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 JOURNAL OF

 NEAR EASTERN STUDIES

 Volume II JANUARY 1943 Number 1

 HISTORY, ANCIENT WORLD, AND THE BIBLE
 PROBLEMS OF ATTITUDE AND OF METHOD

 A. T. OLMSTEAD

 THROUGH his own individual studies
 the historian becomes acutely con-
 scious of the transitory nature of all

 things human. Systems of thought change
 most rapidly, none more speedily than
 those we dignify by calling them sciences
 or scholarly disciplines. During our own
 generation we have watched the practi-
 tioners of the physical sciences build up a
 virtually new picture of our universe; if
 changes in the social sciences and in the
 humanistic studies have passed unnoticed
 by other scholars absorbed in their own
 investigations, none the less they have
 been equally revolutionary.

 These shifts in direction of the winds

 blown by scholarly doctrine offer a most
 fascinating subject for historical research.
 Historiography, the record of the history
 itself, must always come first in interest
 for the historian. He reads through in
 chronological order the writings of the
 great masters and discovers that they too
 are subject to the universal law of change.
 What, then, he asks, is the nature of these
 changes, why do they occur, what is their
 direction? Within this cycle of change, are
 there results of the historian's toil which

 may in any true sense be considered eter-
 nally valid?

 He does not read far before he recog-
 nizes a fact of fundamental significance:
 what we call history by popular usage ac-
 tually consists of two widely separate ele-
 ments, which for proper understanding we
 must always keep distinct in our thought,
 though they will be fused in the final re-
 sult of our investigations-the book.

 One of these elements we may call the
 Art.1 The term is appropriate, for, in con-
 trast to other sciences and disciplines,
 there is a tradition that history is a form
 of literature. It is therefore proper for the
 historian to deck his story in all the colors
 of life and thus win the approval of the
 general educated public. If the practi-
 tioner of the natural sciences, also by tra-
 dition, eschews the graces of literary
 adornment, he too has an art of presenta-
 tion; like the historian, he must select his
 facts, arrange them in logical order, and

 1 The seminar in medieval history conducted by
 George Lincoln Burr was entitled "The Science and
 Art of History." Cf. A. T. Olmstead, "Hebrew His-
 tory and Historical Method," in Persecution and
 Liberty: Essays in Honor of George Lincoln Burr
 (1931), p. 21.
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 2 JOURNAL OF NEAR EASTERN STUDIES

 explain their significance. These explana-
 tions he casts in the form of hypotheses
 and laws, properly so called because man-
 made. The historian is reluctant to speak
 of laws and contents himself with interpre-
 tations of the facts he presents.

 While the natural scientist has based

 hypothesis and law on exactly ascertained
 facts whose validity must be considered
 universal, hypothesis and even law are
 subject to change. A generation ago the
 nebular hypothesis was sacrosanct; the
 historian who ventured to dub it a mere

 cosmology, of nature similar to the Baby-
 lonian creation story or the first chapter
 of Genesis, was in danger of scientific ex-
 communication. Today there is none so
 weak in intelligence as to do it reverence.
 If the law of the conservation of energy is
 still invoked, its meaning has been revolu-
 tionized by the discovery of the electron
 and the smashing of the atom. So, in his-
 tory, the recovery of new facts about the
 past, the development of new points of
 view, and the presentation of new laws
 by the social scientists have all resulted in
 new interpretations of historical data. To
 this degree, the work of the historian is
 also subject to the universal law of
 change.

 There is another element of history to
 which only the term Science can be prop-
 erly applied. This term is even yet some-
 times confined to those narrow fields
 which deal with matters of universal va-

 lidity, where results can be repeated by
 experimentation and can be predicted
 with mathematical certainty. Such a defi-
 nition would confine the term to the basal

 subjects, physics and chemistry. It
 would exclude astronomy, whose data are
 secured only by observation, where exper-
 imentation is impossible, though the
 astronomer may invoke the aid of the
 physical scientist in the conduct of lab-
 oratory experiments to produce phenom-

 ena similar to those observed in the

 heavens and thus to suggest their explana-
 tion. Only by constant observation
 through the centuries is he able to accu-
 mulate enough fixed points to allow the
 mathematician to calculate and thus to

 predict the movement of the heavenly
 bodies, the individual planets, stars, or
 universes.

 As the scientist ascends to the higher
 levels, the subject matter becomes in-
 creasingly complicated, the task of the
 investigator more difficult, the results less
 satisfying. More and more, observation
 takes the place of experimentation. Great-
 er attention is devoted to the individual

 group or subject. As a consequence,
 these more complicated sciences become
 increasingly descriptive.

 A limited experimentation is possible
 for the biologist, though with the higher
 animals the biologist is driven more and
 more to substitute observation. Take, for
 instance, the dominant theory of biologi-
 cal evolution; experimentation with the
 lower forms of life may have begun the
 theory, but its firmest support is found in
 the record contributed by paleontology,
 which, like history itself, studies the fact
 in its time relation.

 Experiment is denied the social scien-
 tist by the very nature of the subject mat-
 ter. At best, he may observe a few experi-
 ments, never under rigid scientific con-
 trols, which have been conducted by
 would-be reformers and often with quite
 unsuspected results. Direct observation
 by trained observers was impossible be-
 fore the last century; for the remaining five
 thousand years of written history the so-
 cial scientist is dependent on the written
 documents of men who were interested

 only indirectly in the social process.
 These documents it is the business of

 the historian to collect, sift, test, and pre-
 sent. As with the biologist, his task is es-
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 HISTORY, ANCIENT WORLD, AND THE BIBLE 3

 sentially descriptive. He also, it is true,
 attempts to group and to explain the var-
 ious events he chronicles. He has learned

 that these events follow definite patterns,
 though he would be slow to term these
 patterns laws. He knows that coming
 events do cast their shadows before; for
 instance, though the two World Wars
 astonished and horrified an unprepared
 world, historians long since had predicted
 them and no one had listened.2

 But the historian would be the first to

 deny that such rule-of-thumb knowledge
 was Science. Under that title the histo-

 rian would present only his collection of
 tested facts. He does not imply that he
 has all the facts. The majority, he sadly
 admits, are lost forever in the mists of
 time. Cheered by recent experience, he
 hopes that more will be discovered in the
 future. He may be wrong in his estimate
 of the relative value of the facts chosen

 for publication. Future discovery of fresh
 facts will fill some of the present gaps and
 may shift the emphasis on those already
 known. New points of view or new facts
 may prove him wrong in his interpreta-
 tion. What he can assert in full pride is
 that when he has done an honest, truly
 professional piece of work his reader may
 be assured that the facts presented are
 correct and that for the greater part of re-
 corded history the outstanding events are
 reported.

 Scholars who are not themselves his-

 torians have little idea of the years of close
 and hard work that must go into the pro-
 fessional training of the historian and of
 the other years of minute, painstaking in-
 vestigation of the source material which
 must follow before the honest historian

 dares print a study on a single period of
 history. Since scholars of the highest rep-

 utation in their own disciplines so often
 violate the most elementary principles of
 historical method when dealing with prob-
 lems which are historical in character, it
 may be well to restate them for the bene-
 fit of younger students.

 First we must face a handicap which
 history suffers in company with the other
 humanistic disciplines and the social sci-
 ences. Practitioners of the natural sci-

 ences deal with subjects which do not lend
 themselves easily to learned wrangling.
 Human perversity and man's ineradica-
 ble love of a fight may now and then break
 the scientific calm, but it is somewhat
 difficult to stir up acrimonius discussion
 over a molecule, a nebula, or a bug.

 Our studies have the further misfor-

 tune, from the standpoint of the purest
 science, of dealing with human beings, the
 most complex and most difficult of all sub-
 jects to understand. These human beings
 must be studied by other human beings as
 liable to the same prejudices and misun-
 derstandings as their subjects. The social
 sciences have already attained something
 of a scientific objectivity which, in view
 of their recent establishment and the

 practical character of much of their work,
 is truly remarkable. The "more humane
 studies," in. contrast, perhaps in conse-
 quence of a longer prescientific existence,
 have a history of savage if bloodless
 battles and the tradition is too well re-

 membered in certain fields; when these
 fields touch those of history, the results
 are peculiarly unfortunate.

 To these handicaps, human beings as
 subjects and human beings as scholars,
 history adds a third handicap: human be-
 ings as authors of the sources through
 which alone our facts are derived. To
 meet and overcome these unfortunate but

 inevitable handicaps, the historian has de-

 2 Cf. A. T. Olmstead, "Anthropology and His-
 tory," in W. F. Ogburn and A. Goldenweiser, The So-
 cial Sciences (1927), pp. 37 ff.
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 4 JOURNAL OF NEAR EASTERN STUDIES

 veloped an attitude and a method.3 The
 attitude is fundamental; without it, the
 method avails nothing.
 Once he has begun his youthful train-

 ing, the would-be historian must take a
 self-imposed oath of more than Hippo-
 cratic severity. Difficult though it may be
 in actual practice, he must strive to attain
 the same objectivity as the natural scien-
 tist. He must forget the prejudices of his
 race, his people, his social class, his reli-
 gion, and his sect. He must free himself
 of any influence from his school of thought
 and from the more subtle influences which

 he breathes in the very atmosphere of his
 time. Knowing that like the subjects he
 investigates he too is a fallible human be-
 ing, he must assess his own strength and
 weakness and then make allowance for

 them, even to the extent of leaning back-
 ward. In his daily life he must constantly
 bear in mind that he is living in history
 and must carry on his duties as a citizen
 in the light of historical knowledge.

 When he comes to publish, he must
 forego the youthful delights of the debate
 club. He is an advocate of no cause.
 Henceforth he is consecrated to the truth

 and his only object is the determination
 of the truth, however that truth conflicts
 with his natural bias. No longer may he
 use the well-known tricks of the debater--
 the overemphasis on the strong argu-
 ment, the careful glossing of the weak, the
 refusal to face inconvenient facts, the seiz-
 ing of the unfortunate admission by the
 opponent and its subsequent distortion,

 the appeal to past inconsistency, the de-
 liberate drawing of the red herring across
 the path, the carefully laid trap. His task
 is not that of the prosecuting attorney,
 neither is he the lawyer for the defense;
 rather he has mounted the judge's bench.
 It is his duty to see that justice is done to
 all and that the rules of historical evidence

 are strictly enforced. Since he is but hu-
 man, he will often fail to reach his ideal;
 nevertheless, this is the profession of faith
 by the historian.

 But the historian is more than a judge.
 Because he is human, it is possible for him
 to understand sympathetically the men of
 the long-distant past. In a deeper sense
 than was meant by the Roman comic
 poet, he must say from his heart: "I am
 a man; nothing human do I consider alien
 from me."4 The men he studies may speak
 a foreign language, wear quite different
 clothing, profess a non-Christian religion,
 and accept an utterly unscientific world-
 view, but this does not justify him to look
 down upon them as barbarians or to sneer
 at their outlandish view. Unless the his-

 torian can sense under all these disguises
 a common brotherhood, he has missed his
 vocation. He will never succeed in his at-

 tempt to re-create the past unless for the
 time he can lay aside the intellectual trap-
 pings of the modern world and in his imag-
 ination place himself in the environment
 of the men he describes.

 After the attitude comes the method.

 The facts he must fit together to form the
 complete picture which is history are
 found in written documents. First, then,
 he asks: "Who wrote the document?" If

 the writer himself played a part in his-
 tory, external attestation will probably be
 found and his name is desirable; in most
 cases the author is known solely from his
 book and the name is simply a convenient
 label.

 3 The standard manual is still that of Ch. V. Lang-
 lois and Ch. Seignobos, Introduction to the Study of His-
 tory (1898); the two authors rank among the outstand-
 ing professional historians of their day. New Testa-
 ment critics have preferred to cite E. Bernheim, Lehr-
 buch der historischen Methode (1894); cf. Langlois and
 Seignobos, op. cit., p. 10: "Professor Bernheim deals
 largely with metaphysical problems which we con-
 sider devoid of interest; while, conversely, he entirely
 ignores certain considerations which appear to be,
 both theoretically and practically, of the greatest im-
 portance."  4 Terence, Heauton Timorumenos, 1.77.
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 HISTORY, ANCIENT WORLD, AND THE BIBLE 5

 Next the historian asks: "When and
 where did he live?" This is a far more

 important question, for, by the answer, he
 determines the writer's environment. For-

 tunately, it is always possible to give a
 reply of greater or less preciseness. If the
 author himself was a figure in history, the
 exact dates of the more important events
 of his life may be found and through them
 the date of his writing. If references to
 exactly dated events are detected, it can
 be asserted without hesitation that the

 author was living at a certain date, that
 he was writing after a certain date, or that
 he ended his work at a certain date. This

 type of evidence is the best that can be
 offered.

 In lack of such evidence, the historian
 must depend on atmosphere. After he has
 patiently examined, document by docu-
 ment in chronological order, the preserved
 written output of a period or of a people,
 the historian knows that each generation
 breathes an atmosphere of its own. It
 may be recognizable in the details of ev-
 eryday life, the food that is eaten, the
 clothes that are worn, the fashions of so-
 ciety; the fashions may be those of reli-
 gion, ethics, or philosophy, of administra-
 tion or government, of language or style.
 Without conscious thought, the historian
 who has steeped himself in the life of the
 past roughly dates each document he ex-
 amines to its proper generation; if he is
 wise, he will not express his opinion to
 learned skeptics until he can prove the
 same atmosphere with the same combina-
 tion of fashions in a document which he

 can date precisely. His fellow-historians
 will not need to be reminded that here as

 elsewhere one ascertained fact outweighs
 a thousand unsupported doubts of the hy-
 percritic.5

 Once he is prepared to make allowance

 for the unconscious impact of the spirit of
 the time, of the place, and of the social or
 religious group, the historian can inquire:
 "What is the character of the individual

 writer? Was he contemporary with the
 events he describes or did he obtain his
 information from written sources or from

 tradition? If a contemporary, was he in a
 position to ascertain the true facts or was
 his knowledge from hearsay? Even
 though his facts were correct, was he too
 stupid to understand them or too biased
 to report them honestly?"

 Other things being equal, the contem-
 porary account is to be preferred; the
 catch is that other things are so rarely
 equal. Too often the best contemporary
 accounts have been lost and must be re-

 constructed from much later compilations.
 Source criticism must be invoked and the

 intricate details vary from period to pe-
 riod; once the various strands have been
 isolated, the historian must ask for each
 writer the same questions of authorship,
 date, and character.

 When he turns from the ancient sources

 to the works of the modern scholar, with-
 out conscious thought the historian ap-
 plies the same techniques of criticism.
 Who was the author? What was his date
 and environment? What was his school

 of thought? How adequate was his knowl-
 edge? How good was his training in his-
 torical method? What was his bias?

 Even though a friend, his personal charm
 should never blind the historian to schol-

 arly defects; by his printed word the au-
 thor reveals the elements of his scholastic

 strength and weakness.
 Thus far, the historical critic has largely

 paralleled the criticism of his literary
 brother. So far as it goes, most literary
 criticism is sound and its conclusions are

 normally adopted by the historian. At
 this point the literary critic stops; he has
 attained his objective when he knows his

 5 Cf. the scathing remarks on hypercriticism in
 Langlois and Seignobos, op. cit., p. 131.
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 6 JOURNAL OF NEAR EASTERN STUDIES

 author. The historian must go on, since
 his interest in the author is rarely for him-
 self; he studies the author as the authority
 responsible for the facts on which history
 is based.

 His next step therefore is the testing of
 each recorded fact, alone and in context.
 On his first reading, he will find state-
 ments which appear incredible; he may
 not for this reason reject them out of
 hand. "Historian" and "skeptic" are
 terms essentially the same by etymology;
 historeo and skeptomai are verbs whose
 meanings begin with the idea of "inquire,
 examine." The historian is no blind ag-
 nostic; he realizes that the statement is a
 fact in itself and must be explained or ac-
 cepted. Nothing short of incorporation in
 a connected narrative can afford the ulti-

 mate test of its falsity or its truth.
 The historian has now reached the

 most difficult, time-consuming phase of
 his investigation. The task he faces may
 be likened to that of the child who would

 put together a jigsaw picture puzzle.
 After the child has examined the pieces in
 turn, he first seeks those which build up
 the framework. For the historian the
 framework is chronology.

 Without chronology, there can be no
 history, since history itself is merely a rec-
 ord of human events in time relation. Sad

 to admit, chronology is the most tricky
 subject with which the historian must
 deal, and special attention is always de-
 voted to its intricacies in the historical
 seminar. During the centuries, man has
 invented many strange methods of reckon-
 ing time. Tracing the evolution of these
 calendars is the special task of the histo-
 rian of science, but every historian must
 learn in minutest detail and use until prac-
 tice makes perfect the various calendars
 employed in the periods whose history he
 plans to describe. When he has untangled
 the basal data, too often misunderstood

 by the writers themselves, he must corre-
 late the data from the different calendars

 with one another; even then, months of
 laborious calculation by means of astro-
 nomical processes, difficult of comprehen-
 sion by the layman and exciting little
 interest among modern astronomers, are
 still necessary before exact dates accord-
 ing to our own calendar can be secured.
 But when at last the historian has ascer-

 tained them, now and then precise to the
 day of the month and the week, his frame-
 work is absolutely rigid.6

 Within this framework he puts to-
 gether the picture. He is not so fortunate
 as the child, for many of his pieces are lost.
 Luckily, the more essential pieces are pre-
 served for most periods of history, and

 6 For the chronology of the period between the
 Christian Era and the year A.D. 1900 such tables as
 are given in L'Art de verifier les dates (2d. ed.; 1770)
 are indispensable. No similar general tables are avail-
 able for pre-Christian times. R. A. Parker and W. H.
 Dubberstein, Babylonian Chronology (6r5 B.C.-
 46 A.D.) (1942), do a similar service for Babylonian,
 Jewish, and Seleucid chronology during the years
 named in the title; cf. F. X. Kugler, Die babylonische
 Mondrechnung (1900); Sternkunde und Sterndienst in
 Babel (1907-35); dates in the Egyptian calendar from
 747 B.C. downward may be turned into the Julian by
 the Chronologische Vergleichungs-Tabellen of Eduard
 Mahler, Vol. I (1889); for the Ptolemaic dynasty, the
 more convenient tables of T. C. Skeat, "The Reigns of
 the Ptolemies," Mizraim, VI (1937), 7 ff., may be
 used. Mahler's tables for the Greek Olympiads (op.
 cit., pp. 57 if.) are accurate, but those for the Seleucid
 era (ibid., pp. 47 ff.) require a six-month correction
 backward when applied to the Babylonian form of the
 era and should be supplanted by the tables of Parker
 and Dubberstein. The later Jewish calendar is studied
 by M. D. Sidersky, "Etude sur l'origine astronomique
 de la chronologie juive," Mem. acad. ins. lit., XII, No.
 2 (1913), 595-683. Works requiring some knowledge
 of astronomy and mathematics are: Robert Schram,
 Kalendariographische und chronologische Tafeln (1908);
 F. K. Ginzel, Handbuch der mathematischen und tech-
 nischen Chronologie (1906-14); Karl Schoch, Planeten-
 Tafeln fiur Jedermann (1927); Schoch's "tables for
 computation" in S. Langdon and J. K. Fotheringham,
 The Venus Tablets of Ammizaduga (1928); P. V. Neu-
 gebaur, Astronomische Chronologie (1929). Illustra-
 tions of historical method may be found in A. T.
 Olmstead, "Babylonian Astronomy, Historical
 Sketch," AJSL, LV (1938), 113 ff.; "Cuneiform Texts
 and Hellenistic Chronology," Classical Philology,
 XXXII (1937), 1 ff.; "The Chronology of Jesus' Life,"
 Anglican Theological Review, XXIV (1942), 1 if.; cf.
 the reply by Carl H. Kraeling, "Olmstead's Chronol-
 ogy of the Life of Jesus," ibid., pp. 334 ff.
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 HISTORY, ANCIENT WORLD, AND THE BIBLE 7

 new pieces are often discovered. The
 framework can as a rule be locked to-

 gether tightly; as the general design slow-
 ly emerges it becomes possible to place
 each piece surviving in at least its approx-
 imate position. But to accomplish this
 much, infinite patience in testing each
 piece against all others is requisite; if the
 child in his impatience forces a join of
 two pieces which do not belong together,
 the whole picture is ruined.

 Because certain pieces do not fit this
 particular picture, the historian does not
 reject them; they are merely set aside for
 future incorporation in another picture.
 Only when, after repeated examination,
 the historian is perfectly sure that no
 more pieces are preserved, does he ven-
 ture to fill up the blanks by conjecture.
 He adds the graces of style, and the work
 is ready for the publisher.7

 Scholars in other disciplines tell the
 historian that he has "little idea of the

 years of close and hard work that must
 go into the framing of a tenable theory";
 he proudly answers that the historian's
 "years of close and hard study" are re-
 warded by the knowledge of fact.

 What has history to do with the Bible?
 For the historian, the answer is perfectly
 easy: The Bible consists of two small col-
 lections of documents which may be uti-
 lized as sources among the many avail-
 able for two quite different periods of an-
 cient history. One such collection, to the
 Jews the whole Bible though Christians
 name it the Old Testament, contains doc-
 uments written in Hebrew with the par-
 tial exception of two where portions are in

 the sister-Aramaic. Certain of these doc-

 uments present two parallel accounts of
 Hebrew history from the dim origins to
 the end of the fourth century before
 Christ; the formal narratives may be
 checked and pieced out by other docu-
 ments of a more general character whose
 dates range from the tenth to the second
 century.

 The other collection, accepted by
 Christians alone and by them called the
 New Testament, is preserved only in
 Greek, though not a few scholars believe
 that portions were originally composed in
 Aramaic. With one important exception,
 all these documents, like those of the Old
 Testament, were written by Jews. In con-
 trast to those of the Old Testament, the
 New Testament documents cover less

 than a hundred years, roughly the first
 century of our era, though with serious
 breaks.

 Not only are the two collections differ-
 entiated by the languages and the reli-
 gions of their respective authors; they are
 separated in time by a broad gap. The
 backgrounds into which the historian
 must fit the documents in the two collec-

 tions are in many respects quite different;
 he would never speak of "Biblical" his-
 tory or even of "Biblical" theology. Such
 a condition of affairs has compelled Bibli-
 cal students to specialize in the investiga-
 tion of one or the other Testament. This

 is sound common-sense procedure; never-
 theless, it would betray unforgivable ig-
 norance to assert that the New Testament
 can ever be studied without constant ref-
 erence to the Old.

 One cannot forget for a moment the his-
 toric fact that the New Testament was

 written by men to whom the Old Testa-
 ment was "Holy Scripture"; every one of
 its documents is saturated by the thought
 and indeed by the very language of its
 predecessor, for there is rarely a sentence

 7 This presentation has been gradually built up
 during the years in which it was the author's duty to
 conduct the general course on historical method at the
 University of Illinois. At the University of Chicago
 he has refined this method by the special techniques
 demanded for the special material employed for the
 History of the Near East in the seminar in Oriental
 History.
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 8 JOURNAL OF NEAR EASTERN STUDIES

 which does not require a deep knowledge
 of that predecessor for its proper interpre-
 tation. The New Testament scholar must

 peruse the Hebrew Bible in its original
 language; he who ignores this necessity
 does so at his peril.

 Before a student ventures to apply the
 methods of historical criticism to the

 Bible, he must be sure that his attitude is
 right. As a private individual, he is en-
 titled to his own beliefs concerning the re-
 ligious validity of the sacred volume; if he
 would be a historian, he must search care-
 fully lest any trace of the old religious
 leaven remain. Long since he has learned
 that in history there is neither Jew nor
 Gentile; as the Jewish historian does not
 ignore the faults of his own people to over-
 stress those of the primitive church, so the
 Christian does not permit any possible
 latent anti-Semitism to taint his interpre-
 tation.

 All this is so obvious that direct men-

 tion is scarcely needed; there are preju-
 dices, more dangerous because less real-
 ized, which too often exert their malign
 influences in the field of Biblical scholar-

 ship. Normally the student begins his
 theological training as an orthodox Chris-
 tian or Jew; when he learns from his pro-
 fessors that the Bible is not inerrant, the
 perfectly human reaction is to demand:
 "If the Bible is wrong in part, why should
 it not be all wrong?" Such a question
 may be expected from the immature
 schoolboy; it becomes a serious obstacle
 to a historical view of the Bible when the

 doubt persists to old age.
 As he continues his studies, the youth

 discovers that no reputations are made
 and no positions are secured by writing a
 doctoral thesis which merely confirms the
 beliefs of the past. Research, he is told,
 means new discovery, and it is so difficult
 to find anything new in the few well-
 thumbed leaves of the Bible. But unre-

 generate human nature loves a fight, and
 there will always be an audience for one
 who attacks the correctness of any Biblical
 statement. Thus the young student is led
 into temptation.

 For the historian, this temptation does
 not exist. So enormous are the masses of

 new information to be digested that repu-
 tation-making discoveries are available to
 every industrious student. He has no de-
 sire to attack any ancient author; rather,
 he has been trained in the historical semi-

 nar first to attempt humbly an under-
 standing before he dares criticize the
 writer. He knows, of course, that these
 writers did not enjoy our advantages and
 that they said things which to our sophis-
 ticated minds seem absurd, but he also
 realizes that they were rather big men for
 their day and that the influence they still
 exert is infinitely greater than our own.
 To them, religion was the factor of the
 greatest value in the universe; perhaps
 they were mistaken, but unless the stu-
 dent invokes his own feelings of religious
 awe, he will never be able to put himself
 in their place. This he must do, for in the
 ultimate analysis history is far more than
 a mere record of scholarship; it is a slice
 of life itself, which must be reported with
 sympathy and understanding and with a
 single-minded devotion to the truth.

 Only when both mind and heart have
 been trained to a sympathetic yet impar-
 tial attitude will historical criticism reap
 its full harvest. In no other field of his-

 torical investigation does the practice of
 thinking of one's task in terms of a "prob-
 lem" find less justification. Every Bibli-
 cal problem has been studied before.
 Previous investigators have long since col-
 lected all the obviously available evidence
 and have laid down the lines which future

 discussion will follow. It is not enough
 for the neophyte to take over this well-
 threshed straw, supplement it with one or
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 HISTORY, ANCIENT WORLD, AND THE BIBLE 9

 two supposedly pertinent facts, and pres-
 ent the slightly different mixture as his
 own contribution. He must search the

 whole written output of the period for ev-
 ery fact which might possibly illuminate
 the history of that period and bring the
 whole jumbled mass into an ordered pic-
 ture through the jigsaw-puzzle method.
 By that time, experience has shown, the
 solvable problems will have quite auto-
 matically solved themselves.

 This is only to say in other words that
 the Bible cannot be understood by itself.
 The documents which it includes number

 a scant few among the hundreds of narra-
 tives now available for the two periods
 which alone it covers. Other thousands

 provide source material for the wider cul-
 tural background. It has become obvious
 that before we may claim to know the
 Bible, we must first investigate all these
 varied sources and arrange their data in
 a general narrative. Then and only then
 we are ready at long last to fit the Biblical
 stories into ancient history.

 That portion of history which we de-
 scribe as ancient has itself a long and
 checkered history. History as a scientific
 discipline took its start with Lorenzo della
 Valla and his demonstration that the Do-

 nation of Constantine was a medieval for-
 gery. The natural consequence was that
 the practitioners of the infant discipline
 cut their baby teeth on the tough prob-
 lems of medieval charters and chronicles;
 from what they learned they evolved the
 rules of historical method, to this day best
 taught in the medieval seminar.8 When
 historians by profession sought new fields
 to investigate, they turned to later peri-
 ods. Until well down into the nineteenth

 century, the department of history in any
 of our great universities offered courses
 only in medieval and modern history.

 The lack was by no means so serious as
 might appear at first thought. Ancient
 history was regularly offered in depart-
 ments of Greek and Latin, where experts
 in those languages were available. To be
 sure, there might be danger of overem-
 phasis on grammar and syntax to the neg-
 lect of content; today the need is to em-
 phasize philology, for no historian is pre-
 pared for his task until he can read and
 understand his sources in their original
 languages. Far outweighing this danger
 was the advantage of grouping together
 all the studies which devoted their atten-

 tion to the life of Greece and Rome; as a
 result, Greek and Roman history was al-
 ways strongly cultural and never suffered
 the limitation to a more narrowly political
 narrative so often enforced in certain
 modern fields. Nor did those classical

 students who specialized in the history
 have reason to avoid comparison with
 professional historians dealing with later
 periods; difficult as were their problems,
 their methods were quite as precise, and
 there was never any question that they
 deserved the title of historian. Further-

 more, the tradition that history was one
 form of literature was especially strong in
 the ancient field, and ancient history was
 saved from the academic strait jacket by
 outstanding historians who spent their
 leisure in research and composition far
 from academic shades.

 That this was a natural development
 may be realized if we pass still farther
 back in the history of our subject. Mod-
 ern scholarship, in fact, finds its begin-
 nings during the Renaissance among the
 ranks of the enthusiasts for the classics.

 In their eager search for manuscripts of
 new works of their beloved Greek and

 Latin writers, paleography was born.
 They took advantage of the newly in-
 vented art of printing, and in preparing 8 Cf. Olmstead, Persecution and Liberty, pp. 21 ff.
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 10 JOURNAL OF NEAR EASTERN STUDIES

 manuscripts for the press they discovered
 how to form a text.

 Their delight in anything classical
 brought collections of ancient objects.
 More were found by deliberate excava-
 tion of the ruins about them. Master-

 pieces of ancient architecture were drawn
 by artists and thus made available to a
 wider public. Works of ancient art were
 the inspiration of great sculptors and
 painters. Description and classification
 followed, and the result was a very re-
 spectable archeology. Two subdivisions of
 archeological material were set off to
 themselves by the fact that they bore
 writing. Huge collections of inscriptions,
 not all to be sure authentic, were brought
 together in a corpus; to determine which
 were genuine, epigraphy emerged. To be
 in the fashion, princes and humanists
 formed their own private cabinets of coins
 and medals; in describing them scholars
 glorified the taste of their patrons and laid
 the foundations of numismatics.

 The literary treasures uncovered by the
 humanists must be proved authentic and
 be dated; the literary criticism they
 evolved needed slight improvement to be-
 come acceptable historical method, and to
 this improvement the classicists who
 wrote ancient history contributed quite
 as much as the professional historians.
 For both alike, Livy was the great model.
 Thus by the end of the Italian Renais-
 sance, ancient history was fully developed
 and possessed all its auxiliary sciences.

 Biblical and oriental studies followed

 the trend, but at a slower pace. Although
 the first printed book was the Bible in
 Latin, humanists refused to defile their
 pure Ciceronian style by reading Jerome's
 Vulgate. Characteristically, the Jews at
 once took advantage of the new inven-
 tion; the Bible in its original tongue and a
 respectable number of Hebrew incunabula
 testify to the earliest beginnings of orien-

 tal studies in modern times, but few Chris-
 tians thought it necessary to learn He-
 brew in order to read their Old Testa-

 ment. Stranger still, it was not until schol-
 arship moved north of the Alps that
 printed New Testaments appeared in
 Greek.

 The period of the religious wars was fa-
 vorable neither for humanistic studies nor

 for unprejudiced history. The Bible was
 studied as never before, and often with
 genuine scholarship, but this scholarship
 was rarely devoted to simple search of the
 truth, only to the citation of proof texts
 by which to confute sectarian adversaries.
 Thus the odium theologicum intrenched it-
 self firmly in the field of Biblical scholar-
 ship from which it has never been com-
 pletely eradicated.

 By the eighteenth century, historical
 and humanistic studies had revived. His-

 torical method was again improved, and
 to the improvement the classicist was con-
 tributing much of value. Then came the
 nineteenth century, and the ways of classi-
 cist and historian parted.

 One of the queerest episodes in the his-
 tory of scholarship is the story of how
 Wolf's famous Homeric seminar produced
 such utterly dissimilar results in the fields
 of history and of classical studies. The
 Homeric seminar was imitated by Leopold
 von Ranke in a historic seminar which

 taught the world to write history "exactly
 as it happened." For the classicist, Wolf
 initiated the period of literary dissection.

 If the Iliad and the Odyssey were not
 the work of a single man named Homer
 but grew up by fusion of the lays of nu-
 merous anonymous bards, why should not
 the same phenomena be observed through-
 out the whole range of Greek and Latin
 literature? In the earlier stages of the
 movement, much of permanent value was
 discovered. Obvious glosses were re-
 moved, false attributions were noted, a
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 HISTORY, ANCIENT WORLD, AND THE BIBLE 11

 few obvious forgeries were detected. The
 minute scrutiny to which the whole ex-
 tant literature was subjected brought to-
 gether practically the whole evidence, ex-
 ternal and internal alike, with which fu-
 ture source criticism was to operate. Pen-
 tateuchal criticism developed along paral-
 lel lines.

 As the movement gained force, a
 change was to be observed. The obvious
 corrections to older tradition had been

 made, and still there arrived at German
 universities fresh hordes of matriculates

 demanding a subject for doctoral disserta-
 tions in the field of classical literature.

 Some professors ordered their students to
 thresh again the old straw; the story that
 one, having dissected in turn each of Plu-
 tarch's Lives, began again at the begin-
 ning, may be apocryphal, but it could
 have happened. For the majority, this
 was not research, which means discovery
 of something new, but mere confirmation
 of what was already known. With the
 quantity of raw material so strictly lim-
 ited and with the possibility of fresh ma-
 terial apparently out of the question, a
 new "discovery" could be hoped for only
 in terms of a new theory; in actual prac-
 tice, such a new "discovery" demanded
 the proof that something long believed
 was not so. At the height of the epidemic,
 there was scarcely one work of the ancient
 literature which had not been attacked as

 unauthentic, composite, biased, or untrue
 to fact.

 The Bible was pulled into the move-
 ment. Earlier higher criticism of the Old
 Testament had followed the contempo-
 rary and still sane literary criticism. Two
 fundamental discoveries had been made

 by these critics: They could distinguish
 between pre-Exilic and post-Exilic docu-
 ments, and they understood the principles
 on which Biblical narratives had been

 constructed; as with all ancient and me-

 dieval narratives, Greek, Latin, and Ara-
 bic alike, each book or section of a book
 was based on one source which was gen-
 erally unacknowledged and was filled out
 here and there by additional bits of infor-
 mation derived from other sources, regu-
 larly cited by exact title. This observa-
 tion was easily made, for, when compared
 with the books of Samuel and Kings, such
 a procedure could be proved in the work
 of the Chronicler. For testing the differ-
 ences between pre-Exilic and post-Exilic
 literature, these first critics had already
 dated two important documents com-
 posed during the transition; they had
 identified Deuteronomy as the Book of
 the Law "found" by Hilkiah in the reign
 of Josiah, 621 B.C., and had isolated Sec-
 ond Isaiah, written by an anonymous au-
 thor in the time of Cyrus, about 538 B.C.
 These were safe foundations for future re-
 search.

 This sound development of the Higher
 Criticism was rudely interrupted by the
 appearance of the Graf-Kuenen-Wellhau-
 sen school. The practices of the classicists
 at their worst were bodily imported, and
 Old Testament scholars improved on their
 minute dissection. Once the main lines of

 literary criticism were apparently fixed,
 the small amount of source material to be
 examined and the excessive nnmber of stu-

 dents, old and young, seeking fresh "re-
 search" for publication, compelled a more
 and more detailed dissection. It was no

 longer enough to speak of a Yahwist, an
 Elohist, a Deuteronomist, or a Priestly
 writer; those who would understand cur-
 rent literature on the Old Testament must

 learn the mystic symbols J1, J2, J3 and so
 forth, the same supralinear figures for
 E, D, P, to which must be added the
 various redactors up to RJEDP.

 At the height of its vogue, the system
 was petrified for the wonder of succeeding
 generations in the "Polychrome Bible" ed-
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 12 JOURNAL OF NEAR EASTERN STUDIES

 ited by Paul Haupt; the glaring and by no
 means artistic combination of colors

 which marked off each assumed source

 justified the irreverent in dubbing it the
 "Rainbow Bible."' In the prospectus for
 the proposed English edition, a page of
 Judges was published in the "original"
 colors; an astounded and horrified public
 learned that dissection could be carried so

 far that one single verse must be divided
 among four authors!

 Publication of such results was enough
 to condemn the whole system. The Eng-
 lish edition was soon abandoned, although
 the Hebrew edition, thanks to a subven-
 tion, almost reached its close before it too
 collapsed. Old Testament scholarship was
 ready for a return to sanity.

 In unfortunate contrast to Old Testa-

 ment scholarship, that devoted to the
 New had never passed through a period
 of sane literary criticism. Precursors for a
 more "liberal" or even "radical" attitude

 toward the Bible as a whole may be cited
 in considerable numbers, although the
 contributing influences were neither classi-
 cal nor historical; Germany had invented
 a "philosophy of history" which too long
 dominated both New Testament thought
 and German historiography in the more
 recent fields. "Modern" investigation of
 the New Testament began in 1835 with
 the Life of Jesus by Strauss.10 Others
 have pointed out how it cleared the field
 of ancient rubbish;11 here we would em-
 phasize its defects, its unhistorical atti-
 tude, its philosophical distortions, its lack

 of proper source criticism, its assumption
 that "myth" could be all dominant in so
 "enlightened" a period of history, its de-
 nial of almost all historical data. Worst

 of all, it taught New Testament scholars
 that, as I read only the other day,
 "learned controversy" was justified in their
 discipline.

 Fortunately, the very Germany which
 was the fons et origo mali also produced the
 antidote. Though German historiogra-
 phy did not remain untouched by Hegel's
 Philosophy of History when it came to in-
 terpretation, it remained true to its own
 principles of scientific investigation of the
 facts; ancient history was saved by one
 towering genius.

 The popular reputation of Mommsen
 rests on his History of Rome,12 a brilliant
 sketch quite worthy a place by the side of
 Gibbon and Grote, but showing scarcely a
 trace of the principles which were to make
 Mommsen the master of all professional
 historians of antiquity during his own
 generation. From the Renaissance on-
 ward, classical students had brought to-
 gether increasingly large numbers of in-
 scriptions while historians had used them
 in somewhat hit-or-miss fashion. Momm-

 sen is the second founder of epigraphy.
 Each Latin inscription was tested in

 turn for authenticity, and the numerous
 Renaissance forgeries were rejected. Each
 was then dated and interpreted, after
 which it was incorporated in the monu-
 mental Corpus inscriptionum Latinarum.13
 Germans had already formed such collec-
 tions, the Corpus inscriptionum Graeco-
 rum14 of Boekh in particular, to be supple-
 mented by the Corpus inscriptionum At-
 ticarum15 of Kirchhoff, later incorporated

 9 Paul Haupt (ed.), The Sacred Books of the Old
 Testament (1893-1904); The Sacred Books of the Old
 and New Testaments (1898-99).

 10 David Friedrich Strauss, Das Leben Jesu (1835-
 36).

 11 Chester Charlton McCown, The Search for the
 Real Jesus (1940), a brilliant survey of the history of
 modern Gospel scholarship, of especial value for its
 analysis of the various schools of thought, the philo-
 sophical and theological tendencies which produced
 them, and the reasons why they all went astray.

 12 Theodor Mommsen, RSmische Geschichte (1854-
 56); The History of Rome (1869-70).

 13 Corpus inscriptionum Latinarum (1863- ).

 14 Corpus inscriptionum Graecorum (1828-77).

 15 Corpus inscriptionum Atticarum (1873- ).
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 HISTORY, ANCIENT WORLD, AND THE BIBLE 13

 in the Inscriptiones Graecae.16 Renan be-
 gan the parallel Corpus inscriptionum
 Semiticarum."7

 Had Mommsen done no more than ini-

 tiate the sifting and collection of these
 huge masses of new epigraphic material
 for the historian, he would have deserved
 eternal gratitude. Our debt is far greater:
 he taught us how to use them. The young
 student whose linguistic ability is limited
 to English may glimpse the method in his
 Provinces of the Roman Empire,18 the only
 work of his later years honored by trans-
 lation into our own language. Those who
 do not fear the difficult, technical Ger-
 man of the Staatsrecht,"1 the Strafrecht,20
 and the numerous essays on every con-
 ceivable subject in the Forschungen21 will
 realize how spectacular has been the revo-
 lution in our understanding of ancient his-
 tory effected by this utilization of such
 enormous quantities of new evidence.
 Never again can the student of ancient
 history pretend to investigate any prob-
 lem without the appropriate volumes of
 the respective Corpus at his elbow. This
 should be true also for the Biblical scholar,
 whose knowledge of the needful back-
 ground will be judged by his use or neglect
 of the inscriptions.

 Earlier historians like Thirwall22 had

 carried down Greek history to the Roman

 conquest, though with lessened interest
 for the later centuries. Nineteenth-cen-

 tury enthusiasm for democratic Athens
 led Grote to end true Greek history with
 Chaeronea and to deal with Alexander the

 Great in a sort of epilogue.23 German po-
 litical reaction first truly understood the
 Hellenistic Age, and Droysen began his
 History of Hellenism24 with Alexander as
 prelude. Mommsen more and more em-
 phasized the Roman Empire, hitherto de-
 preciated in favor of the so-called "Re-
 public"; to our own day, the worlds of the
 Hellenistic states and of the Roman Em-

 pire have most attracted the attention of
 the historian looking for new problems.

 While Old Testament Higher Critics
 spun out their increasingly minute dissec-
 tions, and more and more took an agnos-
 tic attitude toward the recorded facts, this
 attitude was sharply challenged by excit-
 ing discoveries in the Near East. Egyptian
 hieroglyphics, Achaemenid Persian cunei-
 form, the languages of Babylonia and As-
 syria, had been partially deciphered.25 It
 was possible to identify the Pharaoh of
 the oppression with a certain Ramses, the
 Pharaoh of the Exodus with another

 Ramessid. Shishak, who captured Jerusa-
 lem in the time of Rehoboam, had left a
 record of his conquests for all to read in
 the Karnak temple. Egyptian temple
 walls were covered with reliefs; the most
 ignorant tourist with his own eyes might
 identify objects, customs, and ritual prac-
 tices he had hitherto known only from the
 pages of the Sacred Book.

 Scarcely had these discoveries been
 made available to the Bible reader when

 Khorsabad, Kouyunjik, and Nimrud

 16 Inscriptiones Graecae (1873- ); Editio Minor
 (1924- ).

 17 Corpus inscriptionum Semiticarum (1881 to
 date). Those who know Ernest Renan only as author
 of the Vie de Jesus (1863) will be astonished to find
 that he is considered one of the "Masters of Semitic

 studies" by orientalists; cf. David Sidersky, Quelques
 portraits de nos maitres des etudes semitiques (1937),
 pp. 72 ff.; the historians Langlois and Seignobos (op.
 cit., p. 9) praise him equally as a master of historical
 method: "Renan has said some of the truest and best

 things that have ever been said on the historical sci-
 ences."

 18s Mommsen, Die Provinzen (1885); The Provinces
 of the Roman Empire (1886).

 19 Mommsen, Rdmisches Staatsrecht (1887-88).
 20 Mommsen, Rbmisches Strafrecht (1889).
 21 Mommsen, R6mische Forschungen (1864-79).
 22 Connop Thirwall, A History of Greece (1835-44).

 23 George Grote, A History of Greece (1846-56).
 24 J. G. Droysen, Geschichte des Hellenismus (1836-

 43).

 25 Robert W. Rogers, A History of Babylonia and
 Assyria (6th ed., 1915), I, 1 ff., has given the classic
 account of discovery and decipherment.
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 14 JOURNAL OF NEAR EASTERN STUDIES

 were unearthed and at once became house-

 hold words. No longer was Sennacherib a
 mere name in the Bible; he could actually
 be seen on his throne directing the siege
 of Lachish. Our ancestors could read in
 translation his own account of how he shut

 up Hezekiah in Jerusalem and compare it
 with the strangely similar account in the
 Bible.26 His father Sargon no longer made
 his sole appearance in a presumably un-
 authentic heading to a prophesy which
 possibly came from Isaiah; an inscription
 had been found which dated to the year
 the very campaign against Ashdod men-
 tioned in the heading, though only the
 Biblical passage told us it was not Sargon
 himself but his Rab Shakeh who led the

 expedition.27 Critics had wondered if Sar-
 gon might not be identified with the Shal-
 maneser who according to the Bible put
 an end to the Northern Kingdom.28 A
 Shalmaneser appeared in the king lists,
 but it was his successor Sargon who
 claimed the capture of Samaria and gave
 the details of the deportation. It was pos-
 sible to walk in imagination through Sar-
 gon's palace and to visit even the women's
 quarters. From his own annals could be
 explained the reliefs on his walls.

 The Bible had seemed to make Tiglath
 Pileser and Pul separate rulers; the in-
 scriptions identified them. Tiglath Pi-
 leser's invasions of Syria were referred to
 by Isaiah; the royal annals confirmed their
 reality. The Biblical writers did not tell
 all they knew; Ahab's fight with Shal-
 maneser III at Qarqara and Jehu's sub-
 mission to the same monarch a few years
 after filled important gaps in the Biblical
 narrative. A more exact Biblical chronol-

 ogy was possible. Before long, pictures of
 Ramses and Shishak, of Sennacherib be-

 fore Lachish, of Sennacherib's prism, of
 Egyptian and Assyrian manners and cus-
 toms, of the various Biblical peoples, were
 expected among the plates issued with ev-
 ery edition of the "Biblical Helps" found
 in the annotated Bibles.

 For a time, Biblical critics ignored these
 epoch-making discoveries. Then Schra-
 der's Cuneiform Inscriptions and the Old
 Testament29 was translated and became a

 source book from which to draw proof
 texts to prove the Bible right in fact and
 atmosphere and the critics wrong. Sup-
 plemented by a flood of popularizing
 books, the general public was in a posi-
 tion to point out that the critics had blun-
 dered frightfully in far underestimating
 the reliability of the Old Testament nar-
 rative. Today we realize that Sayce's
 Higher Criticism30 was somewhat too con-
 servative, but in its time its effects on Old
 Testament critics were devastating. As
 philologists delved deeper and deeper into
 the languages of the newly discovered doc-
 uments, the close similarity of Assyrian
 to Hebrew, the sameness of the intellec-
 tual and religious atmosphere, the iden-
 tity of the common life of all these con-
 temporary peoples, became so obvious
 that younger scholars quietly abandoned
 the agnosticism of their professors, while
 these professors attempted to bolster their
 declining cause by citing the same stock
 quotations from Schrader and employing
 the same stock illustrations.

 Equally destructive of Biblical agnosti-
 cism were the Biblical Researches of Ed-

 ward Robinson,3' whose centenary we
 have just celebrated. Under the guidance
 of the missionary Eli Smith, Robinson

 2611 Kings 18:13-19:37.

 27 Isa. 20:1.

 28 Cf. E. Riehm, Studien und Kritiken (1868), pp.
 168 ff.; F. Vigouroux, La Bible et les dicouvertes mod-
 dernes (5th ed.; 1889), IV, 137 ff.

 29 Eberhard Schrader, Die Keilinschriften und das
 alte Testament (1872; 2d ed., 1883); The Cuneiform
 Inscriptions and the Old Testament (1885-88).

 30A. H. Sayce, The "Higher Criticism" and the
 Verdict of the Monuments (1894).

 31 Edward Robinson, Biblical Researches in Pales-
 tine, Mount Sinai, and Arabia Petraea (1841).
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 HISTORY, ANCIENT WORLD, AND THE BIBLE 15

 made a pilgrimage to the Holy Land. To
 his astonishment and delight, he found
 that literally hundreds of places, of which
 he had read in the Holy Book, were still
 in existence, their names preserved sound
 for sound in the Biblical form. Thereafter,
 increasing crowds of pilgrims and tourists
 read the appropriate Biblical passages on
 the very spot where the events they re-
 counted took place; after such an experi-
 ence, the returned pilgrims could scarcely
 be expected to take stock in agnostic the-
 ories. Jerusalem was excavated ;2 if noth-
 ing comparable to the marvels of Egypt
 and Assyria was uncovered, the Bible was
 better understood.

 Now that the true sites were identified,
 Robinson was justified in discarding the
 "sacred sites" which had grown up during
 the centuries. Unfortunately, Protestant
 bias was as extreme as ecclesiastical "su-

 perstition"; the few early and undoubt-
 edly authentic sites remembered by the
 older churches were rejected with the far
 more numerous false,33 and in consequence
 new supersititions took their place, for ex-

 ample, the notorious "Garden Tomb"--
 entrance fee one shilling.

 Visits to Rome and rarer pilgrimages to
 Jerusalem were supplemented by trips to
 Corinth, Athens, and Thessalonica. The
 more ambitious or wealthier might follow
 the three journeys of St. Paul or read the
 letters to each of the "Seven Churches of

 Asia" in its respective city. Local color
 began to appear in a few books on the
 New Testament.

 A new epoch in Greek and Roman his-
 toriography was initiated when Schlie-

 mann in his scorn for vain discussion ap-
 pealed to the spade for proof that Troy
 had actually existed. Mycenae and Tiryns
 were dug in turn, and the world gaped in
 astonishment to find that the culture of

 the Mycenaean Empire was even more
 glorious than that which Homer had de-
 scribed.34 Other sites of the Empire were
 unearthed; by the time that Crete had
 been laid bare, showing a much earlier and
 still more glorious civilization,35 the world
 had almost lost its capacity for wonder
 and the skeptics were dead or silent.

 The effect of Schliemann's discoveries

 on current agnostic criticism of the classics
 was even more disastrous than the effect

 earlier of the Assyrian digs on Biblical
 Higher Criticism. But while the oriental-
 ist had been deflected by the unwieldy
 mass of documents clamoring for deciph-
 erment, the classicist had found nothing
 which he could read; this lack of written
 evidence enforced closer examination of

 the unwritten sources. Thus quickly the
 former antiquarianism evolved into an
 archeology which had become in its own
 right a disciplined science.

 At one stroke, archeology had cut the
 knot which most hampered the historian
 of antiquity. For both Greece and Rome
 the truly historic period was preceded by
 a long stretch of what was called "tradi-
 tional" or legendary times. It could not
 be ignored,; because it was warp and woof
 of ancient civilization; it could not be un-
 thinkingly accepted, for it obviously was
 not history by any proper definition of the
 term. The first task of the historian was

 to clear away what was so obviously false;
 thus we find Niebuhr, in his History of
 Rome,36 taking a completely agnostic atti-
 tude toward the Regal Period. This was

 32 C. W. Wilson and Charles Warren, The Recovery
 of Jerusalem (1871); Charles Warren, Underground
 Jerusalem (1876).

 33The greatest living authority on Jerusalem,
 Pore Hughes Vincent, in his Jerusalem, Vol. I: J4rusa-
 lem antique (1912), p. 41 n., justly criticizes another
 great authority on geography, George Adam Smith,
 Jerusalem (1908), I, 248, for his unfair attitude on the
 site of the Holy Sepulcher and the line of the Second
 Wall.

 34 Heinrich Schliemann, Ilios (1880).

 35 Arthur John Evans, The Palace of Minos (1921-
 35).

 36 B. G. Niebuhr, Lectures on the History of Rome
 (1844).
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 16 JOURNAL OF NEAR EASTERN STUDIES

 too drastic; so important a phase of an-
 cient civilization could not be ignored.
 The next step is seen in Grote's History of
 Greece,37 where the traditional story is
 told in full and with literary skill, but the
 historian refuses to guarantee what is told
 before 776 B.c. Their successors attempt-
 ed to salvage various odds and ends as
 historical, as we now realize with a modi-
 cum of success, but human ingenuity un-
 aided was not enough to produce an ac-
 ceptable picture, much less to challenge the
 still dominant agnostic school of Wolf.

 The results of Schliemann's excava-
 tions afforded the historian for the first

 time a valid test for the traditional story.
 Every year the amount of evidence has
 grown, and the picture has become clear-
 er. There are similar stories of Hebrew

 origins in the Old Testament, and they
 too are obviously traditional. At first,
 they had been swept away as hopelessly
 unhistorical; later, attempts had been
 made to salvage various elements, though
 with even less success. Now at last exca-

 vation offered an adequate method of
 check.38

 Earlier excavators in classical lands

 could never be called professionals."
 They visited these fabled lands because
 of their interest in Greek and Latin litera-

 ture, and their excavations were a by-
 product. Lack of a developed technique
 was indeed a serious disadvantage, but
 there was partial compensation in their
 deep and firsthand knowledge of the life
 of the distant past as gained through
 reading the literature in the original

 tongues. As specialists in archeology or
 art appeared, the sound tradition that ac-
 quaintance with the original tongues was
 imperative continued to be observed.

 Earlier excavation in Bible lands re-

 sulted most often from the wish to secure

 light on the Bible itself. Central though
 the Old Testament was to oriental stud-

 ies, it never dominated the field to the de-
 gree in which Greek and Latin literature
 did the classical. Already there were spe-
 cialists to whom the Bible was of personal
 interest only as it threw side lights on their
 own subjects. As public interest in these
 subjects grew while that in the Bible defi-
 nitely lessened, it was no longer necessary
 to emphasize the new light on the Bible
 to be expected in order to secure funds
 needed for fresh excavation.

 The first World War had excited a new

 interest in the Near East. To the military
 campaigns there waged were added the
 problems of reorganization in the period
 which succeeded. Newly established or
 rejuvenated nations were anxious for the
 large sums of money which should flow in
 with the excavators, and for the newly ex-
 cavated objects for their almost empty
 museums, to be theirs for a concession.
 Fresh hordes of tourists were expected to
 bring wealth in their train. The offers of
 the governments were generous and the
 response was given by numerous excava-
 tion parties.

 Trained excavators for the sudden de-

 mand were lacking. A few were recruited
 from Biblical students, whose knowledge
 of the oriental languages at least was ade-
 quate. Architects were of course needed,
 and might be pressed into other forms of
 archeological labor. Young historians
 found an opportunity for a firsthand ac-
 quaintance with the peoples they studied.
 A few archeologists, trained in Greece, in
 Central Europe, or even in American pre-
 history, drifted in and gave an initiation

 37 Grote, op. cit., I, 1 if.
 38The sweeping condemnation of "legend" by

 Langlois and Seignobos (op. cit., pp. 181 if.) belongs to
 pre-archeological days.

 39 The paragraphs which follow are a condensation
 of a paper read at a meeting devoted to Near East
 archeology under the auspices of the section on
 anthropology of the American Association for the
 Advancement of Science in connection with the Chi-

 cago Century of Progress.
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 HISTORY, ANCIENT WORLD, AND THE BIBLE 17

 into excavation technique. All learned
 Near Eastern archeology the hard way,
 the method of trial and error, through ac-
 tual digging and attempted classification
 of the finds.

 Out of this conglomerate mass emerged
 the present-day archeologist. Unified
 only by a roughly common method of ex-
 cavation, archeologists by profession
 might range in equipment from the pro-
 fessor of oriental languages in one of our
 greatest universities to the field-trained
 expert who knew and cared little for the
 languages and customs of the ancient
 peoples whose remains he laid bare or for
 those of their modern successors. The re-

 sults of these expensive excavations have
 been equally varied; in some, the material
 is so well arranged and interpreted that
 nothing remains for the historian except
 condensation and incorporation; the "fin-
 ished" production of others consists of
 nothing but extracts from the field note-
 book.

 In so far as the large sums of money
 granted were intended to contribute to
 that picture of ancient civilizations which
 we call history, the money has often been
 wasted. In some cases, it has been worse
 than wasted. Heavy on the conscience of
 the excavator should always weigh the
 realization that all excavation is destruc-

 tive: by his deliberate action, he is de-
 stroying forever evidence which is unique,
 and which might last indefinitely did he
 not invoke the spade. His sole justifica-
 tion is that the information has hitherto
 remained unknown and that it is now re-

 covered for the benefit of posterity. If he is
 a conscientious archeologist, he will often
 be depressed by the thought that he has
 missed so much through inevitable con-
 temporary ignorance, but he will console
 himself by realization that the gain has
 been greater than the loss; if he is incom-
 petent or unwilling to take the necessary

 time and labor, it is the unforgivable
 sin.

 If the work of excavation, recording,
 classification, and publication has been
 honestly and skilfully carried out, the re-
 sult is sound and the data presented must
 be accepted as scientifically correct, sub-
 ject only to the inevitable modification in
 detail which will come from future exca-
 vation. Accumulation of an uncorrelated

 mass of individual facts is, however, only
 the first step in our search for the truth
 about that distant past; what do these
 facts mean? To the degree in which the
 archeologist himself answers these ques-
 tions, he has not merely lightened the task
 of the historian; there are many questions
 which the unaided historian can never

 hope to answer. Our best archeologists
 can give a definite answer; unless the ex-
 cavator knows the languages and customs
 of the peoples, ancient and modern, who
 occupied the site, he will miss the "im-
 ponderable" evidence he destroys and
 which can never again be recovered.40

 In archeology, as in history, the first
 question is that of chronology. Relative
 chronology is simple: One stratum is
 above another and the upper is therefore
 the later. Reversal of strata through later
 deliberate clearance, as at Kerak, is rare;
 mixture of strata through later building
 operations is a constant threat. The re-
 verse order of lake and river terraces is a

 phenomenon of Pleistocene chronology.
 No one site is likely to give us all the
 strata of even a single small area; we did
 not know that Tell el Jedeideh in northern

 Syria was the exception which proved the
 rule until 187 mounds had been examined

 40 Cf. John A. Wilson, "Archeology as a Tool in
 Humanistic and Social Studies," JNES, I (1942),
 3 ff., a much-needed warning to professional archeolo-
 gists delivered before a symposium under that title
 during the Fiftieth Anniversary Celebration of the
 University of Chicago.
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 18 JOURNAL OF NEAR EASTERN STUDIES

 in the cAmuq area.41 Unless, therefore, we
 have excavated a large number of sites,
 we may still suspect that a period or two
 is missing. If, however, our work is ex-
 act, we do have the strata in correct or-
 der. When the archeologist begins his ex-
 cavation, he does not know how many
 strata are in the mound and he is justified
 in numbering from the top; since his ulti-
 mate result is to be chronological history,
 he should reverse his number of strata and

 begin his description with the lowest stra-
 tum, in the publication. As he traces the
 upward development of culture through
 the ages, strata and building periods
 should be turned into cultures and phases.
 For the definitely prehistoric periods his
 work is done.

 Fortunately for the historian, the great-
 er and far more interesting quantity of
 material comes from periods in which
 writing was known to at least some por-
 tions of the world. Babylonia and Egypt
 had invented writing by something like
 3,000 B.c. Thereafter we have true his-
 tory, and the only chronology henceforth
 permissible must be in historical terms,
 gradually becoming more precise as we
 approach the Christian Era. In any given
 stratum of the mounds excavated in these

 two countries, we are likely to find a bit
 of writing, perhaps dated to the year of a
 named king which can in turn be dated
 with more or less exactness to the year
 before Christ, or perhaps more roughly
 dated by paleography. If no writing is
 found in one mound, we can be sure it
 will be found in some other, accompanied
 by the same material culture. We must
 never forget that any writing, however
 fragmentary, can be more accurately
 dated than any material object whatso-
 ever. As chronological evidence, writing

 always takes precedence over archeologi-
 cal material.

 Thus it follows inevitably that we
 should never attempt to date any object
 by archeology alone after the time when,
 by a proper combination of archeological
 data and of writing, we may secure a more
 precise date in historical terms. We are
 perfectly justified in speaking of a Paleo-
 lithic age and of its subdivisions. We may
 assume a Neolithic to account for certain

 phenomena-the appearance of domesti-
 cated animals, cultivated plants, pottery,
 formal religion-though we must admit
 that the term "Neolithic" is unfortunate,
 since stone artifacts are no longer char-
 acteristic, and we may prefer to speak of
 village cultures or even of proto-history.
 We may trace a Chalcolithic, or age of
 flint mixed with a few bits of hammered

 copper. We may find the beginnings of a
 true Copper Age when ore was first
 smelted. All these periods appeared be-
 fore writing and so before the dawn of
 written history.

 Thereafter we are in history and must
 employ historical nomenclature; to speak
 of an early, middle, and late bronze, es-
 pecially when we now know that the 10
 per cent tin formula for the artificial metal
 did not come into use until well into later

 times, is simply to perpetuate the errors
 of our ignorant predecessors. Still more
 absurd is the use of early or middle iron;
 the most hardy traditionalist would
 scarcely carry on the trinitarian concept
 of archeological nomenclature into a late
 iron which ended with the fall of the Ro-

 man Empire!
 Soon after the invention of writing, we

 find references to other countries in the
 literatures of Babylonia and Egypt; about
 the end of the third millennium they
 themselves begin to show writing.
 Through these still rare samples, and
 much more through the discovery of ob-

 41 Robert Braidwood, Mounds in the Plain of
 Antioch (1937).
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 HISTORY, ANCIENT WORLD, AND THE BIBLE 19

 jects in stratified sites which are paralleled
 by other objects in other stratified sites
 of Babylonia and Egypt, we are already
 able to date any object of a given period
 to an approximate time in our own cal-
 endar. Within wider limits, increasing in
 length as we proceed from the focus of
 culture in the Near East, we date objects
 of a given period from Europe.

 So long as medieval history lacked a
 close connection with prehistoric times, it
 was quite possible for the professional his-
 torian to declare that prehistory should
 be taken in the literal sense, before his-
 tory. During the last generation, history,
 especially in the medieval period, has
 ceased to be dependent on the written rec-
 ord alone; castles, cathedrals, statues and
 stained-glass windows, illuminations, ob-
 jects of daily life, are no longer valued
 merely as attractive illustrations of col-
 lege textbooks; they have become direct
 sources for important sections of the nar-
 rative. In this, the medievalist was sim-
 ply following the example of his classical
 brother.

 The gap between the Paleolithic flint
 implement and the medieval cathedral
 has been filled by the archeologist with a
 whole series of splendid if illiterate cul-
 tures. Archeological checks by means of
 objects manufactured in the Near East or,
 later, in the classical world, and imported
 to the northern lands where they have
 been found associated with other objects
 of the native cultures, have permitted us
 to date each culture to its proper century
 or two, until we penetrate the age of the
 barbarian invasions. Today there is no
 gap; we can trace the whole evolution of
 man in Europe from the men of the Old
 Stone age to the second World War. There
 is no longer excuse for distinguishing be-
 tween history and prehistory.

 Archeology, however, by itself, can
 give us only relative chronology; aided by

 written documents, it can afford a chro-
 nology exact within certain limits. What
 can it contribute to narrative and cultural

 history? The answer is of the same char-
 acter: very little when it stands alone,
 very much when used to expand and to
 illuminate the evidence from written
 sources.

 What can archeology tell us of race?
 Absolutely nothing while the archeologist
 ignorantly throws the skeletal material on
 the dump heap; very much when he turns
 it over to the physical anthropologist. In
 the absence of skeletons, a virtually com-
 plete change in the material culture does
 no more than imply that the dominant
 element in the population has changed its
 character-though not of necessity its
 race. But rarely do we find complete
 change; survivals from the preceding cul-
 ture indicate that the basal element has
 remained the same. Frequently we may
 trace through the centuries the same es-
 sential culture, and the variations repre-
 sent only the natural evolution within. If
 in terms of chronology and of geographical
 continuity we are able to trace the move-
 ment of a culture from one locality to an-
 other, we may suspect that we are tracing
 the progress of a people, though we must
 first make sure that it is not merely cul-
 tural borrowing; to connect two isolated
 objects because typologically they are the
 same is quite inadmissible.
 Archeology can throw no light on the

 question of language; written documents
 are necessary, but these must be used
 with caution. As a rule, they do represent
 the language common to the whole popu-
 lation. Sometimes, however, the language
 is only that of the ruling classes, as was
 clearly the case originally with the lands
 conquered by the "Aryans." Sometimes
 the reverse was true, as when the "Cauca-
 sian" tongue of earlier Mitannians was
 written by kings whose names are Indo-
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 20 JOURNAL OF NEAR EASTERN STUDIES

 Iranian. The Assyrian tablets of Cappa-
 docia are the letters and business records

 of Assyrian merchants colonized in their
 own "factory" with local autonomy under
 native rulers.

 Loan-words prove cultural contact.
 Survivals of an older tongue indicate a
 mixed population. Personal names are es-
 pecially valuable, for as a rule they are in
 the form of a phrase or even a sentence.
 They too may prove a mixed population.
 When they are names of foreigners, they
 may teach us much of languages spoken
 by still illiterate peoples.

 Archeology is most useful for general
 culture, religion in particular. It gives us
 temples, altars, utensils. When we find a
 ritual adapted to these remains in use
 among historical peoples, we have every
 right to assume that here too the ritual
 was much the same. Larger statues and
 reliefs have an obvious cult purpose; fig-
 urines have less clearly a religious inten-
 tion, while amulets are difficult to distin-
 guish from personal ornaments. But again
 writing comes to our aid: personal names
 may remember gods long since banned;
 ritual embalm long-forgotten beliefs.

 As we descend the stream of history
 through the later second millennium, we
 pass through the period of tradition,
 about the same for the Hebrews as for the

 Greeks. Other and more complicated
 problems now face us, and they require
 every possible resource of the historian.

 Just before the dawn of written history,
 we always find a period of legend. Theo-
 doric the Ostrogoth and Attila the Hun
 are historical figures thanks to Greek and
 Latin sources; the German Nibelungenlied
 remembers only their distorted names as
 heroes. If so minor a figure of Greek tra-
 dition as Eteocles appears in a Hittite let-
 ter with the correct paternity,42 there is a

 good possibility that some day we may re-
 cover Agamemnon, Nestor, Achilles, and
 Odysseus, whose capitals are well known
 from excavation; . the fair maid Briseis
 will continue to be known only from
 Homer. Joshua in person is mentioned
 in an Amarna letter,43 though only as a
 minor chieftain; Moses may have bor-
 rowed the birth legend of Sargon, but he
 too is presumably a historical oracle-
 giver and leader, though he did not give
 the law codes later assigned him. Sargon
 of Agade himself, long recalled only
 through the legend of his birth and
 through omen texts, is today well known
 from his own inscriptions.44 Gilgamesh as
 hero of the twelve-tablet epic is purely
 literary; Gilgamesh who rebuilt a ward of
 Nippur has a good chance of being his-
 torical.45 One of the kings who together
 formed "MeneS", traditional uniter of
 Egypt, was Aha; a vase bearing his name
 may be seen in the museum gallery below
 my office.

 When in our backward search we no

 longer have any probability of remem-
 brance of individuals, we still have a
 vague recollection of more general condi-
 tions. If Aeneas, Turnus, and Romulus
 never existed, archeology proves Lavin-
 ium, Alba Longa, and Palatine Rome.
 Etruscan dominance of Rome and the
 Servian constitution and wall are un-

 doubted, though Servius Tullius we may
 hesitate to accept. The Homeric "Cata-
 logue of Ships" lists exactly the cities
 which flourished in the Mycenaean Em-
 pire; for the greater part they have been
 excavated. Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob
 may never have lived as human beings,

 42E. Forrer, Mittheilungen der deutschen Orient-
 Gesellschaft, LXII (1924), 7 f.

 43 A. T. Olmstead, History of Palestine and Syria
 (1931), pp. 188, 197, 201.

 44 R. W. Rogers, Cuneiform Parallels to the Old
 Testament (1912), pp. 135 ff.; A. Poebel, Historical
 Texts (1914), pp. 173 ff.

 45 Rogers, op. cit., pp. 80 ff.; Poebel, op. cit., pp.
 143 ff.
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 HISTORY, ANCIENT WORLD, AND THE BIBLE 21

 but the sites they visited have been found,
 and their stories witness stages in evolu-
 tion. Etana, carried to heaven on the
 back of an eagle, is no doubt wrongly
 listed among the kings of the Uruk dy-
 nasty; excavation has proved that proto-
 historic dynasties assigned to Uruk and
 Kish were realities, though other kings
 may be named by the inscriptions un-
 earthed. We are told of cities which ex-

 isted before the universal flood; the exca-
 vator proves the outstanding position of
 Shuruppak, Eridu, and Nippur. Predy-
 nastic Egypt is remembered in the dynas-
 ties of half-divine beings reported by
 Manetho, while the division between up-
 per and lower Egypt is recalled by the
 double crown and the separate adminis-
 tration of historical times. Prehistoric

 vases bear the ensigns of city-states which
 later had sunk to the status of nomes, still
 ruled by the same gods and goddesses.
 But always we ultimately reach the point
 where, as the Greeks put it, the ancestry
 of the hero "ascends to the gods." What-
 ever we are told of yet earlier times is now
 pure myth.

 During this generation in which arche-
 ology was revolutionizing the classical
 world and Old Testament study, New
 Testament students remained virtually
 untouched; at best, an Old Testament
 scholar writing an Archaeology and the
 Bible46 added a few casual examples of
 light on the New Testament. This unfor-
 tunate situation was by no means entirely
 the fault of the New Testament scholars.

 Those oriental archeologists to whom ar-
 cheology was summed up in excavation
 were too often ignorant of both classics
 and Bible. Only through such ignorance
 can we explain their constant sneers at
 strata which were "only Greco-Roman"

 and which were therefore not properly ex-
 cavated, recorded, and published, to the
 eternal loss of priceless evidence. There
 was complete failure to realize that in
 these despised Greco-Roman strata lay
 many a clue to the interpretation of the
 New Testament background.

 Fortunately, there were classical arche-
 ologists whose outlook was less provincial.
 City after city was excavated; the greater
 number of the recovered buildings and ob-
 jects came from the Hellenistic and Ro-
 man imperial periods, but, while rejoicing
 over the rarer finds from earlier times, the

 excavators just as carefully published the
 commoner later. Other archeologists, who
 seldom-if ever-used the spade, traveled
 from end to end of the Roman Empire in
 their search for new inscriptions and new
 monuments. A few ventured beyond its
 borders to follow the trail of Alexander
 and his successors.

 The historian benefited enormously
 from all these new discoveries. Democrat-

 ic Athens came alive, though other Greek
 city-states emerged from twilight to chal-
 lenge its pre-eminence in the pages of our
 older histories. But it was for the history
 of the Hellenistic East and of the Roman

 Empire that the truly sensational discov-
 eries were made.

 Hitherto the first century of the Hellen-
 istic age had remained virtually a blank.
 Contemporary literary sources were scant,
 represented too often only by a few "frag-
 ments" preserved in quotation by later
 writers. Chronology itself was frequently
 in doubt. Now a huge quantity of inscrip-
 tions, a large proportion of official charac-
 ter, and not a few actual royal rescripts,
 threw a flood of light on the attitude of the
 conquerors. Not all were in Greek. The
 orientalist added examples in Egyptian
 hieroglyphic, Akkadian cuneiform, and
 Phoenician alphabet as well as clay tablets
 for the chronology. After the first century

 46 G. A. Barton, Archaeology and the Bible (1916),
 and later editions.
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 22 JOURNAL OF NEAR EASTERN STUDIES

 of the period, literary sources had been
 more generous and so the history was bet-
 ter known; nevertheless, the new sources
 were so much fuller that there was scarce-

 ly a page which had previously been writ-
 ten on the Roman Orient that did not

 need drastic revision, while many new
 chapters must be prepared from the be-
 ginning. Mahaffy gave the world a com-
 pletely new picture of Hellenistic culture
 and a more detailed history of the Ptole-
 mies,47 while Bevan did a similar service
 for the Seleucids.48

 In all this exciting second Renaissance,
 New Testament critics took no part, for
 they were too busy following the swings
 of ordinary classical literary criticism.
 About the turn of the century, their criti-
 cism was at its best. Certain results might
 be considered assured. Matthew could

 not have written the First Gospel, at
 least in its present form; John, the Fourth
 Gospel, the Epistles, or the Revelation;
 or Paul, the Letter to the Hebrews. The
 first letter of John was composed by the
 author of our present Fourth Gospel, or
 at least by a man whose theology was
 much the same. The Apocalypse came
 from a later John. Matthew, Mark, and
 Luke had a common narrative source,
 written in Greek. Matthew and Luke em-

 ployed another common source, also com-
 posed in Greek and chiefly interested in
 Jesus' sayings. When the greatest church
 historian of the day, Adolf Harnack,
 turned back to New Testament times and

 introduced a more historical and therefore

 more conservative attitude,49 it seemed to
 the bystander that New Testament criti-

 cism was about to follow the path taken
 by critics of the Old.

 Against these solid achievements was,
 however, to be placed many unfortunate
 failures to reach the truth. Among them
 may be counted denial of the authenticity
 of James and Jude, a similar denial of a
 few or of many of Paul's letters, and doubt
 of the accuracy of Luke's Acts. The crit-
 ics, through their lack of knowledge of
 the contemporary historical background,
 failed to recognize the amazing fashion in
 which John's narrative fitted that as yet
 unrealized background. Equally strange
 was their belief that Mark, for nineteen
 centuries universally recognized as a mere
 epitome, was the common source of Mat-
 thew and Luke and therefore the only
 usable source for the life of Jesus; since
 Mark was so obviously unhistorical in so
 many respects, in the end New Testament
 critics were driven to the conclusion, in-
 evitable on their Marcan hypothesis, that
 while Jesus was undoubtedly an historical
 personage, we could know but little of his
 life and sayings.

 If New Testament critics still thought
 it possible to carry on their studies uncon-
 taminated by the outside world, they were
 sadly mistaken. To the students of antiq-
 uity, the New Testament formed one
 small collection of brief documents which

 dealt with one phase of the history of a
 period in which more and more their re-
 search was being centered. It had fasci-
 nated them from childhood; in their youth
 they had read its simple though at times
 queer but intelligible Greek; a small Greek
 Testament was cheap and could easily be
 slipped into a saddlebag. Sites mentioned
 in its pages-Rome, Athens, Corinth, Per-
 gamum, Ephesus-were excavated; other
 sites were visited and searched for monu-

 ments and inscriptions; some, like Lystra,
 were identified for the first time.50 It be-

 47 J. P. Mahaffy, Greek Life and Thought from the
 Death of Alexander to the Roman Conquest (1887);
 The Empire of the Ptolemies (1895); A History of Egypt
 under the Ptolemaic Dynasty (1899).

 48 E. R. Bevan, The House of Seleucus (1902).

 49 Adolf Harnack, Beitrdge zur Einleitung in das
 Neue Testament (1906-1911); New Testament Studies
 (1907-12).

 50 J. R. S. Sterrett, Wolfe Expedition to Asia Minor,
 (1888), p. 142.
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 came regular practice for archeologists to
 read the Greek Testament on the spot.

 On their return home, excavators and
 travelers re-read their Greek Testaments.

 They found that many a passage which
 had baffled the armchair commentators

 was perfectly clear in the light of their
 newly acquired knowledge. Other pas-
 sages afforded welcome confirmation to
 the evidence they had already collected
 on their own problems, and these were
 quoted in appropriate articles in their own
 learned journals.

 In their enthusiasm, some of these classi-
 cal scholars felt it their duty to pass on
 this information to New Testament schol-

 ars. Best known was Sir William Ramsay,
 universally recognized by students of an-
 tiquity as the outstanding living author-
 ity on Asia Minor. Much of his best work,
 a wealth of information on topography,
 history, Roman administration, law, reli-
 gion, manners and customs, is unfortu-
 nately preserved only in his New Testa-
 ment studies such as The Church in the

 Roman Empire, St. Paul, the Traveller and
 the Roman Citizen, his commentary on Ga-
 latians, and his Seven Churches of Asia.51

 These books had a great vogue in his
 own day and are still re-read by profes-
 sional students of the ancient world. To

 them, it seems unbelievable that they
 met an almost universally hostile recep-
 tion from contemporary critics. In their
 eyes, they alone were competent to ex-
 pound the New Testament; how dared a
 confessed outsider to invade with profane
 foot the sacred precinct, claim that he
 alone could explain many a difficult pas-
 sage in the sacred volume, and even assert
 that professional New Testament scholars
 were wrong in method and in results?

 A generation later, Ramsay's account
 of his experiences with the critics still has
 a familiar ring. As an example, critics had
 hitherto followed the witness of the head-

 ing to Paul's famous letter and had as-
 serted that its destination was the people
 of the yet barbarous Galatians in the
 north of the province to which they gave
 its name. With the wealth of learning
 which only the master of Asia Minor stu-
 dents could muster, Ramsay showed that
 a Galatian destination in this decade was

 incredible, that the letter itself meant just
 what it said, that it was written to the
 churches of Galatia, and that these must
 be found in the communities of South Ga-

 latia which were converted by Paul on an
 earlier journey as reported by Acts:

 The North-Galatian Theory, which was
 possible only because of the obscurity of the
 subject and the general misapprehension of
 historical facts, established itself in current
 opinion and was taught in every school and in
 all ordinary text books. Though always de-
 nied and contested by a few, yet it was prac-
 tically master of the field of instruction; and
 thus it could create a presumption in its favor
 in almost every mind. The vast majority of
 readers never heard of any other theory; and it
 became known to individuals usually through
 some contemptuous reference made by some
 revered teacher, who glanced at it only to dis-
 miss it. Finally, distinguished and deservedly
 respected scholars deduced from the epi-
 graphic results of modern research conclusive
 proof of the accepted theory, and declared
 that the opposite view was now finally ejected
 from educated minds!

 Unpleasant as was this experience,
 worse was to come:

 It is not enough to state in a brief summary
 the general bearing of the facts, geographical,
 political, historical, legal, which disprove the
 current .... view. This has been done and

 the .... champions [of the rival theory] meet
 some one statement with a flat denial, and
 treat the rest with silent contempt; then, dis-

 51 W. M. Ramsay, The Church in the Roman Empire
 (1893); St. Paul, the Traveller and the Roman Citizen
 (1895); A Historical Commentary on St. Paul's Epistle
 to the Galatians (1900); The Letters to the Seven Churches
 of Asia (1905); The Cities of St. Paul (1907).
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 lodged from their first defence, they deny some
 other statement, and again necessitate a la-
 borious demonstration.52

 The fundamental vice of these New
 Testament critics was obvious to all but

 themselves; they stubbornly refused to
 admit that the New Testament docu-

 ments formed only a small part of the lit-
 erature of antiquity, as New Testament
 times formed a small though important
 segment of one single period in ancient his-
 tory. They refused to accept data at the
 hands of the outstanding authorities in the
 classical world if they did not possess theo-
 logical credentials, and when their own
 pretensions to scholarship were chal-
 lenged, they set the rules according to
 which the debate should be conducted.

 They had no reason for surprise when
 Ramsay and his fellows abandoned the
 hopeless task of converting these deter-
 mined controversialists and henceforth
 submitted their studies to the more cour-
 teous criticism of those who knew the an-

 cient world, and their discoveries to an ed-
 ucated public already distrustful of the
 "liberal" critic.

 Newly found monuments and inscrip-
 tions had revolutionized contemporary
 knowledge of the ancient world; still more
 revolutionary was the emergence of papy-
 rology as a separate discipline. The reign
 of papyri in ancient research may be said
 to date from 1891, when the historian
 Mahaffy published the first volume of the
 Revenue Laws of Ptolemy II.53 Long-neg-
 lected papyri in the great collections were
 dusted off and their publication initiated.
 Other collections were formed in Europe
 and America, for as yet papyri were
 abundant in the hands of Egyptian deal-
 ers, and prices were low. A Graeco-Ro-
 man Branch of the Egypt Exploration

 Fund was established and dug over the
 mounds of the Nile Valley, searching only
 for papyri, as a generation earlier Assyri-
 ologists had sought only for clay tablets,
 and both as happy to buy as to unearth.
 Stately volumes presented these once de-
 spised scraps. Experts appeared who could
 restore papyrus fragments, who could date
 papyri with almost miraculous accuracy,
 who could explain their often ungramma-
 tical and regularly technical Greek, or who
 prepared special grammars and vocabu-
 laries.

 Classical scholars and historians of clas-

 sical antiquity worked side by side in
 closest collaboration, and the results of
 their common labors brought a new era to
 classical studies. In the period of radical
 literary criticism, it had seemed as if
 nothing remained to future students of
 the classics except working over the old
 straw; now every year saw new volumes
 containing hitherto unknown literary
 texts. Textual criticism took on new life

 when, instead of manuscripts from the
 tenth and eleventh centuries of our era,
 the text of Homer could be reconstructed

 in large part from fragments copied cen-
 turies earlier, some even in the third cen-
 tury B.C. Few were the standard writers
 without papyrus witness for portions of
 the text.

 The learned world gasped when whole
 books were recovered. Aristotle's Consti-

 tutional History of Athens furnished mate-
 rial for a flock of historical studies. The

 poems of Bacchylides, second in reputa-
 tion only to Pindar, were published. The
 problem as to who wrote the Oxyrhynchus
 Hellenica became a burning question.
 Fresh poems of Sappho and Alcaeus and of
 other scarce less famous melic poets were
 published and restored, even to the veriest
 scraps. The booty of less known or un-
 known writers was simply immense. The

 52 Ramsay, Galatians, pp. 7 f.

 53 Mahaffy, The Flinders Petrie Papyri (1891-
 1905).
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 lowliest collection of scholia might afford
 fresh items of interest to the historian.

 But where the historian found himself
 most at home was amid the thousands of

 documents. Some of these historians had

 specialized in the early Hellenistic period.
 A few years before, they had rejoiced
 when to their hitherto scanty literary rec-
 ords there had been added so many in-
 scriptions; now they were deluged by
 sources of the very best character, the
 more trustworthy because never intended,
 like the inscriptions, for the public. An
 accurate chronology was at last possible;
 events of world significance whose dates
 had been hotly debated were fixed by a
 casual reference. New events of quite
 equal importance were first glimpsed or
 first learned in detail. Equally striking
 discoveries illuminated the later Roman

 Republic, the Roman Empire, the Byzan-
 tine Empire, and even the early rule of the
 Arabs.

 The vast majority of the documents
 were of an administrative or economic na-

 ture, and new books devoted to these as-
 pects alone could be prepared. New light
 was thrown on religion-pagan, Jewish, or
 Christian. In fact, there was no element
 of the social structure which did not re-

 ceive illumination. It is significant of the
 historian's interest that at the present mo-
 ment half the American students of an-

 cient history are also trained papyrolo-
 gists with stately volumes of papyri texts
 to their credit while the remainder use the

 papyri constantly. There is no need for
 outsiders to remind them of the papyri.

 For once, New Testament studies were
 up to date. Only four years after the
 publication of the first volume of the
 Revenue Laws, a young German licentiate
 in theology, Gustav Adolf Deissmann,
 brought out his Bible Studies54 and ferti-

 lized the exhausted New Testament field

 from the papyri. With the English trans-
 lation of 1901, the reputation of the young
 scholar was made. Fresh books and fresh
 editions of the older books were in de-

 mand; he was invited to lecture in Eng-
 land and America, and at home he was
 given a professorship. The breach in the
 tight little wall which hitherto had con-
 fined New Testament studies, and the ad-
 dition of so much new territory, went al-
 most unrecognized because the man who
 made the innovation was himself a pro-
 fessional theologian. It was therefore
 proper for theological seminaries and the-
 ological professors to buy their own pa-
 pyri, for professors to edit papyrus read-
 ers for the clergy; in fact, now to be up
 to date, one must cite the papyri.

 Deissmann was by no means unaware
 of the cultural background for the New
 Testament afforded by the papyri. Per-
 haps his greatest single contribution was
 the discovery that Paul did not write for-
 mal epistles, dull as dust for all but the
 theologian; rather, he composed letters,
 full of life, growing out of his own experi-
 ence and saturated by his own unique
 character. Unfortunately, the critics did
 not apply the discovery to the determina-
 tion of which letters were authentic.55

 More and more the papyri tended to be
 utilized only to prove or disprove the New
 Testament use of individual words and

 phrases. Like Deissmann, these critics
 knew or appreciated only Greek and
 thought in terms of a Greek culture.

 Another new element injected into New
 Testament discussion consisted of the

 Pseudepigrapha; they too were accepted
 because introduced by a theologian. The
 apocryphal writings, though no longer
 canonical, had lingered on because they
 partially filled the gap between Old Testa-
 ment and New. Now it was more fully

 5 Adolf Deissmann, Bibelstudien (1895); Bible
 Studies (1901).  55 Deissmann, Paulus (1911); St. Paul (1912).
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 recognized how they illustrated the fur-
 ther development of ideas first set forth
 in the Old Testament and later carried to

 such different conclusions in the New Tes-

 tament and in Mishna, Talmud, and Mid-
 rash. Soon it was also realized that some

 of these books were actually used and
 quoted by Jesus.

 All but a tiny group of specialists had
 been repelled by the apocalyptic writings
 of the Pseudepigrapha; their wild claims
 to an authorship which every modern
 knew to be false, their predictions of a fu-
 ture which never arrived, their justifiable
 hatred of their oppressors and the savage
 vengeance they vainly announced would
 be inflicted-all made them hopelessly un-
 fitted for inclusion in a collection intended

 for religious and ethical instruction.
 Charles and his fellow-students recog-

 nized their value for explaining contem-
 porary currents of messianic thought,
 some in the New Testament itself. The

 explanation was eagerly seized, and for
 the next few years New Testament schol-
 ars were earnestly interpreting the "mes-
 sianic consciousness" of Jesus. Charles

 himself has published full-sized commen-
 taries on the two major apocalpyses of the
 Bible, the books of Daniel and of Revela-
 tion;56 he and his companions have thrown
 much light on other sections with apoca-
 lyptic content: Haggai, Zechariah, the
 Apocalypse of the Year Forty in its vari-
 ous recensions, the apocalyptic elements
 in the letters to the Thessalonians. Until

 recently, historians have almost complete-
 ly ignored the contributions of apocalyp-
 tic "prophecy after the event" to secular
 history.57

 For the historian, the results of the last
 generation are summed up in the works
 of Eduard Meyer. His writings mark a
 striking advance: Meyer is as much at
 home in the ancient Near East as he is in
 the world of Greece and Rome. At his

 hands, for the first time in the history of
 history, that Near East has come into its
 own.

 It is significant that Meyer's first im-
 portant contribution was a History of An-
 cient Egypt for the colossal General His-
 tory edited by Oncken.58 Later he wrote
 on Sumerians and Semites in Babylonia
 and on the Empire and Culture of the Hit-
 tites.59 His own colossal History of Antiq-
 uity6o was never completed only because
 he must so often turn back to the oriental

 beginnings for the revisions necessitated
 by the steady flood of new discoveries.

 Two books of fundamental importance
 for the Old Testament were produced. In
 his Rise of Judaism,"6 Meyer showed how
 the solid foundation of all history must
 rest on official documents, and proved that
 such were the decrees of Persian kings
 quoted in Ezra; even professed historians
 were skeptical,62 but discovery of the Ele-
 phantine papyri a few years later vindi-
 cated the master's prophetic insight. In
 his Israelites and Their Neighbor Tribes,63
 he subjected the traditions about Hebrew
 origins to the most rigorous historical crit-

 56 R. H. Charles, The Book of Daniel (1913); A
 Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Revelation of
 St. John (1920).

 67Cf. now A. T. Olmstead, "Intertestamental
 Studies," JAOS, LVI (1936), 242 ff.; "The Mid-third
 Century of the Christian Era," Classical Philology,
 XXXVIII (1942), 248 ff.

 58sEduard Meyer, Geschichte des alten Aegyptens
 (1887).

 59sMeyer, Sumerier und Semiten in Babylonien
 (1906); Reich und Kultur der Chetiter (1914).

 6s Meyer, Geschichte des Altertums (1884-1937).
 61 Meyer, Die Entstehung des Judenthums (1896).
 62 The criticism of Meyer, "one of the most criti-

 cally expert historians of antiquity" for the revival
 of "this strange juridical argument," by Langlois and
 Seignobos (op. cit., p. 158, n. 2) was, of course, written
 before the discovery of the Elephantine papyri (cf.
 Meyer, Der Papyrusfund von Elephantine [1912]). It
 only proves that even the best scholars are sometimes
 proved hypercritical in the light of later discoveries.

 63 Meyer, Die Israeliten und ihre Nachbarstdmme
 (1906); cf. BliUte und Niedergang des Hellenismus in
 Asien (1925); Forschungen zur alten Geschichte (1892-
 99); Kleine Schriften (1924); Cdsars Monarchie (1919).
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 icism and cleared the ground for his suc-
 cessors. Prepared by the epoch-making
 discoveries of the orientalists, Old Testa-
 ment scholars welcomed his exegesis and
 incorporated his results among their own.

 Far different was the reception by New
 Testament critics of the master's great
 work, the Origin and Beginnings of Chris-
 tianity.64 Today we realize that it was the
 product of his old age, a series of studies
 to record what he knew before he passed
 away, rather than a rounded history.
 Even with failing powers, so vast was his
 knowledge, so deep his understanding of
 the background, so keen his insight, that
 every page is a valued contribution to the
 study of the New Testament. Rarely in-
 deed does Meyer discuss any problem
 when we do not feel that if he has not com-

 pletely solved it, he is at least on the right
 track for the solution.

 Historians welcomed the Origin as one
 more proof of the supreme genius of the
 aging master. Harnack, the church his-
 torian, had shown the way to a more his-
 torical attitude and wakened the hope
 that Meyer would complete the conver-
 sion. The hope was in vain; New Testa-
 ment critics abandoned Harnack for

 strange gods, sneered at Meyer as a "new-
 comer to exegesis,"65 and snubbed the mas-
 terpiece. It is one of the tragedies of New
 Testament scholarship that while so many
 ephemeral diatribes of second-rate Ger-
 man critics have been honored by transla-
 tion into our own language, only those few
 young theologians who read German eas-
 ily will ever know Eduard Meyer.

 The generation now passing off the
 stage has no reason to be ashamed of its
 labors in the ancient field. When it began
 its studies, ancient history was quietly

 moving from the classical departments in
 universities to the departments of history,
 with little friction between the two but
 rather with a closer co-ordination. Bots-

 ford was teaching at Columbia, Sill at
 Cornell, and Ferguson at Harvard, fore-
 runners of the new crop of professionals.
 In 1909 the American Historical Associa-

 tion approved the first formal section in
 ancient history; Westermann presided,
 and the first paper was presented by the
 writer though it must be confessed that
 the crowds waited for the visiting Eduard
 Meyer. In 1917 the Middle West Branch
 of the American Oriental Society was or-
 ganized and gave a powerful impetus,
 soon felt in the parent Society, toward a
 more historical interest on the part of the
 orientalist. In 1928 the American Histori-

 cal Association recognized prehistory by
 its own section. This bare list of dates

 marks a healthy broadening of the field.
 Archeology has set the tone for this

 generation of scholars. Italy has prohibit-
 ed excavation by foreigners; Greece has
 welcomed their contributions in money,
 excavation technique, and interpretation,
 but, while granting full scientific rights of
 publication, has also prohibited export of
 the objects they find. As a result, our mu-
 seums have increased through a flourish-
 ing trade in bootlegged antiquities, whose
 lack of scientific determination we deplore
 but extenuate. As another result, classi-
 cal scholars have turned to the more gen-
 erous Near East, where the so-called
 "fifty-fifty rule" for the distribution of an-
 tiquities discovered has at first obtained;
 as the governments have more and more
 imitated the illiberal procedure of Greece,
 excavation has ceased and bootlegging
 has increased. Classical archeologists have
 published their finds in the light of the ex-
 tant written sources; oriental archeolo-
 gists do not always have so good a record.
 In the ancient world it has been found im-

 64 Meyer, Ursprung und Anfdnge des Christentums
 (1921-23).

 65 Ch. Guignebert, Jesus (1935), p. 61.
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 possible to separate history from proto-
 history, and the two are treated as one;
 the classical excursions into the Near East

 are bringing a similar feeling of unity.66
 So marvelous were the results of the

 new papyrology that we are not surprised
 to find the historians themselves slow in

 waking to the defects of its method. The
 scholars who backed the Graeco-Roman

 Branch of the Egypt Exploration Fund,
 or bought papyri from native dealers, no
 doubt salvaged many precious documents,
 but the Branch in its preoccupation with
 the written record destroyed almost as
 much archeological evidence as the na-
 tives with their illicit digging. Not until
 almost the last papyrus-bearing heap had
 been ruined forever was a truly scientific
 campaign initiated by the University of
 Michigan under Professor A. E. R. Boak,
 and gave us our first picture of a town of
 papyrus days.

 Ancient history as taught in the classi-
 cal departments was strongly cultural
 and the transfer to the department of his-
 tory has only intensified the trend. There
 was left for the historian by profession
 chiefly the interpretation of the history
 in terms of the social sciences. By good
 fortune, the masses of material newly
 discovered, inscriptions and papyri alike,
 lent themselves well to such a treatment.

 Thus our outstanding historians-Bots-
 ford, Ferguson, Westermann, Boak-have
 made their best contributions in adminis-
 tration and in economic and social his-

 tory.67 The work of this generation of his-
 torians has been well summed up by Ros-

 tovtzeff, who has shown how art and ar-
 cheology can be utilized for economics.68
 Breasted introduced historical interpreta-
 tion of the Near East.69

 Under the pressure of oriental discover-
 ies, the Old Testament studies have re-
 gained sanity. Almost without exception,
 the better-known scholars have enjoyed
 personal training in the field; all know the
 oriental languages, literatures, and his-
 tory. Today, advance in the Old Testa-
 ment field is unthinkable without con-
 stant recourse to the wider Orient. Al-
 ready a few far-sighted New Testament
 scholars are recognized as experts in clas-
 sical archeology.

 Since Charles and his fellows published
 in 1913 their massive annotated transla-

 tion,70 Apocrypha and Pseudepigrapha
 have been a part of the equipment of ev-
 ery well-trained New Testament student.
 Their writings have been used to a degree,
 though the enthusiasm of the earlier gen-
 eration is obviously dying out. Particu-
 larly strange is the failure to realize the
 language phenomena there exhibited.

 Old Testament scholars have been more

 understanding. By their constant use of
 the Greek translation to correct the He-

 brew text and to interpret its meaning,
 they have learned by the hard way to un-
 derstand the principles employed by
 translators of sacred writings. They are
 taught by such experience how to detect
 similar translation-Greek where the orien-

 tal originals have not been preserved, and
 even to make some progress in restoration
 of those originals. After two millenniums

 66 This sense of unity is well indicated by J. B.
 Bury, S. A. Cook, and F. E. Adcock (eds.), The
 Cambridge Ancient History (1923-39).

 67 As illustrations may be cited George Willis Bots-
 ford, The Roman Assemblies (1909); William Scott
 Ferguson, Hellenistic Athens (1911); Greek Imperialism
 (1913); William Linn Westermann, "Sklaverei,"
 Pauly-Wissowa-Kroll, Real-Encyclopddie, Supplement-
 band, Vol. VI (1935), cols. 894-1068; Arthur E. R.
 Boak, A History of Rome to 665 A.D. (1921; rev. ed.,
 1938).

 68 M. Rostovtzeff, A History of the Ancient World,
 Vol. I: The Orient and Greece (1926); Vol. II: Rome
 (1928); The Social and Economic History of the Roman
 Empire (1926); The Social and Economic History of the
 Hellenistic World (1941).

 69James Henry Breasted, A History of Egypt.
 (1905; 2d ed., 1912); Development of Religion and
 Thought in Ancient Egypt (1912); The Dawn of Con-
 science (1933).

 70 R. H. Charles (ed.), The Apocrypha and Pseud-
 epigrapha of the Old Testament (1913).
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 of disappearance, the reappearance of the
 original Hebrew of what we formerly
 named Ecclesiasticus has brilliantly con-
 firmed the correctness of their procedure.

 From Apocrypha and Pseudepigrapha
 was but a step to the New Testament,
 where in certain portions Old Testament
 scholars detected the familiar phenomena
 of translation-Greek. It is significant that
 today there is scarcely one competent Old
 Testament student who is not convinced

 that the sources of our Gospels were com-
 posed originally in Aramaic; it is even
 more significant of New Testament schol-
 arship that the very suggestion of a writ-
 ten Aramaic Gospel is anathema."7

 The answer to the "Aramaists"-so

 called even if actually they are far better
 acquainted with their Greek-is that the
 New Testament is written in the Koine
 or "common" dialect of Greek and that

 this fact is all that is needed to explain the
 peculiarities of its language.72 There is no
 necessity of describing the Koine to the
 historian; since Droysen first recognized
 the significance of the Hellenistic age,
 Koine peculiarities have been perfectly
 well known. It may, however, be worth
 while to repeat what the historian under-
 stands by the Koine.

 The term "Koine," then, may properly
 be employed for the Greek written and
 spoken by the subjects of the Hellenistic
 monarchies and of their native successors,
 as later in the eastern provinces of the
 Roman Empire and in certain western
 sections of the Parthian Empire. It does
 not include the local dialects of Greece

 such as Attic, whether spoken or written,
 whether used before or after Alexander.

 Excluded are also the various attempts,
 as by Theocritus, to write an artificial

 Doric as a literary device under the Mace-
 donians; the attempts to write an artificial
 Attic under the Romans, as by Lucian; as
 well as certain phenomena observable in
 the works of those authors who endeavor
 to Atticize.

 If we exclude these various types of
 Greek, what remains is Koine-but not
 necessarily literary Koine. Those who
 have perused large quantities of literary
 Koine quickly realize that it forms a
 unity, common to the whole Greek-speak-
 ing world, which evolves along perfectly
 natural lines from generation to genera-
 tion. Although "Greek" literature dur-
 ing the centuries in question was more
 and more largely dominated by authors of
 oriental birth, although many a page is
 colored by oriental thought, it is difficult to
 find a passage in literary Koine where the
 language is influenced by the languages
 spoken at home. Even Jews, who to ob-
 tain a Gentile audience affected the liter-

 ary style, form no exception; the Ptolemaic
 writers quoted through Alexander Polyhis-
 tor by Eusebius, the Alexandrine Philo,
 the historian Josephus, write Greek quite
 in the style of their pagan contemporaries.
 To this degree, the commonplace so often
 cited by New Testament scholars is true:
 "There was a common form of Greek, a
 Koine, in general use for ordinary pur-
 poses all around the eastern Mediterra-
 nean"; but to continue: "And this is why
 a papyrus document from Egypt is not
 irrelevant for the study of the language of
 gospels written in the same common dia-
 lect in Antioch, Ephesus, or Rome," be-
 trays a misunderstanding of the true
 Koine situation.

 The fundamental error of the critics lies

 in the tacit assumption that all preserved
 Greek writings of the period were com-
 posed "in the same common dialect." The
 literary form of the dialect is indeed com-
 mon throughout the Greek-speaking

 71 This attitude has been criticized, with full
 bibliography, by A. T. Olmstead, "Could an Aramaic
 Gospel Be Written?" JNES, I (1942), 41 ff.

 72 Cf. the reply to my article by E. J. Goodspeed,
 JNES, I (1942), 315 ff.
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 world; those who have sharpened their
 sense of style by long reading of the Koine
 literature are entitled to assert categori-
 cally that the vulgar language is by no
 means the same. Furthermore, while vul-
 gar Greek has many elements in common
 to distinguish it from the literary form, in
 itself it falls into subdialects according to
 date, locality, and group.
 Once we have learned through actual

 practice these varying forms of the com-
 mon dialect, we quickly realize that there
 is no such thing as New Testament Greek.
 When he presents his own composition, as
 in the Prologue to his Gospel or in the
 later chapters of his Acts, Luke writes ex-
 cellent literary Greek of the Koine dialect;
 since he was a Gentile by birth, we have a
 perfect right to invoke parallels from cur-
 rent Koine literature; for other parts of
 Gospel and Acts, we observe the familiar
 phenomena of translation-Greek which to
 an even greater degree color the language
 of the three other Gospels. Such a tract
 as the Letter to the Hebrews finds much

 better parallels in the Greek of similar
 tracts from Egypt written by Jews for
 Jews, influenced through quotations by
 the "Septuagint," yet in sufficiently good
 literary Greek of a quasi-philosophical
 cast. Paul is never unidiomatic, though
 his style more often betrays Jewish exege-
 sis than Greek sophistic. James is still
 idiomatic, though simplicity of structure
 permits word-for-word translation back
 into a Semitic tongue. First Peter has a
 curious participial construction, whose
 closest analogy may be found in the equal-
 ly queer construction of the Greek decree
 and the Latin speech of the Roman em-
 peror Claudius.73 With First John and
 Revelations, we again witness phenomena
 of translation-Greek.

 To explain the varying forms and
 phrases of this heterogeneous collection,
 students have during the last generation

 found a happy hunting-ground in the
 thousands of papyri discovered in Egypt.
 As we should have expected, many paral-
 lels have been found, since the majority
 of documents in both collections are in

 vulgar and not in literary Greek. Unfor-
 tunately, there are serious limitations, not
 always realized by those who use them, to
 their employment.

 These papyri come from Egypt; no one
 has ever suggested that any part of the
 New Testament was composed in that
 country, though some deny an original
 home in Palestine for even the Gospel
 sources. When we discover New Testa-

 ment parallels to Greek tracts or to trans-
 lation-Greek made in Egypt-though by
 Palestinians whenever we possess the evi-
 dence-we are not surprised, for Alexan-
 dria was full of Jews and in close touch
 with Palestine.

 But the papyri we find available were
 never recovered from Alexandria, though
 a few were dispatched from the "City"
 and more are influenced by the terminol-
 ogy. These papyri are improperly treated
 as good Koine Greek; rather they are al-
 most translation-Greek, since they are
 shot through by Latin administrative
 terms or by their traditional Greek equiv-
 alents. For the literary Koine of Alexan-
 dria, then, we are dependent on the manu-
 scripts.

 The vast majority of the papyri hither-
 to utilized come from the "Country,"
 Upper Egypt, an out-of-the-way corner
 of the Hellenistic and Roman worlds; even
 though male names may be Greek, the
 Egyptian names of their wives betray the
 native character of the population. The
 Egyptian they spoke at home does not
 seem to have troubled their Greek, save
 as it developed a local brogue which at
 times verges on the unintelligible. As con-
 trasted to the Greek of the New Testa-

 ment, even the worst, the Greek of the
 papyri is much less hliterary. 73 CIL, XIII, 1668; cf. Tacitus Annals xi. 24.
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 For those who after this brief demon-

 stration still insist that New Testament,
 papyri, and contemporary literature are
 all written in a common dialect and that

 one form may be used to explain another
 in detail, there is need to appeal once more
 to the authority of one of the greatest of
 living experts on this very Koine dialect:
 "Any man who knows his classical Greek
 authors and reads the New Testament and

 then looks into the papyri is astonished at
 the similarities which he finds." This de-

 scribes exactly the feeling of the New Tes-
 tament student when first introduced to

 the papyri. "Any man, who," like Nock,
 "knows the papyri first and then turns to
 Paul is astonished at the differences." The
 differences would have been even more

 astonishing had he turned to the Gospels
 or to the other examples of translation-
 Greek. There follows a warning which
 should be taken to heart by every young
 New Testament student: "There has

 been exaggeration of the Koine element
 in the New Testament. It is true that our
 new evidence has shown us that without

 verbal inspiration it was possible to use
 ou for me. But it has shown us also that

 in the vulgar Greek of the Levant there
 was nothing corresponding to the Semitic
 flavor of the early Christian writers.""74
 This "Semitic flavor" we can parallel only
 in "Septuagint," Apocrypha, and Pseude-
 pigrapha; one would think that after
 Nock's pronouncement New Testament
 scholars would have turned first to this
 Jewish vulgar Greek literature for enlight-
 enment.

 To the proper understanding of this
 portion of the Bible, Nock has made an-
 other contribution of high value which
 points in the same direction. From his
 wide and deep knowledge of both vulgar

 and literary Koine, he has proved that,
 while its religious terminology so exactly
 parallels in word the similar terminology
 of the New Testament, in meaning the
 latter regularly has a slightly different but
 significant change in the sense."' We
 would point out that we discover the same
 meanings when we turn to the Greek
 works which have been written or trans-

 lated by Jews for Jews.

 We have brought down our survey to
 the present. Already it is sufficiently evi-
 dent that in scholarship as in every other
 form of human activity the second World
 War marks the end of one epoch and the
 commencement of a new. There remains
 for us only an estimate of the present situ-
 ation and a suggestion of tasks which lie
 ahead.

 That we should ever again witness such
 an outpouring of new literary sources ap-
 pears most improbable. Papyri are rarely
 found outside the Nile Valley, where the
 papyrus-bearing heaps are almost worked
 out. This does not mean that individual
 discoveries of spectacular character may
 not yet be announced. Recent publica-
 tions of Biblical papyri have included a
 codex of Paul's letters forming a regular
 canon and copied barely a century and a
 half after the originals were dictated, a
 codex of the Gospels and Acts copied but a

 trifle later,"76 a scrap of the Fourth Gospel
 actually copied in out-of-the-way Upper
 Egypt a half-century before the date as-
 signed to that Gospel by a once famous
 critic.77 A few important papyri are yet
 to emerge from their hiding, papyri of
 the second class are yet to be published;
 another generation devoted to a more
 detailed investigation must pass before it

 74 A. D. Nock, "The Vocabulary of the New Testa-
 ment," JBL, LII (1933), 138. This reference has
 already been quoted by Olmstead, JNES, I (1942), 44.
 Since it has been ignored by Goodspeed in his reply,
 it is here repeated for emphasis.

 75 Nock, op. cit.

 76 F. G. Kenyon, The Chester Beatty Biblical Papy-
 ri, Vol. II: The Gospels and Acts (1933-34); Vol. III:
 Pauline Epistles and Revelation (1933).

 77 C. H. Roberts, An Unpublished Fragment of the
 Fourth Gospel in the John Rylands Library (1935).
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 can be claimed that the papyri are ex-
 hausted.

 In contrast, the decipherment of the
 papyri from Egypt which are not in Greek
 has scarcely begun. The huge piles of doc-
 uments written in Egyptian hieratic, de-
 motic, and Coptic, smaller piles in Ara-
 maic and Arabic, uncounted piles of os-
 traca, guarantee plenty of dissertation
 subjects for future papyrologists. But the
 most appalling single task we must be-
 queath to our successors is the reading and
 appraising of the something like half a
 million texts in cuneiform characters in-

 cised on known but unpublished clay
 tablets.

 To this already overwhelming quantity
 of unpublished sources, we must add the
 inscriptions yet to be discovered. Every
 section of the Roman world and, to a
 lesser degree, the regions beyond its bor-
 ders have been searched and recorded; the
 likelihood of further surface discoveries

 is not too promising. In the future, we
 may suspect, the majority will be acci-
 dentally found through building operations
 in the cities or agricultural labors in the
 fields. Great numbers have been added

 through the excavations, though many
 more of importance must remain to be un-
 earthed.

 Greco-Roman archeology is not likely
 to change its general character, though de-
 tails remain to be filled in, and local finds
 of high interest may be expected. Utiliza-
 tion of archeological material for the his-
 torical picture is already well advanced.
 Beginnings have been made for the em-
 ployment of historical method to deter-
 mine the chronology of the future history
 of art.

 Hope of outstanding new discoveries
 rests primarily in the Near East. Egypt,
 to be sure, is suffering from the law of di-
 minishing returns in excavation; all the
 more should rest heavy on our consciences
 the realization of the large percentage of

 monuments practically unknown because
 of inadequate publication and interpreta-
 tion. Particularly unfortunate has been
 the lack of interest on the part of most
 Egyptologists in the Achaemenid, Ptole-
 maic, and Roman periods; until the na-
 tive inscriptions, papyri, and ostraca have
 been published, translated, and explained,
 it is hopeless to expect full knowledge of
 this later Egypt from Greek records alone.

 Those who visit Egypt know that a
 good half of the inscriptions they see on
 temple walls were carved during these
 later periods; some of them know also that
 these will remain a sealed book until they
 have been properly edited, translated, and
 annotated by specialists who understand
 the later and often quite difficult hiero-
 glyphics. Until they are made available
 to the learned public, they realize, any
 discussion of religious development during
 the Hellenistic and Roman periods must
 be inadequate because the most funda-
 mental data are lacking.

 Palestine has been moderately well ex-
 cavated, though so far we have learned
 more of the higher Canaanite civilizations
 than of the poorer Hebrews who destroyed
 so much of their culture. Relatively small
 sums of money have unearthed a few of
 the Hebrew centers and have contributed

 so much to the understanding of the Old
 Testament that more such excavations

 may be expected in less prosperous times
 to come. Beginnings have at last been
 made in proper excavation of sites which
 flourished in New Testament and early
 Christian centuries.

 Despite all the marvelous finds recover-
 ed in Babylonia and Assyria, huge mounds
 remain untouched. Only the beginnings
 of excavation have been made in Mesopo-
 tamia, Syria, and Anatolia, while ancient
 Armenia is virtually unknown. Only in
 recent decades has Iran received proper
 attention; beautiful prehistoric pottery,
 Luristan bronzes, thousands of Elamite

This content downloaded from 
�������������65.93.147.163 on Tue, 03 May 2022 18:38:07 UTC������������� 

All use subject to https://about.jstor.org/terms



 HISTORY, ANCIENT WORLD, AND THE BIBLE 33

 tablets yet to be deciphered, yards of mag-
 nificent reliefs from Persepolis, the epoch-
 making inscription of Shahpuhr, hint of
 the rewards which await our successors

 when Media, Parthia, and Sasanid Persia
 receive proper attention.

 When new objects have filled to burst-
 ing our Archeological Corpus and have
 been analyzed in detail, when with the
 relatively small quantity of Greek docu-
 ments have been incorporated the huge
 mass of papyri, inscriptions, ostraca, and
 tablets written in every character and ev-
 ery language known to the Near East,
 and when they have been made available
 by intensive studies which may well form
 the major task of the next generation of
 orientalists, the opportunity will be pre-
 sented to a genius yet unborn to give our
 more fortunate successors a picture of the
 administration and of the social, eco-
 nomic, and religious life of the ancient
 Near East such as cannot be duplicated
 by historians of later periods before the
 nineteenth century. Then at last the Near
 East should assume its rightful place in
 world history.

 As the last subdivision of our task, we
 ask: What is the present status of Biblical
 studies and what are the prospects for the
 future? Obviously by the very nature of
 the case there can be no addition to the

 Biblical sources, though there may be
 question of the attitude of present-day
 scholars to these sources and of the meth-

 ods they employ in their interpretation
 and utilization for the relevant portion of
 history they illuminate. Further progress
 otherwise must depend on new finds made
 through future excavation. One single dis-
 covery, that of the Ras Shamra tablets,
 where decipherment of a cuneiform alpha-
 bet has revealed an exciting new Phoeni-
 cian religious literature, has completely
 outdated every previous study on early
 Hebrew religion. Similar discoveries may
 soon be anticipated.

 Despite the labors of many able schol-
 ars, New Testament research during the
 last generation has utterly failed to give
 us an intelligible picture of New Testa-
 ment history. In despair, these scholars
 have become increasingly agnostic and
 have presented their uncertain results in
 the alternative "either .... or." It is be-

 coming increasingly obvious that such ag-
 nostic productions as alone can be pro-
 duced by scholars representing the con-
 temporary school of liberal Protestant
 criticism can never meet the demand for
 serious books from an American public
 keenly conscious of the death faced by
 themselves or by their loved ones. This in
 itself should be enough to doom the
 school.

 Even more threatening to the future of
 this school is the continued resentment of
 some of its members to "the intrusion of
 'aliens' into the sacred temenos of New
 Testament studies.""78

 A half-century ago this was the situa-
 tion in the Old Testament field, into which
 none but the convinced Higher Critic was
 admitted-by the Higher Critics them-
 selves. Today, Old Testament students
 welcome new light from whatever quarter
 it may gleam. Up to the present, a large
 group of New Testament critics remains
 hostile to those who do not accept the
 "standard procedure for more than half a
 century," with never a hint that this pro-
 cedure was not followed by many of the
 outstanding scholars of the last two gen-
 erations and is not followed by scholars of
 reputation today.

 Fortunately, there is no need to end
 this survey on a note of discouragement.
 There is an increasingly numerous output
 of English books and articles, written by
 scholars whose interests may be domi-
 nantly theological, but who care little for

 78 Quoted from C. C. McCown, Christian Century,
 1942, pp. 1217 f., who makes the statement only to
 disavow such an attitude.
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 "fundamentalist" or "liberal" schools,
 whose only desire is to find the truth.
 Even among the older critics, the agnostic
 "form criticism" is losing its popularity.
 The present war is compelling us to re-
 assess German scholarship; it would be the
 greatest of pities if war-developed preju-
 dices should lead us to depreciate the
 sound and enduring results obtained by
 great German scholars of the past, but the
 equally unjustified bias in favor of any-
 ting "made in Germany" has been chal-
 lenged, and at last we may recognize Nazi
 temperament in the "serene confidence of
 'knowing the answer' " manifested in
 many recent works by contemporary
 German scholars.

 There is still better hope in the new gen-
 eration of scholars. The leaders of the

 now "traditional' school of agnostic criti-
 cism are dying off or are passing into re-
 tirement, and younger men are taking
 their place. If some are yet dominated by
 the overpowering personality of their re-
 vered teachers, others have freed them-
 selves and are able to look back upon
 these instructors with something of his-
 torical detachment and can evaluate their

 strength and their weakness.
 There are signs that a new and refresh-

 ing wind is stirring the long-stagnant air
 breathed by New Testament students.
 Language studies are returning to favor.
 Whatever we may think of their use of
 the Hebrew Bible, still read in the light of
 the agnostic Higher Criticism they were
 taught a half-century ago, the passing
 generation did know its Old Testament
 in the original Hebrew or Aramaic. The
 generation which followed rejoiced in a
 freedom because of which the regulation
 which "required Hebrew" was obeyed
 more in the breach than in the observance.

 The sad results may be seen in recent doc-
 toral theses.

 In some of our best divinity schools,
 Hebrew and Aramaic have again been

 made compulsory for students planning
 research on the New Testament. Some of

 them have already found that the Hebrew
 Bible actually may be interesting. A more
 select group is eagerly studying Aramaic
 to learn for themselves if that language
 and its literature might possibly aid them
 in a better understanding of the Gospels.
 Some have looked into Christian archeol-

 ogy; a few realize that a knowledge of
 classic and oriental archeology is prereq-
 uisite. Still fewer have caught a glimpse
 of historical method and have learned that

 the New Testament criticism they have
 been taught is not in good repute with
 professors in near-by departments.

 They have discovered that more than
 literary criticism is needed for the history
 of New Testament times. They have been
 urged to renew their acquaintance with
 the Apocrypha and Pseudepigrapha, but
 from a new angle of vision. The papyri,
 they have been told, are still useful, but
 only on condition that their own philologi-
 cal training is broader and deeper. Dis-
 coveries in the fields of classical and orien-

 tal archeology have been brought to their
 attention. They know that geography,
 topography, and social environment need
 examination. New researches in post-
 Biblical Jewish literature have been made

 known. A fortunate few have been per-
 mitted a glimpse of unpublished Aramaic
 investigations which threaten a revolu-
 tion in scholarly practice, others of an
 amazing decipherment which provides a
 new Aramaic "literary" text of highest in-
 terest and from a decidedly early date.
 When all these new fields of activity have
 been mastered, we may expect that New
 Testament scholars themselves will write

 books by which the men and women of
 the New Testament times are once more

 brought to life as human beings "of like
 passions with ourselves."

 ORIENTAL INSTITUTE

 UNIVERSITY OF CHICAGO
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