25 years after Albright's death it is time for new perspectives and fi-esh 

accounts of Albright's contributions to biblical archaeology. Long's reevaluation of 

Albright's scholarship will probably be the beginning of a series of revisions pertaining to 

Albright's career and influence in biblical studies. Long's analysis contains an ample 

'"'Ibid., 452. 
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mixture of reality and suspect allegations. He professes an authority upon the scholarship 

of the 1920s which we cannot relinquish to him. He seems to know little about the 

literature of the 1920s pertaining to archaeology and the Bible. His evidence regarding 

Albright's theological agenda is scanty. Long's insinuations that Albright's fnendships 

with the likes of Kyle and Kelso were indicative of Albright's true evangelical proclivities 

in biblical scholarship are totally untenable. His accusations concerning supersessionism 

are extreme. Long has demonstrated that Albright was clearly conservative in his 

Christian beliefs. Occasionally Albright's interests in Christian theology did appear in his 

scholarship. Albright frequently revealed his Christian interests in his private 

correspondence; however. Long has produced no convincing evidence that Albright was 

unable to pursue a scholarly, objective analysis of the archaeological evidence, or that 

Albright masked a theologically motivated scheme which was driving his scholarship. In 

the final analysis. Long's conclusions do not take into account all the available evidence 

and are unreliable. 

Albright must be regarded as a moderate in his scholarly endeavors in the 1920s. 

His writings and scholarly conclusions had little semblance to the conservative hyperbole 

that often conflated the spiritual, historical, and archaeological as though they were one. 

There is very little evidence that Albright's work was based on dogmatic theories and 

professions of faith. Although Albright was conservative in his religious beliefs which he 

never concealed, Albright's studies were not predisposed to answer questions of faith. His 
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archaeological investigations were based on scientific principles and not revelations from 

the Almighty 
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CHAPTER EIGHT 

CONCLUSION 

The result of this study suggests that modem scholars have ignored the historical 

progression of the interpretation of archaeological evidence. There have been few 

investigations relevant to the analysis and accuracy of the work of early biblical scholars in 

their application of archaeological data. Scholars have not asked where these 

interpretations were published. They have rarely considered the role of the popular press 

and the New York Times in reporting archaeological results and interpretations. Few 

scholars have carefully addressed specific questions regarding the religious motivations of 

early biblical scholars. Finally, for the decade of the '20s, there have been no 

conscientious contextual comparisons of Albright and his contemporaries. The 

inescapable conclusion of this study is that modem scholars have not properly evaluated 

critical aspects of the interpretation of archaeological evidence. 

The purpose of this research was to examine the process of evaluation of the 

archaeological material by Anglo/American Bible scholars at the beginning of the 

twentieth century. There is sufficient evidence in this study for us to conclude that: 

1) Conservative scholars created an archaeology of faith dedicated to nullify higher 

criticism and to validate religious tmth. Archaeological material buttressed conservative 

ideology in its foremost crusade: to supplant modem critical biblical interpretations with 

doctrines of revelations and verbal infallibility. 2) The distortion of archaeological data in 
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tendentious studies did not preclude serious scholars from examining archaeological 

evidence. Mainstream scholars did not abdicate the interpretation of biblical archaeology 

to conservatives. The task of interpretation, the mass of archaeological material and the 

Bible scholar's level of understanding of archaeological methods were most likely 

responsible for the small numbers of competent scholars studying archaeology's impact on 

the biblical text. 3) Archaeological results from the Holy Land were not a regular staple in 

the popular press. Though excessive archaeological claims were made, the popular press 

was generally more accurate and dependable than conservative works. The exception was 

the New York Times Though the reporting was uneven prior to 1919, by the 1920s 

America's most prestigious newspaper frequently sensationalized archaeological 

discoveries, which were false and gave the distinct impression that archaeology "proved" 

the Bible to be true. 4) The scholarship of Albright during the 1920s was essentially 

moderate. Though conservative in his religious beliefs, it appears he based his 

archaeological conclusions on the material evidence and his analysis of the biblical text 

They were seldom influenced by Christian doctrine. 

CONSERVATIVES 

Since the beginnings of the century conservative scholars led by Sayce and Kyle 

noisily claimed that monuments would speak authoritatively and resolve biblical 

controversies especially about the Pentateuch, when in fact, they could not. Conservative 

scholars evaluated archaeological data but worked under the controlling influence of their 

doctrines of the divine inspiration and inerrancy of the Bible. The scholarly consideration 
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of archaeologicaJ evidence was secondary, for the true mission of pious scholars was 

dismantling the pernicious approach of the then-dominant school of biblical research — the 

documentary hypothesis. In the search for archaeological truth, many of Sayce's 

assumptions became the foundation which pious scholars turned to in proclaiming biblical 

truth. 

Conservatives faithfully repeated tired cliches concerning the trustworthiness of 

the biblical record. However, scholars such as Sayce and Kyle never recognized how little 

they knew of Abraham and Ur, the historicity and social customs of the patriarchs, the 

events of Genesis 14, the location of Sodom and Gomorrah, the Israelite sojourn in Egypt, 

the Exodus, the Mosaic authorship of the Pentateuch, and a host of other biblical problems 

that archaeology could not solve. Solutions to these questions were no more imminent in 

1930 than at the beginning of the century. 

Conservatives continually plotted against higher criticism. They combed the 

archaeological data for relics linking the evidence to the biblical narrative in order to 

overturn Wellhausen's documentary hypothesis. Conservatives argued that archaeological 

interpretations were somehow more objective and provided salient facts that could indeed 

test higher criticism. They argued that critical theories were not operative unless attested 

by archaeological evidence. 

Conservative arguments proclaiming that archaeological data had destroyed the 

conclusions of critical scholars were shamelessly overstated and were based on unscientific 

principles. Problems arose from questionable and even illogical inferences deduced from 
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the resuhs of excavations. Many conservative scholars were simply incompetent in 

constructing the legitimate methods for interpreting archaeological data. They were 

incapable of investigating the archaeological data dispassionately or scientifically 

Conservative archaeological theories were singularly unproductive and 

misinformed. Though their specious works were popular with theologians and the general 

public, they made no real contributions in the scholarly world. Conservatives based their 

archaeological conclusions essentially on theology, geography and epigraphy, mainly 

outside of Palestine. They rarely cited primary archaeological reports or referred to the 

major archaeological journals. They preferred to quote each other Conservative scholars 

developed no coherent theory to examine the archaeological data or the history of the 

events recorded in the Pentateuch. Their scientific methods were based on the doctrines 

of inerrancy and inspiration. When conservative inquiries lacked substance, they appealed 

to the reliability of Scripture; thus, the pious scholar found himself obliged to bear witness 

to the truth of Scripture and Jesus as Lord in pseudo-scholarly works. 

Conservatives were viewed with a mixture of suspicion and disdain by most 

biblical scholars, and rightly so. Many were supportive of and linked with the 

fundamentalist movement. They provided the raw material which reactionary church 

circles employed to attack "modernist" interpretations of the Bible. The conservative 

agenda has always promoted traditional theological concerns, which essentially 

compromise their academic research. Their conclusions were not credible, nor were they 

honest. Most conservatives were eager to accept the verdict of the spade when it 
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validated the Bible, but they were not inclined to accept the opposite verdict when 

archaeological evidence rendered the Bible's narrative impossible. 

It is clear that these biblical scholars could not produce a respectable synthesis of 

the archaeological evidence and the biblical text when motivated by Christian theology. 

Those scholars who insisted upon doctrines of inerrancy and revelation were not 

legitimate participants in the academic study of the Bible. They could not maintain a 

neutral stance in the development of their hypotheses. Conservatives had no patience with 

the study of ancient Israel for its own sake. The major principles of their hermeneutics 

were to promote a Christian archaeological hypothesis in interpreting the Bible, to convert 

other scholars to their archaeology of faith, to defend entrenched Christian doctrines from 

heretical theories, and to demonstrate that the saving power of God was evident in the 

archaeological record. 

MAINSTREAM SCHOLARS 

By 1930 there was a mass of archaeological data available from Palestinian 

excavations, much of it incoherent to Bible scholars. They were dependent upon the 

archaeologists' published reports, drawings, photographs and analyses. Advances since 

1900 required Bible scholars to employ data they were not trained to decipher. 

Disagreements pertaining to archaeological details such as strata and pottery chronology 

left the Bible scholar at a distinct disadvantage. Interpretation of the total archaeological 

picture was still primitive. Few archaeologists contemplated such basic questions as 

biological, economic, environmental, social and technological systems. The understanding 
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of pottery's influence upon ancient Palestinian culture was still in its infancy. It's no 

wonder that most Bible scholars were attracted to inscriptions from other literary sources 

as they attempted to explicate biblical episodes and personalities. For a majority of biblical 

scholars it was improbable that they could satisfactorily integrate archaeological material 

with the biblical text. 

Archaeological remains were still fragmentary and complete reports were difficult 

to obtain and to evaluate. The changing nature of archaeology obliged serious biblical 

scholars to interpret data that was frequently beyond their expertise. Many authors were 

incapable of describing accurately the relevance of archaeological data with any 

confidence. Still, several scholars called for a broadening in methodology for a complete 

understanding of the text. Several scholars, beginning with Driver and followed by Cook, 

Wood, Barton and Albright, probed the archaeological evidence for a thorough 

comprehension of ancient Israel's history, culture and religion. 

The failure of many biblical scholars to synthesize archaeological material in their 

studies was indicative of the enormous mass of material and the scholars' deficiencies in 

understanding the role of archaeology, rather than their disgust with tendentious 

conservative scholars who perverted the archaeological record to prove the Bible. The 

results of Palestinian excavations were not solely in the hands of conservative Bible 

scholars. Though conservatives misrepresented the evidence in pursuit of an inerrant 

Bible, serious Bible scholars did not abandon the field of biblical archaeology to pious 

scholars. Legitimate Bible scholars attacked the faulty methods of church-oriented 



356 

scholars attempting to validate the biblical record. They understood that conservatives 

lived in a world that the serious scholars could not enter; however, this did not dissuade 

biblical scholars from considering the results of archaeology Though their numbers were 

not great, competent scholars struggled to articulate a pattern of lucid interpretations of 

the raw archaeological material. Their limited success was due to the aggregate of 

evidence which proved to be beyond the capacity of most biblical scholars. Many did not 

have the perseverance or preparation to tackle complicated excavation reports. Most 

Bible scholars were not sensitive to archaeological methods. They were unsure of the 

limitations and potential of the archaeological data. For the majority of biblical scholars it 

was a daunting task to successfully integrate archaeological results into their textual 

inquiries. 

Despite biblical scholars' deficiencies important progress was made in creating a 

reconstruction of ancient Israel's culture, history and religion. Several scholars developed 

hypotheses from Palestinian excavations free from theological bias. They attempted to 

analyze the inception, form and progression of Israelite religion. They acknowledged that 

popular religious practices in ancient Israel were in conflict with the ofiBcial cult and 

heavily influenced by Canaanite religious beliefs. These scholars recognized that 

Palestinian excavations had demonstrated that Pan-Babylonian arguments were 

implausible. Many asserted that a purely literary analysis of the biblical record was not 

adequate for a thorough understanding of ancient Israel. Some enterprising scholars 

ventured to create a synthesis of archaeological evidence and the biblical text. Though not 
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always successful, several developed far-reaching examples that established what 

constituted valid archaeological data in illuminating the biblical narrative. Unfortunately, 

their works and formidable conclusions were not advanced by Bible scholars for decades. 

THE POPULAR PRESS AND THE NEW YORK TLMES 

The popular press published numerous stories and opinions pertaining to the Bible. 

Stories and articles concentrated on topics like inerrancy, higher criticism and education. 

Archaeological news from Palestine aroused little attention. This was probably due to the 

public's fascination with the antiquities and discoveries of ancient Egypt and 

Mesopotamia. The results from Palestine were always less spectacular. Since the mid-

nineteenth century, when the pubUc was already visiting museums to view artifacts and 

attending lectures to hear the adventures of archaeologists, the most impressive 

discoveries had come from Egypt and Mesopotamia. In contrast to these breathtaking 

discoveries and antiquities, excavations in the Holy Land did not uncover incredible 

monuments or temples that the press required and the public thristed for. Though popular 

magazines did report on a small number of appealing personalities and interesting 

excavations in Palestine, no excavation in the Holy Land could captivate the press and the 

public's attention as had the discoveries of Carter in Egypt and WoUey at Ur. Palestine 

lacked the magnificent tombs, architecture and literary corpus unearthed in Egypt and 

Mesopotamia. Palestinian excavations for the most part concentrated on tells and pottery, 

and the results were often paltry. The failure to locate any substantial archive in the Holy 

Land also dampened the press's and the public's curiosity. 
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Nevertheless, the popular press did intermittently cover the progress of several 

excavations in Palestine. Major sites such as Gezer, Jericho, Jerusalem and Beth Shan 

received the most attention. Of course, the press was always alert to any discovery that 

validated some incident in the Bible, and such announcements were legitimate news 

stories. Yet, the prevailing coverage was less dramatic. Only a few articles proclaimed 

that amazing evidence had verified the entire biblical record, confirmed biblical miracles or 

elucidated the Lord's handiwork. Few magazine articles featuring biblical archaeology 

utilized the data to contest higher critics or the documentary hypothesis. This was 

probably because fundamentalists and conservative scholars did not regularly publish 

major articles on archaeology and its miraculous validation of the Bible in popular 

magazines. Pious scholars and theologians had their own confessional literature where 

they could publish their concems for a believing audience. Thus, the results of Palestinian 

excavations in popular magazines were seldom exploited to discredit blasphemous theories 

and infidel scholars. 

Though the popular press did on occasion sensationalize archaeological 

discoveries, these magazines were more dependable and current than pious publications. 

The public was better served reading magazines such as Smithsonian and Scientific 

American than relying on the questionable and apologetic material contained in 

conservative literature. 

The New York Times routinely published articles on religion and the Bible, but its 

coverage for the first 20 years of the century relating to archaeology and Scripture was 
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limited. Many of the articles concerning Palestinian excavations were simply letters or 

telegrams to universities from archaeologists excavating at the sites. Several articles were 

sensational and entirely imaginary, and their deceptive headlines and leads were not 

reflective of the contents located in the body of the story. In some instances the Times 

reported on archaeological evidence clarifying a biblical issue in a scholarly manner. 

Nevertheless, the majority of the published stories covering archaeology and the Bible 

were unreliable, and they focused on ludicrous interpretations and treasure hunting. 

During the 1920s the Times dramatically increased its reporting of archaeological 

connections to the biblical narrative. The premier newspaper in the United States became 

a major source of information regarding the progress of excavations in Palestine and 

archaeology's relevance to the Bible Many archaeologists and biblical scholars appeared 

frequently in the Times However, the 'journalistic conduct was not consistent 

Fundamentalists, conservative scholars and religious mystics wrote articles proclaiming 

archaeology's omnipotent powers in authenticating the stories in the Bible. The Times 

provided a valuable medium for the faithfiil to explain how, everyday, science was 

uncovering the wondrous workings of the Almighty. The front pages of the Times 

occasionally carried news of electrifying discoveries of biblical relics. Stories regularly 

suggested that revered figures like Adam, Eve, Noah, Abraham, Jacob, Rachel and Moses 

had in someway been confirmed by archaeological evidence. The newspaper's carnival-

like proclamations on amazing archaeological finds and outlandish interpretations 

contributed to the public's impression that archaeological evidence was validating the acts 



360 

of God When scholars and archaeologists wrote or were quoted in the Times, they 

provided scholarly approval of the newspaper's predilection to concentrate on the most 

dazzling elements of an excavation. The New York Times played a vital role in 

popularizing biblical archaeology and contributed numerous illustrations of archaeology 

had "proving" the Bible to be a trustworthy document from the Lord. Some of what the 

New York Times chose to publish was, in many ways, not really "fit to print." 

W. F. ALBRIGHT 

Albright's academic suppositions and the way he envisaged religion were tied to a 

Judeo-Christian foundation. He maintained that archaeology established historical truth in 

a considerable portions of the biblical narrative. Albright believed that archaeology 

corroborated much of the Old Testament and in a collateral fashion the truth of 

Christianity. His religiosity and perceptions of the archaeological data may have impelled 

him to be distrustful of the documentary hypothesis. Nevertheless, at the present, there is 

no significant evidence that Albright was unable to analyze archaeological evidence free 

from doctrinal orthodoxy, or that Albright's archaeological conclusions could not eschew 

the divine, or that his religious commitments led him to excessive Christian interpolations 

of the archaeological data. It is our contention that Albright was capable, in most cases, 

of treating archaeological material independently and objectively. Albright's scholarship 

did not display the tendentious characteristics contained in the pious literature of the 

1920s. Accusations of supersession or of a secretive Christian agenda driving Albright's 

conclusions are, at the present, unfounded. 
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Albright can be faulted, however, for a failure to recognize the limits of 

archaeological interpretation. Several of his archaeological conclusions were solely based 

on the biblical record. He presupposed the veracity of Scripture, and in some cases, this 

may have interfered with a neutral analysis of archaeological evidence. However, his 

scholarship had little in common with the archaeology of faith created by dogmatic 

scholars of the 1920s. He never evaluated the evidence in a context of biblical inspiration 

or confessional theology. His conclusions rarely included defenses of faith. He attempted 

to be impartial and conscientious in interpreting the archaeological data. He eschewed 

theological disputes for scientific arguments. His audience was the academic community 

and those interested in a scholarly inquiry into the influence of archaeology in 

understanding the biblical record. Albright's analyses of the archaeological material were 

based on a scientific foundation and not on the cherished doarines of the church. 
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