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PREFACE

- Tue importance of archzological research has grown
greatly, both in fact-and in public esteem, in the course
~of the last generation. In times less acutely anxious than
<+ the present, reports of excavations have received a high

" journalistic status as ‘news,’” and occasionally, as in the

. cases of the tomb of Tutankhamen and the Royal Cemetety
- of Ut, as front-page news. One particular department of
~ this research is that which is concerned with Palestine and
., the adjoining countties, from which light may be thrown

_ on the books composing our Bible. Such light has been

thrown from time to time, and in increasing measure
" during the last fifty years. New manuscripts have been

' found, eatlier in date than any previously known; monu-

ments, inscriptions, and books have been discovered which
illustrate the history of the Hebtews and the conditions

”T: " under which the books of the Bible wete produced. ' New =
nations, such'4s the Hittites, the Cretans, the: Mitannians, -

and more recently the Hurrians, have been brought to our
knowledge. Some acquaintance with the discoveries made
in Assyria, Babylonia, and Egypt, at Boghaz-keui, Ras

"." Shamra, Jericho, and Lachish, is essential for the serious

student of the Bible.

The object of the present volume is to lay before suc
students who are not themselves archzological specialist
the principal results of archzological reseatch in thei
bearing on the Bible. The period covered is about .
° century—from the excavations of Layard at Nineveh to}
" the point at which research has been suspended by th
outbreak of the present war. The attempt has been mad
to set out these results objectively, and then to assess their
value as contributions towards the intelligent undesstanding
and appreciation of the Bible. |
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THE BIBLE AND ARCHAEOLOGY

A wotd of petsonal apology is perhaps necessary. It is
obvious that no one could write with first-hand know-
ledge of all the discoveries described and of all the subjects
touched on, and I am not primarily an archzologist. But
I may plead a hereditary interest from the fact that my
maternal grandfather, Edward Hawkins, was Keeper of
Antiquities when the Assytian discoveries of Layard entered
the British Museum; one of my first school prizes was
Layard’s Nineveh and its Remains; and during my forty
years’ setvice in the Museum I was brought into close
contact with the progress of archzzological research. During
the first half of that period Biblical manuscripts and the
discoveries of papyti wete my particular concern; during

the second half I was responsible as Ditector for the ex- -

peditions to Catchemish and Ur, Even since my fetite-
ment I have had the good fottune to have a hand in the

acquisition of the Codex Sinaiticus and the pubhca.txon of |

the Chester Beatty papyti.

‘Nevertheless for by far the § grcatcr paxt of this book I“‘

have been dependent on the work of othets, which I have

- tried to set out faitly. References to the prmmpal sources

of information are made in the body of the work, and it
would be tedious to repeat them hete; I can only express

-a.general sense of obligation to those books or petiodicals

. from which I have derived information. For the illus-
‘trations I have to thank the Trustees of the British Museum;

: - the Trustees of Sir Henry Wellcome; Sir Arthur Evans;
" Professor John Garstang; Messrs Emery Walker, Ltd.

(the Chester Beatty papyri); Mt J. E. Lodge, Dlrector of
the Freer Gallery of Att, Washington; M. Pierre Jouguet,
Director of the Institut Frangais d’Archéologie Otientale
at Cairo; M. Giraudon, of Paris; Mt H., H. F. Jayne,

Director of the University Muscum Phlladelphm» and

Dr J. A. Wilson, Ditector of the Omental InstLtute of :

the Univetsity of Chicago.
F G. K
Febmar_'y 1940 ‘
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CHAPTER I

THE NATURE OF ARCHAZOLOGICAL
EVIDENCE

Arcazorocy has been defined as the science of the
treatment of the material remains of the human past, and in
common usage the term has been applied especially to the
results of explorations and excavations which have brought
such remains to light. It is with these, in their beating on
the Bible, that the present volume is intended to deal; and
first it is desirable to indicate what ground will be covered
by the inquiry, and what is the nature of the evidence which
the inquiry may be expected to teveal. This is the more
necessary since there is often misapprehension as to the
results which can propetly be expected from archzology
and the value of its evidence on the points in which students
are interested.

Archzological research is a comparatively modern
development of human activity. The ancient Greeks,
with whom so many forms of science originated, were
not much interested in bygone ages. Travellers and geo-
graphers, such as Herodotus and Strabo, investigated
something of the history and customs of sutrounding
nations, and an antiquary like Pausanias might tecord the
monuments encounteted in his travels; but it did not
occur to them to use the spade as a means of recovering
the past history of Troy ot Cnossos or Mycene, still less
that of Nineveh or the Pyramids. The Romans had less
intellectual cutiosity than the Greeks, and were little dis-
posed to undertake antiquatian investigations. ‘The Middle
Ages did not concetn themselves much with classical and
pre-classical antiquity; their intellectual activity was
centred on religion, but did not include research into
Biblical archzology. They accepted the Bible, and did

13



THE BIBLE AND ARCHAEOLOGY

not seek to look behind it ot around it. It was not until
the Renaissance that men began to make research into
classical antiquity; and then the research was primarily
literary. ‘The material remains of antiquity were at first
collected only as the adornments of the palaces of princes
and the houses of great nobles. In this way the Arundel
Marbles and the Marlborough gems came to England in
the first half of the seventeenth century, and ducal and
grand-ducal collections were formed on the Continent.
The origins of museums in our modern sense, in which
we now house the principal results of archaological
research, ate to be found in the collections made in the
second half of the seventeenth century by the two Trades-
cants, Elias Ashmole and Hans Sloane, from which the
Ashmolean Museum at Oxford and the British Museum
derive. But these were at first collections of natural
history specimens, of coins (or ‘medals,” as they were
commonly called), and of miscellaneous cutiosities, in-
volving little archzological research, and based on no
archzological excavations. Antiquarian interest thete had
been in England since the sixteenth century. Bale, Leland,
and Camden had travelled about the country and recorded
its visible monuments; Dodswozrth, Dugdale, and espe-
cially Cotton had collected its literary recotds. But it is
not, howevet, until the eighteenth century that scientific
archeology can be said to have come into being. The
Society of Antiquaries of London, though not incotrporated
under Royal Charter until 1751, dates its origin from the
meetings, which began in 1707, of a group of enthusiasts
among whom the names of Stukeley and Wanley are
prominent. Stukeley’s own Itinerarium Curiosum, which
called attention to such monuments of antiquity as Avebuty,
Stonehenge, and Old Sarum, appeated in 1724. But more
important for our present putpose, as initiating methodical
exploration in foreign lands, is the foundation in 1732 of
the Society of Dilettanti, a group of young men of fashion
who had acquired a taste for classical antiquities in the -
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NATURE OF ARCHAOLOGICAL EVIDENCE

course of the then customary tout of the Continent. ‘Their
manners and morals sometimes left something to be desired,
but their real enthusiasm for ancient att was proved by their
liberal suppozt of the expeditions of Stuatt, Revett, Dawkins,
Wood, and Chandler to the Levant for the putrpose of
making surveys and measured drawings of the extant
remains of Greek antiquities on either side of the Agean.
From these expeditions the beginnings of scientific arche-
ology may be dated.

The cighteenth century also saw the beginning of the
excavation of Herculaneum and Pompeii, and Wood’s
expedition to Palmyra; but the archeological explotation
of what may be called Bible lands takes its origin from
Napoleon’s expedition to Egypt at the very end of ‘the
century. ‘The French have always been honourably distin-
guished for their interest in the antiquities of the countties
with which they are concerned; and when "Napoleon
invaded Egypt in 1798 he cartied with him a corps of
scholars, commissioned to investigate and report on its
ancient monuments. Most of the movable objects dis-
covered by them, including notably the famous Rosetta
Stone, passed by the fortune of war into the hands of the
English after the victories of Nelson and Abercromby, but
the magnificent series of volumes, entitled Description de
P Egypte, which appeared in 1809—22, ate a monument of
scholarship of which any country might be proud.

" Subsequent chapters of this book will trace the progress
of archzological exploration in the lands of the Bible, from
Egypt on the one side of Palestine to Mesopotamia on the
other. Here it will suffice to record that the year 1802
saw the first tentative beginnings of the decipherment of
both the hieroglyphic and the cuneiform methods of
writing, which eventually unlocked the secrets of the
Egyptian and Babylonian records. In Mesopotamia the
first excavations (apart from those of natives in search of
building materials) were made by C. J. Rich between 1808
and 1820, but the great period of discovery began with

T5
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Botta in 1842 and Layard in 1845. In Egypt exploration
proceeded actively from the time of the constitution of the
Department of Antiquities under French administration by
the Khedive Ismail (1863-79). In Palestine archzological
research may be said to have begun with Robinson in 1838.
The Palestine Exploration Fund was founded in 1865, and
under its auspices the country was mapped and Jerusalem
explored by Warren, Wilson, Conder, Kitchener, and
others in the course of the next twenty years. About the
same time attention was first called to the Hittite monu-
ments by Wright and Sayce, and research began which
culminated in the excavations of Boghaz-keui by Wincklerin
1906, and of Carchemish by Hogarth, Campbell Thompson,
and Woolley in 1911-14. After the Great Wat came the
opporttunity of renewed work in Mesopotamia, leading to
the brilliant results obtained at Ux, El-Obeid, Kish, and
other sites. Palestine and Syria also have been open to
archzologists, and important excavations have been carried
on within the last few years at Jericho, Lachish, Megiddo,
Samatria, and Beisan, in Palestine, and at Ras-Shamra, Tell
Halaf, and Atchana, in north-western Sytia, which have
added greatly to our knowledge. Gradually the progress
of research is filling up the blank spaces on the map, and
it is being realized that the lands to the north and north-
east of Palestine, which had been neglected until recently,
contain materials which will add much to our understanding
of the history of Palestine and of the origins and develop-
ment of the Hebrews. These and other excavations, and
the results of them bearing upon Bible studies, will be the
subject of the following chaptets.

- Before proceeding to this narrative it will be as well to
considet what sort of help may legitimately be expected
from researches such as these. It is possible to ask too
much of archazology; it is possible to ask too little; and
it is possible to ask in the wrong way. There have been
those who said, ““What is the value of stones and potsherds
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NATURE OF ARCHZAOLOGICAL EVIDENCE

compared with the written tecords?” ‘There have been
those who said, “Stones and potsherds ate facts; written
- records are not to be trusted.” There have been (and
still are) those who look at archazological discoveries solely
from the point of view of whether they do or do not “prove
the Bible’—by which they generally mean their own con-
ception of the Bible. And this last is a highly important
consideration; for men’s conception of the Bible has varied
greatly at different times, and each age and school of thought
is inclined to believe that its conception is the only true one,
"and that to attack its manner of thinking is to attack the
value of the Bible.

Let us try to approach the subject objectively. Archzo-
logy, for out present purpose, is the study of the material
remains of antiquity in Palestine and those countries which
from the eatliest times down to the first centuries of the
Christian era wete brought into relations with it. These
remains have been brought to light by excavations, for the
most part within the last hundred years. They include
remains of buildings, sculptures, pottery, inscriptions, and
documents on stone, clay, papyrus, leather, and vellum.
They reveal, but very impetfectly, something of the history
and life of the Mesopotamian countries, of Asia Minor,
of Syria and Palestine, and of Egypt. And some of the
facts revealed bear more or less closely on the history
of the Hebtew people as it is recotded in the books of
the Bible.

It is seldom, however, that the bearing is direct and
immediate. The celebrated Moabite Stone records that
Moab was subject to Israel in the days of Omri and duting
half the days of his son (Ahab), but that then Mesha, king
of Moab, successfully rebelled, defeated Israel, and took
the vessels of Yahweh (Jehovah) and laid them before his
god Chemosh. In 2 Kings i, 1, and ii, 4, etc., it is recorded
that Mesha, king of Moab, was ttibutary to Israel, but
that after the death of Ahab Moab rebelled, and eventually
was heavily defeated by Jehoram and Jehoshaphat in

17
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alliance. ‘These are evidently different accounts of the
same serics of events, in which each side-magnifies its
successes and passes over its defeats. So they help to
explain each other, and thus extend our knowledge. A
clay cylinder found at Nineveh containing annals of the
reign of Sennacherib records that king’s wars against
Hezekiah, and the submission made by the latter; while
a bas-relief depicts the siege of Lachish, and shows the
Assytian king seated on a throne and receiving a train of
captives. ‘This is quite in accordance with the narrative in
2 Kings xviii, but the Assyrian narrative naturally omits
any refetence to the disaster which overtook their army
before Lachish, for which confirmation is found in a
totally different quarter—in the history of Herodotus.
The tecent excavations at Lachish have thrown no addi-
tional light on this episode in its history, but they have
ptoduced (as will be more fully described later) a number
of letters from the final years of the Jewish monarchy,
containing names which recur in the last chapters of Kings
and in Jeremiah. ,
-'These, however, are exceptional cases. Direct references
to the history of Palestine are rare in the records of Assyria
and Egypt. To the rulers of those countries Palestine was
an insignificant state, occasionally to be used as a pawn in
the rivalries of empires, and now and again troublesome
enough to provoke militaty action, which is the principal
theme of their records. . With the details of its history,
with the development of its thought, with its religious
beliefs—with all, in short, that makes Palestine of interest
to us—they had simply nothing to do. What their
monuments and documents have to tell us is the conditions
under which the Hebrew people acquired statehood, its
monarchies rose and fell, and again, after the captivities,
the land of Judah was reoccupied and the Jewish people
experienced the rules of the Seleucids, the Herods, and
Rome until the final catastrophe of A.D. 70. How much
light has been derived from these sources during the last
' 18



NATURE OF ARCHAOLOGICAL EVIDENCE

century, and especially during the last generation, will be
shown in the following chapters.

It is necessary, however, to clear one’s mind of pre-
possessions. Before the beginning of the age of archzo-
logical research the Hebrew records, in the form of the
books of the Bible, were alone in the field. They had been
familiar to the Westetn world since Christianity had reached
it, and for many centuries they had dominated thought
almost to the exclusion of every other influence. They had
done so in a way that invested them with a peculiar sanctity.
It was difficult to criticize them dispassionately, or to
distinguish what was essential from what was subsidiary
in the revelation which they enshrined. There wete no
competing narratives to check their history, and it was
quite natural that the authority which Jews and Christians
attached to their spiritual teaching was allowed also to its
statements of historical and even of semi-historical detail.
The Bible, being the only record, was supposed to be the
uniquely accurate tecord; the vessel was regarded as no
less unchallengeable than its contents.

When, therefore, the records of Egypt and Assyria came
to light; when it was seen that they did not always square
precisely with statements in the Hebrew narratives; when
. eventssuchas the Exodus and the Retuzn from the Captivity,
which bulk so latge in Hebrew history, were found to have
left no mark in the chronicles of the great adjoining
empires, it was natural that critics should arise to. question
the trustworthiness of the Old Testament narratives, and
that those who were hostile to the Christian faith should
use these criticisms as a basis for an attack on religion gen-
erally. It took some considerable time, and many searchings
of heart, before the new knowledge could be brought into
proper relation to the old.

At the same time another movement was taking place
which increased the elements of disturbance of traditional
views. The science of literary criticism, though it had had
great masters, such as Erasmus, Casaubon, and Bentley, in
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earlier ages, broke out with increased vigour in the nine-
teenth century, especially in Germany, in the form of
destructive attacks on the traditional views of the great
works of ancient literature. When the unity of Homer
was assailed the books of the Old and New Testaments
wete not likely to escape attack. Critical analysis of the
most searching kind was applied to their language, their
construction, and their literary style; and while many wild
views were (and still are) propounded, which have had their
day and ceased to be, some assured results have been
attained, which must be taken into account no less than
the evidence of archaology.

This applies especially to the construction of the natrative
books of the Old Testament. Before the age of criticism
it was natural to take the books as they stood, and to treat
them as homogeneous compositions mote or less of the
ages to which they related and guaranteed against in-
accuracy by the ifispired character of their spititual message.
When, thetefote, as a result of increasing knowledge of
Hebrew and a more detailed examination of the narratives,
ctitics of the school of Wellhausen in Germany, interpreted
in England by Robertson Smith, Driver, and others, argued
that these narratives were composite structures, made up
by the combination of several originally distinct narratives,
they at first raised a storm of counter-criticism, and were
accused of undermining the whole authority of the Bible.
Here again a revaluation of the whole position is needed.
The assertions of scholars must be searchingly examined
by other scholats, and the chaff winnowed from the grain;
but when by general consent results have been arrived at
which would be accepted as established in the case of
seculat literature it is necessary to face the question whether
they can be rejected in the case of the Scriptures which are
the foundation of our religion,

- It is, ultimately, a question of God’s methods of makin

His revelation known to the wotld. So long as the Bible

record stood alone there was no occasion to doubt it and
20
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no evidence by which to test it. But when such evidence
comes to light the question at once artises, Is there any real
reason to suppose that God has imposed a record .of facts
upon us which must be accepted in all its details, rather
than that He expects us to use the faculties with which He
has endowed us in our study of the documents in which
His revelation is enshrined; and does the value of the
spiritual message in fact depend on the inerrancy of the
historical narrative? Is it not at least worth while to see
what is the result of applying our critical faculties to the
materials which have come down to us in the Hebtew
Scriptures, and reconsidering them in the light of archzo-
logical evidence and the science applicable in other cases
to the examination of texts? It will be the object of this
book to show that this can be done without any disturbance
of religious faith, and with, on the other hand, a great
entichment of our petception of the way in which God’s
revelation was made known to the world through the
progressive education of His Hebrew people.

To begin this inquiry it will be convenient to state first
the conclusions now generally accepted by scholars with
tegard to the structure and dates of the books of the Old
Testament. We shall then be in a better position to
estimate the bearing and value of the archzological evidence.
In broad outline the accepted doctrine is that there are
three main strata in the first four books of the Pentateuch.
Two of these are assigned to about the ninth century s.C.,
in the eatly days of the Hebrew monarchy. One mark of
distinction between them is the name commonly used for
the Deity, which in the one is Jehovah (more correctly
Yahweh) and in the other Elohim; and from this fact the
one work is commonly known as ] and the other as E.
The former appears to have been written in the southern
kingdom, the latter in the northern, whence the dis-
tinguishing letters may be taken also to stand for Judah
and Ephraim. The third stratum is much later. It is
largely concerned with law, ceremonial, and ritual, set in
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a rather careful chronological framework. It is atttibuted
to a period, either during or after the Exile, when the
influence of the priests was predominant, and is sometimes
called the ‘Priestly Code,” and is designated by the letter P.
These three strata must accordingly have been put together
in their present form after the latter date.

The remaining book of the Pentateuch, Deuteronomy
(D), is generally held to be (at any rate in main substance)
the book discovered in the Temple by the High Priest
Hilkiah in the eighteenth year of Josiah (2 Kings xxii, 8).
It would accordingly have been produced at any rate before
621 B.C.

We have, therefore, for the Pentateuch the sequence
J, E, D, P, ranging over a period from about 9oo to 400 B.C.
All these four elements are supposed. to be found also in
the Book of Joshua, but whether they are to be identified
in Judges is a matter on which scholats ate not agreed.
This book evidently contains eatly materials, which have
probably been worked up by a writer of the Deuteronomic
school of thought. The books which we now know as
those of Samuel and Kings wete originally a single work,
divided merely in order to suit the normal and convenient
size of papyrus rolls. In the Greek (Septuagint) translation
of the Old Testament, which goes back to the third century
B.C., they are called the four books of “Kingdoms,” and
their date of composition must obviously be after the latest
event tecorded in them, the liberation of Jehoiachin in the
thirty-seventh year of his captivity—i.c., 560 B.c. Similarly
Chronicles, Ezra, and Nehemiah formed 2 single work,
the date of which, in view of the events described in it, can
hardly be eatlier than 350 B.c.

This is an outline of the views now generally accepted
as the results of a literary and linguistic analysis of the
narrative books of the Old Testament; but it must not
be supposed that they ate universally accepted even in
outline, while with regard to details there is very great
diversity of opinion. In the main principle of composite
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structure there is nothing that need cause disquietude, nor
in the suggestion that the dates at which they were put
into their present form are considerably later than some
of the events recorded in them. There is no statement
in the books of the Pentateuch that they wete written by
ot in the time of Moses, and the books of Samuel, of Kings
and Chronicles, of Ezra and Nehemiah, must obviously be
later than the latest events recorded in them. The most
trustworthy histories are not, as a rule, those written
nearest to the events that they describe. Gardiner’s history
of the Civil Wat is mote accurate than Clarendon’s, and
we cestainly have better histories of the Middle Ages
than those of the medizval chroniclers. The medizval
chroniclers also give us examples of the method of structure
which we seem to find in the Pentateuch. A modern
historian, while basing his narrative on the materials pro-
vided by his ancient sources, writes the story in his own
language; but a medizval historian incorporated copious
extracts from his authorities with little or no alteration.
He would take over an eatlier chronicler or chroniclers
almost in bulk, making his own additions to bring the
stoty up to date. Somewhat similar, if the analysis which
we have outlined is correct,.must have been the method
of the histotian who combined J, E, and P into the books -
as we now have them.

What is important, therefore, is not so much the date at
which the books were produced in their present form as
the materials out of which they wete formed. That thete
were eatlier wotks on which they were based is stated in
the books themselves. The “Book of the Wars of
Jehovah” (a title which is hardly conceivable before the
entty into Palestine) is quoted in Numbers xxi, 14, and
the “Book of Jashar” in Joshua x, 13. The Songs of
Moses and Debotah must have been independent docu-
ments before they were incorporated in their present places.
In the later historical books explicit references are made to
the ““Acts of Solomon,” the ‘““Chronicles of the Kings of
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Judah,” and the “Chronicles of the Kings of Israel”; and
no doubt many sources are utilized without being named.
Now it is precisely with regard to the existence of con-
temporary records, on which trustworthy history could be
based, that archzology has brought us much new evidence,
which will be set out in the following pages. For the
moment all that is necessary is to point out that there is no
need to distrust the application of literary criticism to the
books of the Old Testament, ot to be disturbed by its
results as at present indicated.

With regard to the prophetical books the question is
rather different. Excluding Daniel, which was not reckoned
by the Hebrews themselves among the Prophets, but was
included among the Hagiographa, the miscellaneous
writings which were the last to be accepted as canonical,
there is no teason to question the historical position and
the traditional dates assigned to most of them. The
activities of critics have rather been directed towards
questioning the integrity of the present contents of the
books, and to trying to point out later additions to a
central cote and free editorial rehandlings. That such
rehandling may sometimes have taken place there is no
need to doubt. It is not now questioned that the Book of
Isaiah contains the work of two, or perhaps three, sepatate
prophets. ‘That there has been some confusion in the
text of Jeremiah is proved by the marked difference in
arrangement between the Hebrew text as finally fixed about
A.D. 100 and the early Greek translation which we know
as the Septuagint. In the other books also the possibility
of editorial revision cannot be excluded, especially since
we know little of the manner in which the prophetical
writings were circulated. On the other hand, scholars
sometimes run riot in their dissection of these books, until
they seem to reduce them to a mass of small fragments
huddled together by an unintelligent editor. Fortunately
these efforts of criticism largely cancel out, since no two
scholars agree in the details of their dissections. The
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fault found in neatly all of them, however, is to ignore
common sense in matters of literary production. The
prevalent critical method would appear to require that a
prophet’s utterances wete circulated in a number of small
leaflets, often of only a few verses, and that these were
brought together at haphazard, and subsequently worked
ovet by a succession of editors duting a period of centuries,
with additions of their own, and that all of these editors
and manipulators succeeded in passing off the constantly
changing result as the work of the prophet who had
produced the original core. And this, it is apparently
claimed, was the fate not of one prophet, but of all. Each
editor seems to make it a point of honour to dissect his
author into a number of different component parts of
different date; but none of them ever seems to take the
trouble to think out a process of publication and circulation
which would make such an explanation humanly probable,
or would explain why there were not rival editions
of the several prophets in circulation, reflecting different
stages in the process of accretion and rehandling. ‘The
higher criticism should be made bibliographically prob-
able, and conformable to common sense and human |
nature. '

Of the poetical books it is not necessary to say much,
since they are not much affected by archzological evidence.
The most that can be looked for is that discoveries of the
literatute of the adjoining nations may provide some
parallels to the literature of the Hebrews, just as the code
of laws of Hammurabi of Babylon offers parallels to the
legislation of the Pentateuch. An example does, in fact,
occur among the literature of Egypt, some of the eatliest
extant examples of which consist of hortatory ptecepts of
the same general character as the Proverbs of Solomon.
If future discoveries should throw light on the origin and
date of the Book of Job they would be very welcome;
otherwise there is not much to be expected from archzology
with regard to this section of the Old Testament.
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It is hoped that this brief preliminary outline of the
ptoblems presented by the books of the Old Testament—
problems for the most part arising out of the literary
criticism of the books—will make it easier to appreciate
the bearing of the archaological evidence which will be
described in the following chapters, and may also indicate
the spitit in which the inquiry should be approached. Much
ill-feeling, and also much real distress of mind, has arisen
from a mistaken attitude towards Bible criticism. The
vety respect in which the Bible is rightly held has led many
people to regard all criticism as an attack on its authen-
ticity and credibility. Such attacks there have, of course,
been in plenty. No good cause ever lacked them. But
the ttue answer is to meet hostile criticism with superior
defensive criticism; and it would show a lack of faith to
doubt that the truth will prevail in the end.

Thete is, however, no guarantee that truth will prevail
without a struggle. It would no doubt have been possible
for God to have imposed a true belief on all men without
the possibility of doubt, but that has not been His method
in the education of mankind. 'This world is a place of
discipline and trial, and it is only natural that we should
be tequired to use the faculties implanted in us for the
ascertainment of truth. There have been times when any
questioning of a statement in the Bible was regarded as
wicked; but that was not the attitude of the early Christian
Fathers, and it is incompatible with the developments of
modern thought.

The doctrine of an infallible Bible will not, indeed, stand
the slightest examination. The question would first have
to be asked, What Bible? Is it the Hebrew Old Testament,
which we are believed to have in a form fixed by the Jews
after the destruction of Jerusalem, or the Greek translation,
which is much earlier in date and translated from an eatlier

_form of the text, though no doubt with many imperfections
of its own? Is it the New Testament as we find it in such
manuscripts as the Codex Vaticanus or the Codex Sinaiticus,
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ot as we find it in the Codex Bezz, or as in the later manu-
scripts from which our Authotized Vetsion was translated?
Is it the Latin Vulgate, which is the Bible of the Roman
Church, or the Bible in any of the many other languages
into which it has been translated? Those who argue from
a knowledge of the Latin Vulgate or the English Authorized
Version must make sure that the translation rightly repre-
sents the original Hebrew or Greek; and to do so they
must use their critical faculties.

Again, there are statements in the Biple which are in-
compatible with one another. Jehoiachin cannot have
been both eighteen (2 Kings xxiv, 8) and eight (2 Chron.
xxxvi, 9) years old when he began to reign. Noah cannot
have taken both two (Gen. vi, 19) and seven (Gen, vii, 2)
of evety kind of clean beast into the Ark. In 2 Samuel
xxi, 19, Elhanan is said to have slain Goliath the Gittite,
““the staff of whose spear was like a weaver’s beam™; in
1 Chronicles xx, 5, he is said to have slain his brother. These
are unimportant details, but they suffice to show that it is
not merely legitimate but necessary to use one’s normal
critical faculties in reading the Bible; and the number of
them might be greatly multiplied.

The object of this argument is to show that a critical
examination of the Bible is compatible with the deepest
revetence for it and with the profoundest faith in its
teaching. It is merely the substitution of one conception
of the Bible for another. The old (but not the oldest)
conception was to regard the Jewish religion as given
complete in all its details by Moses, and the Old Testament
books as produced from the first just as they stand. No
comparison of them with other records was possible,
because no other records were then extant. The alternative
conception is to regard the tevelation of God’s will to the
Jews as progressive, and the Old Testament books as
subject to ctitical analysis just as other ancient books are.
In this view there is nothing subversive. No Christian
can demur at the docttine of a progressive revelation, since
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it is of the essence of his belief that the teaching of Christ
constituted a new and higher revelation of God’s nature
and will. There is, therefore, no a priori reason why there
should not have been stages also in His revelation of
Himself to the Jews. Not only is this in itself rational
and probable, but it removes certain difficulties in the
record itself, which shows in the earlier stages a lower
standard of morality than was demanded latet—for example,
the polygamy of the patriarchs (quite natural in eatly stages
of civilization) or the cruelty shown towards enemies. It
is no reflection on the teaching of the Bible to point out
parallels and analogies in the beliefs and practices of other
people. The true lesson of the Bible is not that the Jews
were created perfect, and with 2 fully developed religion
. and ritual from the first, but that they were gradually
raised above the level of the nations among whom they
lived and whose beliefs they once shared. The interest
and value of the story lie in realizing how the pure mono-
theism and lofty morality which distinguished them as
God’s chosen people—chosen to be a guide and example
to the world—grew up out of the polytheistic beliefs and
unedifying practices of the surrounding peoples.

It is this progressive revelation that is most likely to be
illuminated by archzological discovery. As has already
been said, comparatively few archzological discoveries
bear directly on the Bible narrative. But very many of
the discoveries of the past century illuminate the back-
ground of that narrative. In increasing measure they
are making known to us the surroundings amid which the
Hebrew people came into being. They give us the setting
in which Abraham and Jacob and Moses lived and acted.
They tell us the beliefs of the Mesopotamian peoples from
whom Abrabam came, of the Egyptians among whom the
descendants of Jacob sojourned, of the Capaanites and
Philistines against whom the children of Israel fought and
among whom they settled. When once the idea has been
abandoned that new information cannot be acceptable
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unless it conforms with a preconceived assumption as to
the. method of God’s tevelation of Himself, it will be-
seen that the new picture which modetn research is gradu-
ally building up is at least as consistent with the truth of
that revelation, and is more in accordance with His methods
in the gradual education and discipline of mankind. It is
also more in accordance with a healthy faith to believe that
truth is not served by the supptession of inquiry, but that
it flourishes in the fullest exetcise of the critical faculties
with which man has been endowed. “Seek and ye shall
find” is the right maxim for a student of the Bible.

In the following pages, therefore, the attempt will be
made to summarize the progtess of archzological research,
to record as objectively as possible what has been found,
and to indicate the conclusions to which the discoveries
point ot seem to point. The eatlier chapters will accord--
ingly describe the progress of exploration and excavation
in Bible lands, treating of each district separately, toughly
in the order in which important wotk was done in each.
This part of the wotk will be historical, and will be based
for the most part on the published teportts of the discoverets
themselves. Throughout these chapters the beating of
the several discoveries on Biblical criticism will be indicated,
but an estimate of the total results for our understanding
of the Old and New Testaments respectively will be
reserved for the final chapters. In this part there will
necessatily be an element of doubt, since in the present
imperfect state of our knowledge the intetpretation of
newly discovered facts cannot always be assured. Many
statements that used confidently to be made in the past have
been invalidated by the progress of knowledge. Scholats
will no doubt always continue to differ in the conclusions
which they draw from the available evidence, and it is not
necessary to accuse of incompetence or ill-will, of hostility
to religion or obscurantism, every one who does not take
the same view as oneself. The use of the phrase ‘higher
critics’ as a term of reproach is in particulat to be deprecated.
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Higher criticism is merely the criticism of the subject-
matter as opposed to criticism of the text, and the most
stubborn fundamentalist is just as much a higher critic as
the most advanced revolutionary. It is better, and it saves
much misapplied energy and not a little ill-feeling, to
believe that all alike are earnest in the putsuit of truth, and
that though no one is likely to attain the whole truth, all
who seek sincerely may make some contribution towatds
its attainment. It is at least the belief of the present wtiter
that the progtess of archaological research will be found to
constitute a steady march in the direction of establishing
the essential trustworthiness of the Bible narrative, and of
greatly increasing our intelligent comprehension of it, and
theteby our appreciation of its spititual message, which
constitutes its real value for mankind.
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CHAPTER II

MESOPOTAMIA: (I) ASSYRIA AND
NINEVEH

Tue modern stoty of archzology begins almost simul-
taneously in Mesopotamia and in Egypt, and it follows
the same general course in each. In both cases there
were monuments to be discoveted and an unknown writ-
ing to be deciphered. In both tesearch began at the
very beginning of the nineteenth century, and both have
yielded some of their most temarkable discoveties in the
twentieth. In the case of Mesopotamia we will take first
the story of decipherment, and then that of the successive
stages of discovery, in which the valleys of the Tigtis and
Euphrates and the neighbouring counttry of Persia have
been so prolific. In this chapter, however, only the fitst part
of the story will be told, down to about 1880, in which the
main focus of interest is in Upper Mesopotamia or Assytia.
The latet excavations, which have been concetned mainly
with Babylonia, require a chapter to themselves.
Travellets in the East, even from the time of the Greeks,
had noticed (as, indeed, no passet-by could fail to notice)
cettain great rock carvings of figures accompanied by
chatacters which they variously described ‘as Assytian,
Sytian, Chaldee, ot Persian, but of whose meaning they
had no inkling. Especially notable were the carvings on
the great rock of Behistun, twenty miles east of Kirmanshah,
on the old highway between Pessia and Babylonia, and
those at Naksh-i-Rustam, near Persepolis. These we now
know to reptesent respectively the triumphs of Darius I
over the chiefs who had rebelled against him, and of the
Sassanian king, Sapor I, over the Emperor Valetian; but
an Arab writer interpreted the former as a representation
of a school, with master and boys, the former holding up an
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instrument whetewith to beat the boys if unruly, while the
figure of Sapor was variously regarded as representing
Rustum or Samson. Many travellers in the seventeenth
and eighteenth centuries described these monuments, and
some brought home copies of a few of the characters, to
which the name ‘cuneiform’ (7.e., wedge-shaped) was given
by Dt Thomas Hyde, of Oxford, in 1700,! and by E.
Kimpfer in 1712; but their decipherment was regarded
as hopeless, and Hyde even took them to be merely a species
of ornament.

A sound basis for study was first provided by K. Niebuht,
of Holstein, in 1765, who made complete copies of a great
trilingual inscription at Persepolis. He also for the first
time suggested that the charactets were alphabetic. But
the first real beginning of decipherment was made by G. F.
Grotefend, who in 1802 published at Géttingen the results
of some years’ study of Niebuht’s transcripts. He brought
to bear on them a skill acquited by practice on acrostics,
cyphers, and the like puzzles; and he proceeded, as is
essential in such cases, by a seties of guesses, the soundness
of which could be established by their confirming one
another. From the analogy of some Pehlevi (later Persian)
insctiptions he guessed that the cuneiform texts would
contain the title ‘King of Kings’ and the names of
sovereigns. He found passages in which the same group
of letters occurred with slight modification (‘king,” ‘kings’);
he found, in conjunction with these groups, a group in one
inscription which he guessed to be the name of a king, and
in another inscription the same group with an additional
letter, which he guessed might be a genitive case-ending,
implying that the king named in the first text was here
refetred to as the father of another king. As the result
of these guesses, and of others which it would be tedious to
recite in detail, Grotefend was able to identify the names
of Datius Hystaspes and his son Xerxes, together with the

! “Ductuli pyramidales seu cuneiformes.”—FHistoria religionis veterum
Persarum (p. 526).
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title ‘King of Kings.” With this clue, and with the
assistance of the early dialects of Persian preserved in other
scripts, he was able to assign correct values to twelve
letters; and although his subsequent guesses led him very
far astray, he had provided a foundation upon which others
could and did build.

The greatest contribution to the decipherment of cunei-
form, however, was made by one who had little, if any,
knowledge of what Grotefend had done, but who by his
own genius traversed much of the same ground and
achieved a greater measure of success. This was Henty
Creswicke (afterwards Sir Henry) Rawlinson (1810-95), an
officer in the service of the East India Company. In 1835,
having been sent to Persia as Military Adviser, he heard
of and copied two inscriptions on Mount Elvend, and
from them, by much the same methods as Grotefend,
artived at the identification of the names of Darius and
Xerxes. Subsequently he heard of the great Behistun
Inscription, and it is on his transcription and interpretation
of this that his fame chiefly rests. It is a great inscription
of Datius, in three dialects (Persian, Susian, and Babylonian),
carved on the face of a mountain, on a smoothed surface
more than 3oo feet above the level of the ground and
barely accessible by a skilled mountaineer (Plate II). By
incredible exertions, repeated on many visits and at con-
siderable risk to himself and others, he eventually obtained
copies and squeezes of all three inscriptions. :These
squeezes became the prime authority for the text of the
inscription, which is the Rosetta Stone of cuneiform
decipherment; but wear and tear (assisted, it is said, by
the ravages of mice) had rendered these precious documents
so imperfect that in 1904 the Trustees of the British Museum
commissioned two of the members of their staff, Mr L. W.
King and Mx R. Campbell Thompson, to make fresh copies .
from the original. This they succeeded in doing by
suspending cradles from above, and in 1907 2 definitive
edition of the inscription was published.
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To go back to the work of decipherment. While
Rawlinson was ploughing his almost lonely furrow,
European scholars, especially C. Lassen and E. Burnouf,
were catrying on the work which Grotefend had begun.
Burnouf increased the number of correctly identified letters
to sixteen, and Lassen to twenty-three; but Rawlinson had
independently arrived at practically the whole alphabet.
The method of procedutre was to concentrate attention on
the proper names. The inscriptions of the Persian kings
frequently included long lists of provinces, the names of
which were also extant in Zend (the earliest Persian dialect)
and in Greek; and by comparison and by cross-lines of
evidence (somewhat recalled by the efforts of crossword-
puzzle decipherers to-day) the sectrets of the cuneiform
character wete at last revealed, so far as the Persxan language
was concerned.

The next stage was to apply this knowledge to the Susian
"and Babylonian texts of the great trilingual inscriptions.
Here there were considerable additional difficulties to be

met; for though the cuneiform characters were the same
to the eye, the application and interpretation were very
‘different. The Petsian language was Indo-Buropean, and
the script was alphabetic, with a limited number of
characters, ‘The other two texts wete Semitic, and the
characters were syllabic, with an ideographic origin.
Moreover, the number of characters was very much greater,
running in the case of Babylonian to some hundreds, and
many of them represent more than one sound, determinable
only by the context. Consequently there was, and still
is, troom for differences of opinion between scholars as to
the reading of certain charactets. Nevertheless, the main
ptinciples of interpretation were gradually established. It
was not the wotk of any one scholar. Besides Rawlinson,
most valuable contributions were made in this countty by
Edward Hincks, an Irish clergyman, and Edwin Nozris,
Secretary of the Royal Asiatic Society, both of whom had a
real flair for such work; and since all three shared their
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PLATE 1V

CrLAY PRISM OF SENNACHERIB, 686 B.C.
British Museum

CyLINDER OF CYRUS
British Museum
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ASSYRIA AND NINEVEH

results unselfishly, the credit must be shared by all.  Abroad
N. L. Westergaard and Jules Oppert were the most success-
ful, though many othets took a hand.

A test which proved that the main problem had indeed
been correctly solved was applied in 1857, when, on the
suggestion of W. H. Fox Talbot, a disciple of Rawlinson
and Hincks (famous also as one of the principal inventors
of photography), the Royal Asiatic Society invited those
two scholars, with Fox Talbot himself and Oppert, to
prepate independent translations of a long unpublished
insctiption of Tiglath-Pileser I, transcribed by Norris, and
to send them under seal to the President of the Society.
The translations were examined by a committee, and
though there were differences in detail, the committee were
able to certify that in substance they were so near together
as to prove that the decipherment of cuneiform had indeed
been accomplished. Many improvements had still to be
made, and even to-day a cuneiform text cannot be read with
the same assurance as, say, a Greek inscription; but in
general the problem had been solved, and scholars were
now able to profit by the mass of texts which from about
1845 onwards had begun to pour in on them.

It is to the story of these excavations that we must now
come, and it is satisfactory to note how large a part in
them has been played by out countrymen. Travellers in
Mesopotamia had long noted the great ruins of Babylon,
and had sent home inscribed bricks from them, the result
of the depredations of natives in search of building materials;
but the credit for the first archzological examination of the
site must go to C. J. Rich, the representative of the East
India Company at Baghdad in 1811. He made some small
excavations at Babylon, and took measurements of the
great mound which he thought represented the Tower of
Babel; he visited Mosul, where he obtained Assyrian
tablets and cylinders (including a foundation tablet of
Sennacherib from the mound of Nebi Yunus), and finally
made fresh copies of some of the inscriptions of Persepolis.

c ’ 35



THE BIBLE AND ARCHAOLOGY

He died of cholera in 1821, but his collections passed into
the possession of the British Museum; and it was the
publication of his narrative in 1836 which stimulated the
French Government and an English public servant to send
emissaties to follow up his work, and thereby inaugurated
the great series of discoveries which have revealed much
of the history of Assyria, and thrown not a little light on
the story of the Bible.

Rich’s. finds, especially the cylinder of Sennacherib,
seemed to indicate that the mounds neat Mosul were the
site. of ancient Nineveh; and accordingly the French
Govetnment sent a2 Vice-Consul to Mosul, Paolo Emilio
Botta, with instructions to search for antiquities. There
are two mounds on the east bank of the Tigris, facing the
modern town of Mosul on the west bank, known as
Kuyunjik and Nebi Yunus. It was from the latter that
Rich’s cylinder had come, and Botta tried first to dig there;
but Tell Nebi Yunus (“Hill of the Prophet Jonah”) is
believed by the natives to be the tomb of the prophet Jonah,
and no official digging, especially by an unbeliever, could
be tolerated there. Botta accordingly transferred his
attention to the mound of Kuyunjik; but as he found little,
and as he received information of sculptures being found by
natives at the village of Khorsabad, about ten miles away,
he removed thither, with much greater success. In Match
1843 he began to find large bas-reliefs, colossal winged and
human-headed bulls, and other objects; and after two years’
wotk he was able to return to France with a fine collection,
now in the galleries of the Louvre. He thought that he
had discovered Nineveh, and in one sense he had. Oriental
despots have at all times been fond of building themselves
new capitals and palaces in the neighbourhood of the old.
Such are the several deserted Delhis which lie around the
present capital of India. Such are Baghdad, Seleucia,
Ctesiphon, and Babylon, in Lower Mesopotamia, and such,
though. more widely scattered, Persepolis, Susa, and
Ecbatana, in Persia. So in the neighbourhood of Mosul
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there are the mounds now known as Kuyunjik, Nebi
Yunus, Nimriid, Kalah Shergat, and Khorsabad, represent-
ing the capital of Assyria at different times. Khorsabad
was the capital of Sargon II, the conqueror of Samaria
(722~705 B.C.), and its discovery made a fine beginning to
Assyrian archzology.

Meanwhile 2 young Englishman, Henry Layard, destined
neatly forty years later to be Her Majesty’s Ambassador at
Constantinople at a time of acute international crisis, was
travelling ptivately and inconspicuously in the REast,
visiting historical sites as they came in his way. From
Sytia his curiosity led him round the curve which is now
known as the Fertile Crescent, skirting the desett from
Aleppo to Mosul, where he artived in April 1840. He
saw the mounds of Kuyunjik and Kalah Shergat, but was
especially impressed by that of Nimrtid; but it was not
until the autumn of 1845, when Botta’s work at Khorsabad
was completed, that he succeeded in interesting Sir Stratford
Canning, then Ambassador at Constantinople, and pet-
suading him to share the expense of a shott season of
excavation in Assyria in the hope that, if it were successful,
means would be forthcoming to continue it. It is to
Layard’s energy and Stratford Canning’s influence and
liberality that the gtreater part of the splendid Assyrian
collections in the British Museum is due.

Layard went straight to NimrGd, and almost at once
began to find slabs catved with inscriptions, and presently
some bas-reliefs. His work was much impeded by the
local govetnor, who employed men to bring Moslem
gravestones and plant them on the mound, so that he
might then claim that the operations wete disturbing 2
Moslem cemetery. The governot’s tepresentative at the
excavations confessed to Layard, “We have destroyed
‘mote real tombs of the true believers in making sham ones
than you could have defiled between the Zab and Selamiyah.
We have killed our hotses and ourselves in carrying those
accursed stones.” Layard was obliged to suspend ostensible
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work, but carried on with a few workers, who continued
to find sculptured slabs, until in the following spring the
governor was recalled in disgrace, and his successor proved
more friendly. Excavations were continued, and before
long two great bas-reliefs, now familiar to visitors to the
British Museum, representing winged figures (human- and
cagle-headed) carrying ritual objects, wete brought to light.

The next day a dramatic event occurred. ILayard had
been away, visiting an Arab chief, and was returning to the
mound, when two of his men met him, riding at full speed,
and greeting him with the news that they had found Nimrod
himself. Riding up, he found an enormous and majestic
head protruding from the soil at the bottom of the trench,
which he readily recognized as belonging to a colossal
human-headed bull or lion, such as had been found by
Botta at Khorsabad. The news spread like wildfire. The
Arab chief appeared with half his tribe, and after cautious
examination pronounced, “This is not the work of men’s
hands, but of those infidel giants of whom the Prophet
(peace be with him!) has said that they were higher than
the tallest date-tree. ‘This is one of the idols which Noah
(peace be with him!) cutsed before the Flood.” The
governor in Mosul was not very clear whether the bones
of Nimrod had been discovered, or an image of him, nor,
indeed, whether Nimrod was a true believer or not; but
he asked that work might be suspended until the popular
excitement had died down. This human-headed lion,
with its counterpart, which formed the entrance into a
chamber of the palace, stands now in the Nimrtid Central
Saloon in the British Museum (Plate I).

Layard, like Botta, thought that he had discovered
Nineveh; but the mound of Nimrid actually represents
the city of Calah (mentioned in Genesis x, 11), and the
building which Layard was uncoveting was the palace of
Ashur-nasir-pal (884-859 B.c.), adjoining which, as was
subsequently discovered, were later palaces of Shalmaneser

HI and Esathaddon. In a small temple to the north
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of the palace of Ashur-nasit-pal the interesting dis-
covery was made of a statue of that king, about half
life-size, which is the only extant representation of an
Assyrian king in the round; it is now in the British
Museum. But mote interesting, especially from the point
of view of the Bible student, was the Black Obelisk of
Shalmaneser, found in the palace of that king. As so

.often seems to happen in excavations, it was discovered

just when the digging in that spot was about to be aban-
doned. It is a four-sided pillar in black marble, 6 feet
6 inches in height, tapering towards the top, with five
registers of bas-reliefs continued round all sides, and texts
between and below them (Plate II). It records the
campaigns of Shalmaneser III (859-824 B.c.), and depicts
the bringing of tribute by conquered kings. Among
these, in the second row, is “Jehu, son of Omri,” who
offered gold, silver, lead, and various vessels, and Jehu
or his representative prostrates himself before the Assytian
king. In the longer historical text at the bottom of the
pillar Shalmaneser records his victory over Hazael, king
of Damascus, whose whole camp he captured, with 1121
chariots and 470 horses. This is the Hazael whose accession
to the throne of Damascus was foretold, if not promoted,
by Elisha (1 Kings xix, 15; 2 Kings viii, 9~15).

Layard’s work at Nimrtd was of the first importance for
Assyrian studies. It was his first love in Assyria, and for
some time it was only half-heartedly that he made some
trial excavations in the mound of Kuyunjik. The real

' Nineveh was, however, thete, and Layard, who after

Botta’s departure had with much shrewdness secured
rights over the site, dug spasmodically between 1845 and
1847, with the assistance of Hormuzd Rassam, brother of
the British Vice-Consul at Mosul. Layard was away in
England from 1847 to 1849, but work continued in his
absence; and on his return in'1849, until his final departure
in 1851, Kuyunjik was the principal scene of his operations,
with occasional brief episodes at Kalah Shergat (Ashur)
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and elsewhere. Between them Layard and Rassam during
these years cleared out over seventy chambers, with long
series of bas-reliefs and colossal bulls and lions, of the kind
already familiar from Nimrdd; but a discovery of the
first importance was at first wholly overlooked. Both at
Nimttd and at Kuyunjik lumps of clay with cuneiform
characters on them had casually come to light; but Layard,
strangely enough, did not recognize them as written
documents, regarding them as pottery curiously decorated.
During his visit to England, however, Dz S. Birch, then
an Assistant in the Department of Antiquities in the British
Museum, enlightened him as to their character and im-
portance, and Layard at once sent out instructions to collect
all such pieces of pottery as could be found. Much had
been itretrievably lost, especially at Nimriid, but from
Kuyunjik a large number of tablets were secuted. But
there were greater things to come.

Rassam went to England with Layard in 1851, and during
his absence French operations were resumed. The French
Government sent out Victor Place to continue Botta’s
work both at Khorsabad and at Kuyunjik. Rawlinson,
then Consul-General at Baghdad, who had been invited
by the Trustees of the British Museum to superintend the
excavations in Mesopotamia on their behalf, made no
objection, thinking the Kuyunjik site exhausted; but
Rassam on his return informed Rawlinson of the rights
acquired by Layard, and continued wotk unostentatiously,
while ‘Place was digging in another partt of the mound.
On being informed, however, by natives that Place was
approaching a pazt of the mound to the notth where they
had reason to believe good finds might be made, Rassam
set a large number of men to wotk secretly by night, with
sensational results. On the third night (December 22,
1853) they broke into a chambet panelled with the magnifi-
cent reliefs of the lion-hunts of Ashur-bani-pal, which are
the high-water mark of Assyrian sculpture, and in this
chamber they also found quantities of clay tablets. Place
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was, not unnaturally, much annoyed at Rassam’s success;
but the latter really had legal right on his side, and both .
the lion-hunt teliefs and-the tablets ate now tightfully in
the British Museum.

Of these tablets more must be said, for from the historical
and literary point of view they are the most important of
all Layatd’s discoveries. Some twenty-five thousand in
all were brought to London, but many wete damaged in
transit, and more by inexperienced handling when they
arrived. 'When eventually deciphered, it became manifest
that the tablets found by Layatrd came from the “Temple
of Nebo at Nineveh,” while those found by Rassam
belonged to the Royal Library of Ashur-bani-pal.

The library of Nebo seems to have been in existence
(no doubt under the control of the priests of the temple)
at least from the time of Sargon (722—705 B.C.), but the
other library was the creation of Ashur-bani-pal (669-626
B.C.), who must rank as the first great private collector of
books known to history. In the colophon attached to
the books of his own library he declares, “The wisdom
of Nebo in writing of every kind, in tablets I wrote,
collated, and revised, and for examination and reading in
my palace I placed.” He sent scribes to all the towns
which possessed books—Ashur, Babylon, Cuthah, Nippur,
Akkad, Erech—and in some cases recopied them himself
when they arrived. at Nineveh. He was interested in the
literature of the Sumerians, who occupied Lower Meso-
potamia (as we shall see in a later chapter) before the coming
of the Semites, and compiled word-lists of their language.
The tablets vary in size from less than an inch square for
very short documents to as much as 15 by 8% inches.
Their contents are very various—Ietters, contracts, sales,
loans, dictionaries, grammars, prayers, oracles, astrology,
history, geography, law, and literature. We are thus
amply supplied with documentary evidence for the beliefs,
ritual, and history of the Assyrians in the great days of
their empire.
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One group of tablets, however, has a special importance
for Bible study, and its discovery roused extreme interest.
- As a self-educated boy George Smith (1840-76) was deeply
interested in the study of the Bible, especially the narrative
books of the Old Testament. He got hold of the books of
Layard and Rawlinson, and devoted all his spare time to
study in the British Museum. His zeal attracted the
attention of Bitch, and he became first a ‘repairer’ and
eventually an Assistant in Birch’s department. By this
time he could read the cuneiform script with ease, and
showed great ingenuity in the restoration of mutilated
tablets. The reduction of the Kuyunjik tablets to some
sort of order was mainly his work, and he had his reward
when in 1872 he came across a tablet containing the
Assyrian legend of the Deluge. The discovery made a
profound impression. A leading (and extremely self-
satisfied) French Orientalist dashed over to London and
claimed the publication of it, on the ground that all the
Kuyunjik tablets ought to have come to France, and that
Smith was no scholar. Naturally this claim was not ad-
mitted. Smith read his paper before a distinguished
audience (including Mr Gladstone and Dean Stanley);
and the proprietor of The Daily Telegraph offered to send
him out to Mosul to seatch for further fragments of the
Deluge legend. He went out accordingly in January
1873, and had the extraordinary (but well-deserved) good
Iuck to find a fragment which filled the most important
gap in the original tablet.

The story of the Deluge (to summarize the results of
much subsequent research) is the eleventh tablet in a seties
of twelve which contain the legend of the hero Gilgamish
(Plate III). It was no original past of the Gilgamish epic,
but was foisted into it as an additional episode; it can
therefore be treated separately. As we shall see in a later
chapter, it is now known that the story existed in a different
form in Lower Babylonia many centuries before Ashur-
bani-pal. How old the Assyrian form is it is impossible
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to say. According to it, Gilgamish visits his ancestor
Uta-napishtim, on the shote beyond the “waters of death,” .
and in the course of their conversation Uta-naplshtlm tells
him the story of the Deluge. Some extracts 1 will show
its points of resemblance to the narrative of Genesis, and
also its differences:

The god Ea speaks to Uta-napishtim:

“O man of Shutippak [a very ancient town on the old
course of the Euphrates],

Throw down the house, build a ship,

Forsake wealth, seck after life,

Abandon possessions, save thy life,

Carry grain of every kind into the ship.

The ship which thou shalt build,

The dimensions thereof shall be measured,

The breadth and the length thereof shall be the same.

On the ﬁfth day I dcc1ded upon its plan
According to the plan its walls were ten gar [120 cubits]

And the circuit of the roof thereof was equally ten gar.

I measured out the hull thereof and marked it out,

I covered it six times.

Its exterior I divided into seven,

Its interior I divided into nine.

Woater bolts I drove into the middle of it.

I provided a steering pole and fixed what was needful for it.
Six sar of bitumen I poured over the inside wall,

Three sar of pitch I poured into the inside.

Before the sunset the shlp was ﬁmshed
Wlth everythmg that I possesscd I 1oaded it.

I made to go up into thc sh1p all my famﬂy and kmsfolk
The cattle of the field, the beasts of the field, all handi-
craftsmen I made them go up into it.

1 From the version printed by Sir Ernest Budge in The Babylonian Story
of the Delyge, 2 pamphlet published by the British Museum. )
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The god Shamash had appointed me a time, saying

¢ The Powet of Darkness will at eventide make a rain-flood
to fall;

Then enter into thy ship and shut thy door.’

The appointed time drew nigh;

The Power of Darkness made a rain-flood to fall at even-
tide.

I watched the coming of the storm;

When I'saw it, terror possessed me;

I went into the ship and shut my door.

To the pilot of the ship, Puzuz-Bel, the sailor,

I committed the great house together with the contents
thereof.

As soon as the gleam of dawn shone in the sky,

A black cloud from the foundation of heaven came up.

Inside it the god Adad thundered,

The gods Nabu and Sharru went before,

Marching as messengers over high land and plain.

Irragal tore out the post of the ship,

Enurta went on, he made the storm to descend,

The Annunaki brandished their torches,

With their glate they lighted up the land.

A whole day long the flood descended,
Swiftly it mounted up, it reached to the mountains.

The gods were terrified at the cyclone,

They betook themselves to flight and went up into the
heaven of Anu.

The gods crouched like a dog and cowered by the wall,

The goddess Ishtar cried out like 2 woman in travail.

For six days and nights

The storm raged and the cyclone overwhelmed the land.

When the seventh day approached the cyclone and the
raging flood ceased.

I looked over the sea and a calm had come,
And all mankind were turned into mud.
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After twelve days an island appeated.
The ship took its course to the land of Nisir.
The mountain of Nisir held the ship, it let it not move.

When the seventh day had come

I brought out a dove and let her go free.

The dove flew away and came back;

Because she had no place to alight on she came back.

I brought out a swallow and let her go free.

The swallow flew away and came back;

Because she had no place to alight on she came back.

I brought out a raven and let her go free.

The raven flew away, she saw the sinkihg waters,

She ate, she pecked in the ground, she croaked, she came
not back.

Then I brought out everything to the four winds, and
offered up a sacrifice.

The gods smelt the savour,

The gods smelt the sweet savour,

The gods gathered together like flies over him that
sacrificed.

Then the god Ea went up into the ship,

He seized me by the hand and brought me forth.

He brought forth my wife and made her to kneel by my
side.

He turned our faces towards each other, he stood between
us, he blessed us, saying,

‘Formerly Uta-napishtim was a man merely,

But now let Uta-napishtim and his wife be like unto the
gods outrselves.

Uta-napishtim shall dwell afar off, at the mouth of the
rivers.’

And they took me away to a place afar off, and made me
to dwell at the mouth of the rivers.”

Such is the story of the Deluge as it appears in the
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in Mesopotamia in other forms. Berossus, a priest of Bel
about 300 B.C., wrote a history of Babylonia in Greek based
upon the native records, and ‘among the passages from it
which have survived in quotations by Christian writers is a
narrative of the Deluge which, besides being much shorter,
differs from the Assyrian legend in many details, while
agreeing in so much that a common origin is certain. Here
the part of Uta-napishtim is played by a king, Xisuthrus.
He is warned of the coming flood, and is ordered to write
a history of the wozld and bury it in the city of Sippara,
then to build 2 ship and take on board his friends and
relations and all sorts of animals. When the flood abates
he sends out birds, which return without having found land
whereon to settle. He sends them again after an interval,
and they return with mud on their feet; on the third attempt
they do not return. ‘The ship strands on a mountain, and
Xisuthrus comes out and offets sactifice; after which he
is translated to heaven, and his voice is heard instructing
his relatives to search for the record at Sippara. The much
eatlier Sumerian form of the legend will be described in a
later chapter.

The story of the Deluge was not the only part of the
natrative of Genesis to be illustrated by George Smith’s
reseatches among the tablets from Kuyunjik. As early as
1870 he had found an allusion to the Creation; some mote
fragments were found among the tablets acquired by him
during his expeditions of 1873-74, and yet others came to
light as the result of the systematic examination of the
Layard-Rassam collections, so that in 1876 he was able to
publish his Chaldean Account of Genesis, including the texts
of a large number of imperfect tablets. Considerable
additions were made to these by L. W. King, who in 19012
published what may be regarded as a definitive edition of
the Babylonian-Assyrian story of the creation of the world.

As edited in the libraries of Nineveh the Creation story
occupied seven tablets; but very little of it in any way
illustrates or coincides with the narrative in Genesis. In

46



ASSYRIA AND NINEVEH

the main it is a glorification of the local god—Marduk at
Babylon, Ashur at Kalah Shetgat (Ashur), probably Enlil
or Bel at Nippur. In the beginning of things, “when the
heavens above wete yet unnamed, and the name of the
earth beneath had not been recorded,” there was Apsu, ot
Chaos, and his consort Tidmat. In a long procession of
ages the gods and demons were produced, and divided
themselves into the parties of good and evil. The great
god Ea slew Apsu, and Tidmat stirred up all the powers of
evil to avenge him. The gods chose Marduk (in the
Babylonian version) as their champion, and much of the
stoty is occupied by the struggle between Marduk and
Tidmat, which is also the subject of artistic representation
in bas-reliefs and seals. Marduk slays Tidmat, and out
of her body fashions the heaven and the earth. He set
the stars in the heaven, he fixed the yeat, he appointed the
moon-god to tule the night. Then he said to Ea, “I will
solidify blood, I will form bone; I will set up man. ‘Man’
shall be his name. I will create the man Man.” Then
from the blood of Kingu, the principal adherent of Tidmat,
Ea created man, and laid service upon him, and Marduk
then founded Babylon; and the epic ends with the
celebration of the glory of Marduk.

It will be seen from this outline that there is almost
nothing to link this narrative with that of Genesis—less,
indeed, than George Smith believed. There are, of
coutse, legends of creation all over the world, and some
of them come much nearer to the Babylonian form than
Genesis does. Closer study has shown that Smith was
mistaken in thinking he had found references to Eve and
the Temptation and the Tower of Babel, and it is not worth
while to dwell longer on this particular set of legends.

George Smith made a second visit to Kuyunjik in 1874,
this time under the auspices of the British Museum, and
secured more tablets, but he was not successful as a digger.
He understood neithet Oriental ways nor the Oriental
climate. He allowed the Turkish governor to deptive
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him of many of his finds, not realizing that what the
governor wanted was not tablets but beksheesh; and he
could not control his wotkmen. Far worse than this,
when he was sent out again in 1876 he got into hopeless
difficulties in travelling. He travelled at the wrong seasons
and hours and with insufficient food, and ignored all advice,
His companion, a Finn, equally inexpetienced, died before
they reached Baghdad; and Smith, afterfinding it impossible
to resume excavation in the he:ght of the summer, set out
to return with the tablets he had been able to buy from
dealers, but was seized by dysentery and died at Aleppo.
It was a tragic sacrifice, at the early age of thirty-six, of one
who, while ill-adapted for field-work, had real genius as a
museum worker. He made great contributions to Assytio-
logy, and if he had been kept at home he would have
reduced to order the masses of tablets by which the British
Museum was then, and for some time after, overwhelmed.

It was unfortunate that the science of decipherment did
not sufficiently precede the discovery of documents and
inscriptions to enable the excavators of the latter to interpret
their discoveries as they made them. ILayard in his books
can only describe vaguely monuments representing kings
and sieges and battles, without being able, for the most part,
to name the kings or to identify the events commemorated.
It was only subsequently and gradually that the full value
of his discoveries and those of Rawlinson, Rassam, and
Smith became known. They included not only the tablets
from the royal libraries, which were mostly either literary,
legal, or commercial in their character, but also historical
records and sculptured monuments.

The historical records are mostly in the form of large
clay cylinders or prisms, which it was the custom to buty
as foundation deposits under the cotnets of temples and
other important buildings. These cylinders are of con-
siderable size, sometimes as much as 20 inches high,
occasionally barrel- -shaped, but oftener in prism form,
with from five to ten sides, inscribed in small characters,
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and therefore containing a considerable amount of matter.
They contain, as a rule, a chronicle of the king’s reign up
to date, summarizing his campaigns and setting out his
building operations. Their historical value, therefore,
even after making allowance for a natural tendency to
glorify successes and ignore failures, is very great, and
from them principally we have a secure outline of Assyrian
history for the period.covered by them. These are
supplemented by a series of official lists. By Assyrian
practice there was an annual official (like the Archon at
Athens and the Consul at Rome) by whose name the
year was described in official documents. Lists of these
‘eponyms’ ({immu#) are preserved, and constitute an almost
continuous table of years, which through the mention of an
eclipse can be identified with the years 893-666 B.C. There
are also lists of kings, transcribed from Babylonian
chronicles, going back to prehistoric times, and memorial
tablets of various kinds. Of the cylinders the earliest ate
those of Tiglath-Pileser I, the discovery of which was due
to the acumen of Sir Henry Rawlinson. Hearing that
J. E. Taylotr had discovered foundation cylinders of
Nabonidus, the last king of Babylon, under the temple
of the moon-god at Ut, in Lower Mesopotamia, Rawlinson
instructed Rassam in 1853 to go to Kalah Shergat, where
Place had lately ceased wotk, and dig under the base of
the ziggurat, ot temple tower. Rassam did so, and found
two cylinders of Tiglath-Pileser (1115-1103 B.C.), Which
tecorded that the temple had been otiginally erected in
1820 B.C., and identified the site as that of Ashur, the
eatliest capital of Assytia. ‘They also give a histoty of his
campaigns. Other cylinder chronicles (all in the British
Museum) ate those of Sargon (722-705 B.C.), Sennachetib
(705-681), Esarhaddon (681-669), Ashur-bani-pal (669-626),
Nabopolassar  (626-6o4), Nebuchadrezzar! (604-562),.
Nabonidus (556-539), and finally Cyrus (539-529). Of
some of these kings there are more than one cylinder,

1 This, according to scholats, is the correct form, as in Jeremiah xxi, 2.
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relating to different periods of their reign, and, though
the series is not complete, they furnish us with fuller
documentary tecords than exist of any other nation, except
the Hebrews, befote the rise of the Greeks.

These records touch upon Bible history at vatious points.
The first cylinder of Sennacherib, dated in o2, describes
a campaign against Merodach-Baladan, wvassal king of
Babylon, who was constantly giving trouble to his over-
lords, and whose attempts to beguile Hezekiah were
denounced by Isaiah (Isa. xxxix). Another, later in the
same year, includes also a second campaign. Four others,
in 700, repeat the narratives of these campaigns, and
continue them to cover the invasion of Palestine and the
" submission of Hezekiah. Another, of 694, brings down
the story of the reign to 695, and includes a full account of
the rebuilding of Nineveh, with the names of its fifteen
gates. The fullest account, however, of Sennacherib’s
operations against Judah is in a large six-sided prism of °
the year 686, which covers the whole of his fitst eight cam-
paigns, from 7y03 to 689 (Plate IV). He recites the defeat
and deposition of Merodach-Baladan, the subjugation of the
Kassites and Medes, a naval expedition across the Persian
Gulf in pursuit of rebels, the final reduction of both the
Elamites and the Babylonians. The third campaign (in 701)
included opetations against Palestine. After defeating the
Egyptians at Altaku he proceeded to invade the territoty
of Judah:

I drew nigh to Ekron, and I slew the govetnots and princes
who had transgressed, and I hung upon poles round about the
city their dead bodies [such a scene appeats on one of his bas-
reliefs]; the people of the city who had done wickedly and
had committed offences I counted as spoil, but those who had
not done these things and who were not taken in iniquity I
pardoned. I brought their king Padi forth from Jerusalem,
and I stablished him upon the throne of dominion over them,
and I laid tribute upon him. Then I besieged Hezekiah of

- Judah, who had not submitted to my yoke, and I captured
forty-six of his strong cities and fortresses and innumerable
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small cities which were round about them, with the batteting
of rams and the assault of engines and the attack of foot
soldiers and by mines and breaches. I brought out therefrom
200,150 people, both small and great, male and female, and
horses and mules and asses and camels and oxen, and innum-
erable sheep I counted as spoil. Himself [Hezekiah] like a
caged bird I shut up within Jerusalem his royal city. I threw
up mounds against him, and I took vengeance upon any man
who came forth from his city., His cities which Thad captured
I took from him and gave to Mitinti, king of Ashdod, and
Padi, king of Ekron, and Silli-Bel, king of Gaza, and I reduced
his land. T added to their former yeatly tribute, and I in-
creased the gifts which they paid unto me. The fear of the
majesty of my sovereignty overwhelmed Hezekiah, and the
Urbi and his trusty warriors, whom he had brought into his
royal city of Jerusalem to protect it, deserted. And he dis-
patched after me his messenger to my royal city Nineveh to
pay tribute and to make submission with thirty talents of gold,
eight hundred talents of silver, precious stones, eye-paint, ivory
couches and thrones, hides and tusks, precious woods, and
divers objects, a heavy treasure, together with his daughters
and the women of his palace and male and female musicians.

Such is the Assyrian desctription.! The Hebrew narra-
tive is briefer with regard to the humiliations suffered by
Judah, but does not deny them (2 Kings xviii, 13~16):

Now in the fourteenth year of king Hezekiah did Senna-
cherib king of Assytia come up against all the fenced cities
of Judah, and took them. And Hezekiah king of Judah sent
to the king of Assyria to Lachish, saying, I have offended;
return from me: that which thou puttest on me will I bear.
And the king of Assyria appointed unto Hezekiah king of
Judah three hundred talents of silver and thirty talents of
gold. And Hezekiah gave him all the silver that was found
in the house of the Lord, and in the treasures of the king’s
house. At that time did Hezekiah cut off the gold from the
doors of the temple of the Lotd, and from the pillars which
Hezekiah king of Judah had overlaid, and gave it to the king
of Assyria.

Of the subsequent events—the mission of the Assyrian

1 The translation is taken from the British Museurn Gwide to the Babylonian
and Assyrian Antiguities (1922), pp. 226-227.
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chiefs to Jerusalem, their repulse by Hezekiah, the en-
couragement of Isaiah, and the catastrophe to Sennachetib’s
army—much is said in the Hebrew annals, but nothing in
the Assyrian. Some have held that there has been con-
fusion between this campaign of Sennacherib and a
campaign of Esarhaddon in 675, which is said to have
ended in a retreat by reason of a storm. The mention of
Tirhakah in 2 Kings xix, 9, requires a later date than yoo,
since that king only began to reign in 689. It would seem
necessary, therefore, to suppose that an interval must be
interposed at 2 Kings xviii, 16, and that all that follows
relates to a later campaign, towards the end of Sennacherib’s
reign. This would suit well with 2 Kings xix, 36, 37,
which implies first that Sennacherib’s return to Assyria
was the result of the disaster to his army, and secondly that
his assassination followed shortly afterwards, and was
pethaps one of the repercussions of the disaster. The
embassy of Rabshakeh also would have been unnecessaty
immediately after the complete submission of Hezekiah
recorded in 2 Kings xviii, 13~16, so that an interval, with
a fresh revolt of Hezekiah, seems to be implied. On the
other hand, the disaster must be brought into close con-
nexion with the embassy, for otherwise it is difficult to
account for Sennacherib’s tame acceptance of the repulse
of his officers and the raising of the siege of Jerusalem.
That there is no record of the incident in the Assyrian
annals is not surptising, for autocrats do not generally
advertise their defeats if they can help it. Moreover, there
is no so complete record of the latter part of Sennacherib’s
reign as there is of his first fourteen years. That the
disaster occurred to an army of Sennacherib, and not of
any other king, is independently confirmed from Egyptian
sources by Herodotus (ii, 141).

Sennacherib’s methods of watfare, as described above,
are amply confirmed and illustrated by the sculptures. A
bas-relief of the siege of Lachish (¢f. 2 Kings xviii, 17;
2 Chron. xxxii, 9) shows an armoured car being propelled
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