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178 A.rcheol1117- the Nemesla. 

which ia camed by it, the paper mentioned obeerving that what the 
report TOiC81 baa in ita chief upecta long been held by the miwOD 
board of ita church-bod:, and b:, others of ita prominent memben. 
There are aharp words of criticiam heard in certain quarters. For 
imtance, the United Presbyterian Board of Foroign MiaaiODB is re­
ported to have declared: "We repudiate an:, adhorence to, or 8JQ' 
17mpathy with, the report wherein it is a deflection from the fact 
that J esu■ Christ is the on]:, and eternal Son of God, who made 
atonement for the sins of men by His death on tho croaa, who arose 
from the dead, who is etemall:, alive, who by the presence of the 
Ho]:, Spirit controls and energizes the Church in its divine miaaion 
to all mankind." What is distressing is that members of the United 
Presb:,terian Church belong t-0 the committee of thirt:,-fivo that 
initiated and supported this inquiry and, furthermore, that such mt· 
pres■iona do not come from all parts of Protestantism in the United 
States. Thia leada us to say that the Laymen's Report is symptomatic 
above everything else, showing the hold which l[odemism has come 
to have on the bod:, of the American Church. Viewed in this light, 
it is a reminder to all who love the old Gospel to gird their loin■ 
and to bestir themselves, because the forces of unbolief ore threaten· 
ing to sweep the country. W. AnNDT, 

Archeology - the Nemesis. 
(Oo11ti11,u:tl iutcatl of oonolvdctl.) 

IL Refuted Claims of Historical Inaccuracies. 
The second function of avenging archeology hos been tl1e tearing 

down of that amazing scaffold of theories on which a skeptical 
criticism has sought to reconstruct the Biblical narratives according 
to the blue-prints of its tendential theorization. 

Perhapa the moat ruthless of the three higher critical procedures 
of attack on the Scriptural record is the uncquivocnl assault upon ita 
hi■toricity. Under the patronage of rationalism it become the con­
ventional procedure to make the point of departure in the discUSBion 
of Old Te■tament literature the unabashed contention that these 
Hebrew writinp were replet~ with errors, inaccuracies, contradictions, 
anaahroniama, and other telltale evidences of late authorship. If 8JQ' 

one of tho elaaaical authon oven incidental]:, suggoated a reminiacence 
which could be mated into a conflict with the Hebrew Scriptures, 
this was paraded to illustrate the alleged hiatorical fallac:, of the Old 
Testament. With this purpose in mind all the extant writinp of 
earq GTeek and I..tin authon were gleaned for negative material, 
their statements marshaled in apparent]:, formidable IU'l'IIY, and the 
whole indictment distorted under an extravagant conception of the 
Talidity of such ancient hiator:,. 
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Archeolaa,- the lfllllllafL 177 

When thia procedure had developed its greateat momentum, an 
authentic voice of tho put raiaed its initial protest. Since the middle 
of the last century, when Botta (1MS) and Layard (18415) began 
their pioneer excavations in lt:eaopot.amia, thia new and decisive voice 
insisted on injecting itself into these diacUBBions of Old Testament 

·history. It was the voice of archcolOfl'Y, coming from tho debrv­
covered mounds of the Tigro-Euphrates Valley, from tho crumbling 
remains of Egypt's glory along tho Nile, from tho banks of tho 
Orontes, from coastal Bybloa, from Palestine, Cappadocia, Persia, 
Bogbaz-Koei, Crete, the Sinai Peninsula, Yemen, and tho long list 
of other sites where the excavat.ors' spade wu active, that baa helped 
to give this generation a more intimate understanding of those early 
ages than Herodotus or any of his successors could enjoy in spite of 
the millennia of priority which was theirs. 

It was in no halting syllables that this new voice spoke. When 
its long-muffled tones wore released, - providentially in those years 
of unbelief's blatant insistence on its triumph, - its very first utter­
ances swept away completely many of the most pretentious theories 
involving tho claims of Old Testament inaccuracies. As the cold, 
fog-bearing east wind rolls in over tho Massachusetts shore only to be 
repelled by the warmth of a blowing west wind, so many of the chilling 
and befogging clouds of destructive criticism vanished into tho thin 
air before tho vibrant and dissipating warmth of that new voice. 

Scholnrs of critical inclinations who are at least more or leaa 
Clpcn-minded hove admitted theae iconoclastic effects of archeology on 
tho venerated canons of critical theories. The most recent book on 
tho Old Testament, na viewed in tho light of archeology, is Albright's 
Tito Arcl&aology of Pal88Hna and the Biblo. Admitting that Well­
hausonism and some of its theories, which have become so fundamental 
for tho modern anti-Scriptural attitude, are found deficient when 
weighed in the scale of historical accuracy, the author, who is sepa­
rated from our position by an unbridgeable chasm of criticism, says 
(pp. 129. 180) : "Tho orthodox critical attitude toward the traditions 
of the Patriarchs was summed up by the gifted founder of this school, 
Julius Wellbauseo, in tho following words : 'From the patriarchal 
narratives it is impossible to obtain any historical information with 
regard to tho Patriarchs; we can only learn something about tho time 
in which tho stories about them were first told by tho Israelite people. 
The later period, with all its essential and superficial characteristics, 
wu unintentionally projected back into hoary antiquity and is re­
flected there like a transfigured mirage.' In other words, tho account 
given in Gencais of the life of the Patriarchs is a faithful picture of 
the life of Israelites at the time when this account wu composed, 
i. s •• according to the view of the dominant critical school, in the ninth 
and eighth centuries B. 0. ·The nomadic touches were deriffd, it ia 
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178 Ardaeolagy- the NemNla. 

111ppoeed, from the life of the Arab nomada of the day or, perhapa,. 
from the life of the J'udean nomadic tribes of the Negeb. PracticallT 
all of the Old Teatament acholan of atanding in Europe and America 
held th919 or aimilar 'Vien until very recently. Now, however, t.be­
aituation ia changing with the greatest rapidi~. aince the tTt.eor, of 
Well/aauen will not bear tlu, tut of arc1&eological esaminalioA" 
(italic■ •oun). 

But ono of tho moat graphic and domonatrablo illuatrationa of 
this aboutrface which archeology baa impoacd upon tbo critical recon­
struction of Old Testament history may be found in the examination 
of the many claims for Scriptural inaccuracy written a century ago 
by a recognized maat.er of Old Testament interpretation. In 1835 
von Bohlen'■ Die Genuia made ita fint appearance. It was a product 
of that superior, eondeacending criticism which, while avoiding the 
cutrthroat blaaphemies of nihilistic unbelief, approaches tho ten with 
an indulgent paeudoaffabili~. It was written by a trained Semitiat, 
an apart in Sanskrit, as the last word in tho rationnliatic inter­
pretation of Genesis; and it abounded in proud-crested attacks on the 
hiatorici~ and credibility of tho Scriptures. 

A century baa elapsed since the publication of hia book, and in 
no other branch of human endeavor hna there been euch a "century of 
progreaa" na in the field of Biblical archeology. And when to-day, in 
this oge of archeological enlightenment. tbo objections of von Bohlen, 
typical of hundreda of similar invectives ogoinet tl10 Old Teatamont 
truths, are investigated, a drastic demonstration of tbo nemeaia of 
archeology once more becomes evident. It ie for this purpose, then, 
that we preaent, from von Bohlen'■ own book 1md in hie own worda. 
hia inculpationa of tho reeorda of Genesis nnd tbo effective antidote 
offered. by archeology, mindful that the procedurce that he adopts 
against this fint book of the Scriptures have been employed by hia 
colleague■ in criticism against each euccessivo book of the Old 
Teatament. 

A. The Age of A.lph&betlcal Writing. 
In hia introduction (p. XL) von Bohlen formally indicts the 

Book of Geneaia and repudiates the :Moenic authorship on the count 
that writing waa unknown at the time of :Moeee. Echoing the 
prevalent attitude of hie day (particularly tho canon of literary 
criticiam eatabliahed by Wolf a few decades before, to tho effect that 
the employment of writing for literary purpoBOB wne unknown until 
the claaaical period of Greek history), hie own worda aasert apodicti­
cally and not without a tinge of skeptical enrcaem: "Daa 1io"11ate 
Datum /Vff" die 1e111wc1t.e BcTt.rift ueberliaupt id kaum da, •ehnte 
t10rch.riatliche Ja1t.r1w.nderl, und diuu niclit einmal beglaubigt; wer 
t:lanuiber Ainauaraet, tkr raet eben. und mag noel ZeicM ein. JaTt.r­
laumtl Ain.suaet.m, 1111iZ u, ohM Gruende, nur au/ deA Glauben an­
hmmt, dffl er findet." 
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Archeolc-the Nem•la. 179 

Thia statement wu printed in 1885. To-day no one with 8T8D 

an approach to an acquaintance with the remarkable archeological 
diacoveriea in tho search for- the origin of writing could refrain from 
repudiating this charge. Entirely uide from the Egyptian hiero­
g}n,hica and tho Sumerian and Akkadian cuneiform, there can be 
no doubt to-day that Semitic alphabetic writing antedates the Mosaic 
era by many centuries. Within the last ten years we have these two 
notable conqueata: 1. the French excavation at Byblos, which in 1923 
unearthed the Phenician inscription on the sarcophagus of Akiham 
(Hiram), king of Byblos, who, according to demonstrable evidence, 
ruled in the thirteenth century B. 0. (American Journal of Arc11e­
ologg, January, 1926, pp. SOf.; Journal of American Oriental Society, 
Vol. 46, No. 3, p. 230); and 2. the Harvard University investigations 
of the Sorabit inscriptions on the Sinai Peninsula, which conservative 
scholars are willing to date around 1800 B. 0. (Martin Sprengling, 
Tl&e Alphabet, Ita Rue anti Development from, t1,e SintJi Imcriptiom.) 
By the first discovery tho horizon of literacy was pushed back more 
than four hundred years beyond tho time of the earliest alphabetic 
writing previously extant. By the second, tho interesting, though 
aomewhat inconclusive, results of the interpretation of these Sinai 
inscriptions (American. Journal of Semitic Langua.gea anti Litera­
turea, Vol. 49, No.1, October, 1932, pp. 40 ff., 56 ff.), the date of 
alphabetic writing approaches an aBSOciation with the end of the third 
millennium; for Sprengling's contention that tho peraon who in­
scribed these Sorabit stones was the author of the script must over­
come much antecedent improbability. 

Thus while von Bohlen pictures an analphabetic ancient world 
and scoffs at tho notion of literary activity in the Mosaic era (a posi­
tion also shored by Reuss, Dillman, and others), tho modem verdict, 
which rests on 11 definite historical basis, is not only this aflirmation: 
"It is probable that at tho time of tho Amarna letters" (the four­
teenth century, or the time of Moses) "tho usual mode of writing in 
Syria, Phonicia, and Palestine was the alphabetic" (American Journal 
of Archeology, l. c.), but also tho unavoidable conclusion that tho 
real origin of alphabetical writing lies in tho dim past, too far 
anterior to :Moses to be dated definitely. 

:a. The Table of ll&tlODL 

Von Bohlen did not refrain from indulging in tho criticism of 
that chapter which is still tho playground of higher critical fancy, 
the table of nations, Gen. 10. He hold no high opinion of ita origin 
or its accuracy, for ho wrote (p.136) : "lVelc1&e Grv.ende aber den 
Anonlner 11emnlaaen. konnten, gra,tl.e ao einsuteiZen, Zaead ait:1& bei 
jeder ewelnen VoeU:enchaft nicht ermitteln.; bei Aaaur, V. BS, 10er­
den Semiten 11orauageaetzt, untl ea 1:onn.fe Zeic1&f kommen, tlau tier 
Verfaaer durc1,, einselne Hebraeer, welc1ie au femen Landen nach 
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180 An1aeolos:,-tu lflllllela. 

Palaamaa han, uber nllegeu Ntmone11 gelGe1&1chf """"'1a; bei 
andem mochln be/nvntlefe BuecbicAfen ob111callen, 111ie daa Bat­
gegen,uefale bei den Phoenizurn und uebrioen Kanaanifem fan .a 
BufifAmflwrif darf 11orauaguet.t 10erden. Bei noch andem rind wir 
Ait:M mehr inw,tande, die Bichtigkeif durch die Sprtt.t:1,e su prue/n.• 

Specifically ho mentions aa inaccurato tho B880ciation of Elam 
with the Semitic nations. His indictment (p.112) reads: "Bo l&abea 
rich. tloch manche Unriclitigkoiten eingaac1,licl&en; eimge 10ohl ava 
Un1.-unde, wie d·ie Verbinduno van Poraien (Elam) mil dem aemif'9 
achen Btamme, • : . u11d man wird umnacl~ auf 'l.:aine 1V eiae mif den 
aalteren Erkburern aina rein gaacl,ichtliche lV alirlicit tlea Gamen be­
laaupten 1-oannen." Trained Ori~talist that ho wns, bis Samkrit 
1tudies protcated against the inclusion of tho Elnmites, whom the 
ethnographical acienco of his dny classified aa Indo-Europeans, in the 
Semitic group. And until very recently his objection waa shared b7 
a large number of critical scholars. E,·cn Hommel nt first protested 
that the Elam of Gen. 10 could not be identified with Elam proper. 

But ogain tho spode brought to light indi putnblo evidence which 
corroborated tho cla88ification of Gen. 10. Tho French excavations at 
Susa, tho capitol of Elam, showed thnt, whilo tl10 Inter cultural and 
racial affinities of Elam wero unquostionnbly · Indo-Europcan, an 
earlier civilization, antednting tho Persian period by long centuries, 
waa Semitic. To-day tho Elnmito texts, writton in tho cuneiform 
characters of tho Babylonian and publisl1cd by Poro Schcil, demon-
1trate tho unmistnkablo affinity of this lnngungo, both tho vocabulary 
and construction, with the Semitic group. 

The related attacks by von Bohlen on tho otlmogrnphical detaill 
of Gen. 10 wero destined to the 84mo £ate. Ho 1>rotcsts, for eumple, 
against the inclusion of the Assyrians in tho Semitic group, an objec­
tion which becomes a philological curiosity in tho light of subsequent 
discoveries. He insista that tho Lydians mu t likewise bo divorced 
from tho Semitic group; but no ono ncquaintcd witb tlie development 
of historical research would endorse that contention t-0-day. In short, 
in every point in which he has voiced his dissonsion from the state· 
montl of this tenth chapter tho monumental evidence l10s contradicted 
his theorization. 

C. Amraphel and :e:ta Ezpedition. 
In tho much-abused fourteenth chapter of Genesis and itl record 

of the four kings embattled against the five ,•on Bohlen gives his 
critical gainsnying free rein. Ho ridiculea tho idea of an Amrapbel 
as king of Babylonia and contemporary with Abrnm and claims: 
"J!uer diaae Verhaalfniue bidet aich guchichtlicl& nur die Zeif tlu 
Bartla.napal dar, 10e"" tair dem Enaehler eine gerin,ge Verwechalu,ag 
"'1r Nam.en augute hcaltm; tlenn aucla. fuer ihn war di~ Zeit eiruJ all• 
und bung,t enhchwvndene, dG er aie au die Pcriotlo thr Palriarchffl 
bueiclmd. Wie naemlich in. Indian ganze DgflGlltien. den BIIVtlU 
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A.rcheolog- the NIIIIINI&. 181 

,.~ otl.,. Beachuetser 11nneAmen, ao ac1&eim ~D"IDN aich Utlfl­

•wungen tlurc1,, AfflCITGptilG, Beachuet.er tler Goetter, deut,m n laum 
untl id tltmn 1111Zleicl,t i,leich'betleutentl mit Ba.rtlaN,,pGl aeZ'bat, rla, 
morgenlGentl·iacl,e Fuerat,m huufig Titel /ue7&ren untl Britlha.na.,,altl 
Bcht11t&1'bel,uot1r 'beseicl,nen wuerde." Such fantasies (Sardanapalua 
is a mythical mistake for Ashurbanipal, 668--026 B. 0.1) might 
have paued unchallenged in the precuneiform days, but with the dis­
covery of the royal inacriptione of Hammurabi, hie correspondence 
to Sin-iddinam, and particularly hie monumental code, there can be 
no doubt that the Amraphel is tG be identified as Hammurabi on the 
bneia both of the linguistic evidences and of tho harmonious con­
cordance of dotnila between Gen. 14 and Hammurabi's own records. 

But ,,on Bohlen anticipated other objections which were later 
to bo voiced by men of such recognized critical authority as Nocldeke 
nnd Edunrd Meyer. For inetnnce, he finds it objectionable (p. 168) 
that powerful rulers of these l{esopotamian districts would institute 
campaigns against apparently insignificant countries, and he a888rte 
that the military cost would have outweighed any resultant revenue. 
But it is now a commonplace of Babylonian history that similar ex­
peditions were rondo to tho :M:editerranenn countries at the time of 
Snrgon I , or even of Lugnl-Zoggizi, long before tho days of Ham­
murabi's dynasty. The expedition of the four allied kings to the west 
was probably n general expedition in which the Cnnaanit.e kings were 
only one of similnr groups of rebellious vassals. 

D. Aegyptica. 

I t is in tho chapters of Genesis relating to Egypt that von Bohlen 
finds n. field for the most detailed attack upon the credibility of the 
Old Testament. In the following we have listed n. half dozen of his 
typical disparagements of this part of the Genesis narrative, each of 
which has been completely repudiated by orcheological development.a. 

In Gen. 12 he moint.ains that the animals mentioned in Abram's 
inventory (v.16, sheep ond oxen, ehe-o88C8 and camels) form evidence 
of unhistorical presentation nod later authorship. He insists (p. 163) : 
"Im ucbrigcn. ncnnt dcr E·rza.t1ltlor Tiera SEINES Vatcrlt1ntlu, wclc1&1 
Abran, .ium T oil in A egypten nicl,t erl1.alten. konntc (vgl. 45, 18; 
47, 17; Ez. 9, 8); er gibt ilim kcino Pferde, welclie im Nilt11le recllt 
hci,nisc1,, warcn, wio ea allcrd·ings der R eferent weiss (41,J,8; 47,17), 
da,gcgcn abcr Bcliafc, welcl,e ao wenig wie Kamela in den Manc1&­
lacndorn A cgyptcns vorkommen, dal&or die Zebtcrcn. von den Alten 
dem LGnde abgesprochen wertlon, tind BsaZ, die il&rer Far'be 1D1gen, 
auascrordentlicl, verhasst wa.ren." A much-enlarged acquaintance 
with things Egyptian has invalidated all these objections. It is now 
recognized and admitted that camels were known from the time of 
tho first dynasty. In regard to the asses. Knight well summarizes 
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188 ArcheolC117 - the Nemeall. 

(Nil. Mtl Jonla,n,, p. 114): "Wilkinaon, however, bu abown the 
frequency with which the aa ia repreeented on the monumenta u a 
intepal portion of domeatic riches, aome F.gyptiam poawsing mm 
700 or 800 of theee animala. The famoua Sheikh Abiahua in the 
Deni-Haun wall-paintings is shown with his thirty-seven companiom 
accompanied by their 1188e8, while in 1013 Petrie discovered in the 
cemetery at Tarkan, thirty-five miles aouth of Cairo, in a predynutic 
tomb the skeletons of three auea. Their heads bad been cut off ad 
placed beside their bodies, tho animals having been killed to accom­
pany their masters to the other world. Thia proves what has hitherto 
been scouted - tho existence of tho na in Egypt at the very earli•t 
poriod." Sheep wore not only well known, but were sacred to the 
:Egyptians. Tho arguments baaed on the non-mention of the hone 
mQ simply be a fallacious ~,ikntio conclusion. But if Abram had 
no hones at tho time, it is very likely duo to tho fact that theae 
animals were introduced (or perhaps reintroduced) into Egypt during 
the subaequent Hykaoa dynasties. This would also account for the 
important role auumed by tho horaes and chariots of Pharaoh cen­
turies later at the time of tho Exodus. 

Again, the dream of tho butler is attacked. This, it is urged, 
preauppoaea the cultivation of tho vine, an agricultural development 
allegedly introduced only after tho timo of Psnmmetichus (594--589 
B. 0.). Citing Herodotus for his authority, ho maintains (p. 878): 
"Bin wiclitige, Zeitdtdum fuer die Jugand dar Erzaeklv.ng liegt 1,iar 
i,. dem Traume de, Bckenl.:m, nacli welcliam dar lVainbau in Aegypte" 
11orau11geaetd wirtl; denn ent NAOB P 11ammaticl,, alao grade um die 
Zeit du Jona, Mir tleraeZbe nottluerftig im Niltale 11erauc1il wordeft, 
1ffld l:onnte in einem flacken. Lande, welcl,e, graclo um tlie Zeit der 
Trauben.rei/e unfer Wauer ateht, nur an einigcn. wenigen Punilm 
Forlgtl.flg fintlen. Die Aegypter bedionton aic1, &um Getranee riner 
Arl Biltr, wobei Heroclol a.uadruecl.:liclt h.inaufv.oot. dau 1.:rine Wrifl-
11toecl.:e in. dem Lande wuchaen. • • • Den orthodou n Aegyptem galt 
der Wein ala Blut de, T11plton, aie tmnke-n ilin n-iclit 11or Paa.mmeticA, 
110gt PLUTARCH (Iria untl Oairia, 6), und bracl,ten ih.n a.uch niclat 
sum Op/er. In gegmwaertiger Zeit liommt nur bei Ph.iv.m die Traube 
forl untl gibt achlechten Weia." This preferenco of Herodotus owr 
the much earlier Scriptural records is not only unscientific in prin­
ciple, but it is alao fatal in its conclusions. Tho process of wine­
making is ao amply illustrated in early :Egyptian scenes, and refer­
ences to the vine are 10 definite, that to-day not oven the moat radical 
opponent to the Scriptures would repeat this charge. 

Related in principle are many other attacks, all of which haw 
been nullified under the progreaive revelation of F.gyptology. An in­
accurac,y ia found in the faet that J' oaeph eats meat-, Gen. 48, 18 
(p. LV). We now know, u Rawlinaon emphasizes, "Animal food wu 
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the principal diet of the auporior olauea in Egpt." The l oaepb­
Potiphar atory in Gen. 89 i■ attacked on the ground that Egn,tian 
convention■ at that time would prevent J'o■eph from coming into 
contact with Potiphar'■ wife, ■ince the women were re■tricted to the 
harem (p. 8'11). But Egyptian exploration■ have revealed repeatedq 
acene■ depicting the unu■u■l degree of freedom conceded to Egyptian 
women. 

The■e objection■ carry over to the Book of Ezodu■, who■e fint 
chapter i■ attacked under the indictment that construction with brick 
was Babylonian and not Egyptian and whose second chapter is dis­
paraged because Pharaoh's daughter bathca in the Nile, a procedure 
which this German critic finds too primitive to be concordant with the 
high civilization of Egypt at this time. Thcao and a dozen other 
minor attacks pertaining to tho Aogyptiea. of both Gcncais and Exodus 
have been squarely met and completely repudiated by the new light 
which a more advanced age baa shed upon these PB88BPII-

In listing these samplca of a88Bults upon the historicity of 
Genesis, we have present-ed only one phase of the critical attack which 
is aystematically directed against tho rest of tho Old Testament. 
For von Bohlen did not stand alone in urging these incriminations. 
His procedure hos been adopted in a modified or ext.ended form by bis 
like-minded successors. In striking repetition they have singled out 
some p8880go of the Old Testament and cried, "Unhistorical!" only 
to have the nemesis of archeology confound their charges. We think 
of the discrediting of the early records concerning the Philistines and 
those touching upon tho Hittit.es; the a&80ciation of Abraham and 
Brahman, which would have made tho Semit.es Hindus; the serene 
insistence that Sargon II was a :figment of free imagination; the 
critical tour de force by which ancient geography was reconstructed 
and Egypt transposed from Africa to Asia; the ridicule heaped on 
the auccession of Belshazzar, - these and other con:fidently voiced 
triumphs of higher criticism over Biblical history that have been 
silenced by the onward march of archeology's conquests. 

While the presentation of theso errors and inconsistencica ia 
largely negative, a rapid survey of this kind is not without a tangible 
and stimulating lesson; it makca a pronounced contribution to Ohria­
tian confidence, for it Jenda the weight of its force to strengthen the 
intelligent Bible student's appraisal of the many new and repeated 
charges that aro directed against the Scriptures to-day. If the anti­
Bible movement in the past has been characterized by such premature 
judgments, hasty conclu■iona, and false premises in regard to Israel's 
history, we may rest with the conviction that the nemesis of 
archeology will inevitably overtake many of the claims raised by the 
unbelieving criticism of to-day and to-morrow. 

(f'o l'I• co,w:ludefl.) • W. A. lCAIBa. 
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