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PREFACE 

This is the story of a group of people, dedicated to teaching and research, who have 
influenced significant ly the course of Am erican biblical scholarship for over a century. Som e of 
them  are well known beyond the circle of professional colleagues;  others are fam iliar only to 
immediate associates and students. Their academ ic discipline of cr it ical study of the Jewish 
and Christ ian scriptures is am ong the oldest  in the panoply of the fields of knowledge. Their 
Society ranks am ong the oldest  of academ ic associat ions in the area of hum anist ic studies in 
North Am erica. I ts m em bers are drawn from  facult ies of religious studies in undergraduate 
colleges and universit ies and graduate schools of religion in the United States and Canada. I t  
declares itself to the larger com m unity in these term s:   

The object  of the Society is to st im ulate the crit ical invest igat ion of the classical 
biblical literatures, together with other related literature, by the exchange of 
scholarly research both in published form  and in public form . The Society endeavors 
to support  those disciplines and subdisciplines pert inent  to the illum inat ion of the 
literatures and religion of the ancient  Near Eastern and Mediterranean regions, such 
as the study of ancient  languages, textual cr it icism , history, and archaeology. 

The com plet ion of the first  century of service to biblical research affords occasion to reflect  
upon and to assess the work of the Society to date and to determ ine future direct ion. That  
past , however, has all too often been m inim ized in relat ionship to the older and allegedly 
r icher cont r ibut ion of European scholarship in this field. I n consequence there has been only 
m inor interest  in that  history and its impact  on Am erican culture as well as on internat ional 
scholarship. I n t ruth, as Roy A. Harrisville has writ ten in his cr it ical study of one of the 
pioneers in Am erican biblical interpretat ion, "A m an ought  to know who we was before he dies. 
Those years of scholarly act ivity in this count ry, extending roughly from  1890 to 1940, give 
ident ity to many of us responsible for biblical studies here. And in many ways, those years 
were our bet ter part  -  they m arked an em inent ly fruit ful period in Am erican scholarship, and in 
the opinion of som e, the m ost  fruit ful to date."  *  Those years, enclosing Frank Cham berlain 
Porter 's lifet im e, prepared for the latest  forty-year period, in which Am erican biblical studies  

*  Frank Cham berlain Porter, Pioneer in Am erican Biblical I nterpretat ion (Missoula:  Scholars 
Press, 1976)  v, vi.  

x i 
 

have com e of age. I n the opinion of others, though, we who are alive to tell m ay think more 
highly of ourselves than we ought . 

I n any event , this is a biographical study of an organizat ion, and as such it  is subject  to pr ide 
and prejudice, but , I  hope, also to probity. The account  is gleaned from  m any disparate 
sources. Prior to 1960 records are woefully sparse, especially for the first  forty years. Beyond 
the proceedings and papers published in the Journal,  informat ion about  the period up to 1960 
is scat tered about  in the CSR Bullet in, Scholia,  program s of annual m eet ings, m im eographed 
com m it tee reports, m inutes, budgets, secretar ies' notes, and business files. The whole 
represents a cross between the Congressional Record and the New York City Telephone 

Directory.  More revealing are the incidents lodged in liv ing memories and personal 
correspondence. One fr iend and m em ber wrote at  the outset  of this project , "Unless the 
anecdotal history of the SBL can be recovered, you could produce the dullest  book since the 
Book of Chronicles."  Another in a m ore cynical vein caut ioned, " I  fear that  the proposed 
history will turn out  to be the sort  of white-washed sepulchre com m only used for such 
occasions."  There are plenty of dry bones here, no doubt . One can only hope that  for som e, at  
least , they may yet  live.  



Those who have cont r ibuted records and recollect ions to the writ ing of this story are 
numbered beyond nam ing. I  am  especially indebted to certain persons who supplied material 
aid, com fort , cr it icism, and guidance to the study. Their assistance I  gratefully acknowledge:  
R. Lansing Hicks, John T. Fitzgerald, Jr., Thom as H. Olbr icht , Charles Karsten, Elizabeth 
Wiggins, Am os N. Wilder, Edward R. Hardy, David Hopkins and Ann E. Millin of Vanderbilt  
Divinity School Library, Seth Kasten of Union Theological Sem inary Library in New York, Maria 
Grossm ann of Andover-Harvard Theological Library, Pierson Parker of the Center for Biblical 
Research and Archives at  Clarem ont , Robert  W. Funk, and Robert  Kraft  (son of a form er 
execut ive secretary) , to whom  we are all indebted for the discovery of two priceless 
m anuscript  volum es of secretar ial records. Every reader is benefited by the thir ty- five senior 
scholars who responded generously to an invitat ion to share rem iniscences and anecdotes out  
of their extended associat ion with the Society. Pictures of the charter m em bers were 
cont r ibuted by Thom as H. Olbricht . The m anuscript  was read cr it ically by Paul J. Achtem eier, 
Dorothy C. Bass, Philip J. King, Harry M. Orlinsky and was st rengthened by their suggest ions. I  
tender special thanks to Execut ive Secretary Kent  Harold Richards for his cheerful assistance 
in sending files and other papers to m e in the Maine woods and for his willingness to supervise 
the passage of the m anuscript  from  desk to press. His substant ive cont r ibut ions as the editor 
of this volume along with the t ireless work of Maurya P. Horgan were m ost  appreciated. 
Though resolute effort  has been m ade for accuracy in ret r ieval and report , I  m ust  accept  
responsibilit y for what  rem ains im perfect .  

x ii 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



I  

I N  THE BEGI NNI NG, 1 8 8 0 - 1 9 0 0  

Set t ing  

The educat ional system  in the United States in the second half of the nineteenth century was 
m arked by rapid growth, feverish act ivity, and sharp collision between secular and 

ecclesiast ical forces in contest  for cont rol. I n the northeastern sect ion of the count ry this was 
especially evident  where the swelling t ide of European im migrants severely taxed the lim ited 
resources of the newly established public school system s. Conservat ive church leaders in the 

revivalist  t radit ion deplored the secular izat ion of the curr icula and st ruggled to develop a 
parallel parochial program , a response that  is repeat ing itself today. Then, as now, at  issue 
was the dom inance of a world view that  was perceived to be alien to the world view of the 

Jewish and Christ ian scriptures and hence was a lethal threat  to faith. I t  was not  sim ply the 
m inuscule role that  religious inst ruct ion was perm it ted to play in the school curr iculum  that  
aroused the cr it icism s of church leaders. That  was deplorable enough. What  infuriated them  
was the teaching of a scient ific naturalism , im ported from  Europe, that  was perceived to be 
diametr ically opposed to the biblical doct r ine of creat ion and made no place for redempt ion 

other than by hum an achievem ent . The bat t le was to intensify and culm inate in the 
Fundam entalist  cont roversies of the twent ies.  

New winds were blowing in Europe and m any feared they would gather st rength to gale force 
by the t im e they reached the western shores. I t  was an age of new research and excit ing 
discoveries in all areas of hum an knowledge. Michael Faraday, Charles Darwin, Thom as 

Huxley, Louis Pasteur, and Joseph Lister were exploding earlier concept ions in the physical 
sciences, m atched by Karl Marx, Thom as Carlyle, G. W. F. Hegel, Auguste Com te, and F. W. 

Nietzsche in the social sciences and philosophy. Som e greeted the new naturalism  (was there 
any room  left  for the supernatural?)  with terror and dism ay. Others, undaunted, believed that  
it  m arked the end of old tyrannies by the church and other authoritar ian inst itut ions and the 

beginning of a new freedom . To call the nam es of Ferdinand Christ ian Baur, Herm ann Gunkel, 
David Friedrich St rauss, and Julius Wellhausen is to recall form idable biblical scholars who 

becam e purveyors of the new scient ific spir it  that  challenged the axiom s of biblical 
t radit ionalism  and  
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opened up excit ing, if disturbing, new approaches to an understanding of scr ipture. By 1900, 
every t radit ional Christ ian doct r ine had been subjected to a devastat ing review in terms of the 

new, non-biblical knowledge- from  cosm ology to eschatology, from  the Bible as the literally 
inerrant  locus of revelat ion to the Church as a divine inst itut ion am ong m en.1  

Nor is it  to be forgot ten that  the t im e was one of social as well as intellectual upheaval. The 
disast rous Civil War, of recent  m em ory, was followed by social turbulence. The ordered society 

of New England was disrupted by the daily arr ivals of imm igrants from  Europe looking for a 
new life but  often caught  in ethnic st r ife in the cit ies where they set t led. Powerful polit ical 

bosses and business robber barons held sway, but  workers were r ising in st ruggle to organize 
for the protect ion of their own r ights in a developing indust r ial society.  

I n such a society the organizat ion of a group of teachers and clergy dedicated to classical 
learning, specifically learning focused on the literature of the Bible, went  unnot iced except  for 
the corporal's guard of those who enlisted. Such gatherings of gent le folk who hoped among 

other things to belie the Am erican im age abroad and show them selves to be suitably educated 
pat rons of culture and learning had becom e popular in the earlier part  of the century. These 
societ ies, as they were term ed, were usually com posed of scholars of independent  m eans, 



scient ists, and am ateurs who enjoyed com m on interests of learning and who shared their 
v iews with a larger public, as in the fam ous lyceums where Ralph Waldo Em erson and Henry 

David Thoreau lectured. Out  of these emerged esoteric groups more specialized and academ ic 
and rest r icted to professional scholars. Adm ission to these associat ions carr ied the m inim um  

requirem ent  of enrollm ent  in a graduate sem inar, itself inspired by the Germ an university 
system. Pride of place was accorded the Am erican Philosophical Society, founded in 1743, The 
Am erican Ant iquarian Society began to meet  in 1812;  the num ismat ists organized in 1858 and 

the venerable Am erican Oriental Society, colleague of the Society of Biblical Literature and 
Exegesis, held its first  m eet ing in 1842. I n the post ' Civil War period one followed upon 

another:  the Am erican Philological Associat ion, 1869;  the Am erican Social Science Associat ion, 
1869;  the Archaeological I nst itute of America, 1879;  the Modern Language Associat ion, 1883;  

and the Am erican Historical Society in 1884.  

I n short  order these newly organized associat ions began to publish scholarly journals in 
keeping with m odels set  by the European societ ies, thus entering the ongoing debate of 
problem s of scholarship in their respect ive disciplines. A few exam ples will suffice. The 

Transact ions of the Am erican Philological Associat ion began publicat ion in 1869 and 
the Journal in 1880.  

1 David L. Dungan, "The Present  State of the SBL and the History of American Biblical 
I nterpretat ion,"  an unpublished paper read at  the one hundred and fourth annual 

meet ing of the SBL, 1968.  
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The form er year saw the init ial publicat ion of the Journal of the Am erican Social Science 

Associat ion.The Society of Biblical Archaeology began to publish its Proceedings in 1878. The 
Transact ions of the Modern Language Associat ion appeared in 1884;  the Papers of the 

Am erican Histor ical Associat ion in 1886;  the Philosophical Review  in 1892;  and the Am erican 

Journal of Theology  in 1897. I nto this dist inguished com pany, the Journal of Biblical Literature 

and Exegesis made its ent rance in 1881. Not  only did these journals give a new recognit ion to 
the Am erican scholar;  they also shaped the direct ions of research in their fields and profoundly 

influenced the character of sem inary and university scholarship and inst ruct ion.  

Origins and Early Years 

Sources for a knowledge of the preparat ion and early meet ings of the first  inter-school 
associat ion for biblical studies- to be known as the Society of Biblical Literature and Exegesis2-
are scanty, confined largely to the records of the Council and the annual m eet ings. I t  appears 

that  Frederic Gardiner of Berkeley Divinity School in Middletown, Connect icut , init iated 
conversat ions with Philip Schaff and Charles Augustus Briggs of Union Theological Sem inary in 

New York about  the need for such a group. The outcom e was a prelim inary m eet ing held in 
Schaff's study in New York City on the second of January, 1880, " to take into considerat ion 
the form at ion of a Society for the prom ot ion of study in Biblical Literature and Exegesis." 3 

Eight  persons at tended. I n addit ion to Gardiner, Schaff,  and Briggs there were Daniel Raynes 
Goodwin of the Episcopal Divinity School in Philadelphia, Charles Short  of Colum bia University, 

Jam es St rong of Drew Theological Sem inary, and two pastors, Jacob I . Mom bert  of Passaic, 
New Jersey, and E. A. Washburn of New York City. There were older study groups, such as the 

Harvard Biblical Club, already in existence, but  this was the first  associat ion of teachers and 
clergy on an inter-school and inter-confessional basis. Though based in the Northeast  for 
m any years, it  would early widen its m em bership geographically and denom inat ionally.  

The group drew up a prelim inary list  of seventeen persons to be invited into membership, 
appointed Gardiner, Briggs, Short , and St rong to const itute a com m it tee to plan the first  

m eet ing on 4 June and to draft  a const itut ion and by- laws to be presented at  that  meet ing. I n 



a let ter to Briggs, writ ten several weeks later, Gardiner observed that  the by- laws, evident ly 
his work, were adaptat ions of those of the Am erican Oriental Society. I ndicat ive of Gardiner 's 
interest  in drawing conservat ive scholars into the discussion, the Middletown scholar noted his 

efforts to enlist  into m em bership Princeton professors C. A. Aiken, W. H. Green, Charles W. 
Hodge (chief figure in  

2 Also referred to as the SBL. The original t it le was shortened in 1962 to the Society 
of Biblical Literature.   

3 See Appendix I ,  Manuscript  Record of the Prelim inary Meet ing, 2 January 1880.  

3 
 

Protestant  scholast icism , the conservat ive theologian alleged to have said, "a new idea never 
or iginated in Princeton") , and Jam es F. McCurdy. McCurdy accepted only to withdraw 

subsequent ly. I n May, the announcem ent  was sent  to a list  of thirty- five persons who had 
signified their  interest  in joining:   

The first  m eet ing of the Society of Biblical Literature and Exegesis will be held in New 
York at  the study of Rev. Dr. Washburn, Rector of Calvary Church, 103 East  21st  St ., 
N.Y. on Friday, June 4th at  2 p.m . for the purpose of organizat ion and of the reading 
and discussion of papers. Frederic Gardiner, sect . pro tem . (C. A. Briggs, Let ters V. 

# 1206, 408)   

Eighteen persons at tended the first  m eet ing of the Society on 4 and 5 June (see figure 1) .4 
They adopted a const itut ion and by- laws (which curiously om it ted any statem ent  of purpose) , 

elected officers, and heard Philip Schaff read a paper ( "The Pentecostal and the Corinthian 
Glossolalia") , engaged in spir ited discussion of five other papers, and adjourned unt il the next  

m eet ing on 30 Decem ber. Goodwin, form er provost  of the University of Pennsylvania, was 
chosen to head the new organizat ion. St rong, who was later to edit  the Exhaust ive 

Concordance of the Bible (1895) , was named vice-president . Gardiner, who had been 
tem porary secretary, becam e cont inuing secretary, and C. A. Briggs, stout  advocate of the 

new biblical science and partner with Francis Brown and Sam uel Rolles Driver in the 
m onum ental Hebrew and English Lexicon of the Old Testam ent , was nam ed t reasurer. A 

council of nine- the officers and Ezra Abbot , George E. Day, Tim othy Dwight , Charles Short , 
and E. A. Washburn-served as a steering com m it tee.5  

By the end of the year the fledgling Society ambit iously prom ised the publicat ion of the 
proceedings and summaries of the papers in booklet  form  (which appeared in 1881)  and 

boasted a m em bership of forty- five. I n the earliest  years the only cr iterion for m em bership 
that  was defined, beyond a com m on interest  in biblical studies, was the quality of the 

candidate's "exeget ical writ ings,"  though this was never r igidly enforced. An init iat ion fee of 
five dollars ent it led the new m em ber to all the r ights and privileges, and annual dues of three 
dollars kept  one in good standing and insured receipt  of any publicat ions that  were produced.  

A year later the Journal was launched, published by Secretary Gardiner and Treasurer Briggs, 
who were given direct ions " to pr int  the papers read at  the June meet ing (1881)  in full and 
those of the Decem ber m eet ing as far as the funds would allow."  6 That  pledge to publish 

papers in full was taken  

4 See Appendix I ,  Manuscript  Record of the Prelim inary Meet ing, 2 January 1880.  
5 The proceedings and abst racts for the first  two m eet ings 4-5 June 1880 and 30 

Decem ber 1880, were printed and dist r ibuted in pam phlet  form  but  were not  
included in the first  volume of the Journal in 1881. They were reprinted in the 

sem icentennial volum e (50 [ 1931]  xxiv-xlix) . A collat ion with Gardiner 's records, 



however, reveals variants.  
6 See further chapter VI I I . 
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seriously. Ezra Abbot 's text -cr it ical study of Rom ans 9: 5, read at  the fourth m eet ing, ran to 
sixty-seven pages in the first  volum e of the Journal!   

Membership  

A perusal of the roster of scholars who joined the Society in the first  ten years reveals som e 
interest ing aspects of its growth and m akeup. Fam iliar nam es in the history of Am erican 
biblical and histor ical scholarship appear before their reputat ions have been established. 

I nternat ionally known Syriac scholar I saac H. Hall became a member in 1880. At  the third 
meet ing in 1881, Henry Preserved Sm ith of Lane Theological Sem inary was a guest , joining 

the m em bership at  the next  m eet ing. We read of William  Rainey Harper of the Bapt ist  
Theological Sem inary of Morgan Park (Chicago) , adm it ted at  the fifth m eet ing in 1882. 

Conservat ives were st rengthened when Benjam in B. Warfield of Allegheny Sem inary accepted 
m em bership (1882) . George Foot  Moore, teaching at  Andover Theological Sem inary at  the 

t ime, joined in 1883 and exercised decisive leadership in the Society. When the decision was 
m ade in 1889 to create a new leadership post , to be term ed corresponding secretary, with 

responsibilit y for program  planning and chair ing a commit tee to edit  and publish the Journal,  
the Council chose Moore for the post . Over the next  six years he was to br ing his scholarly and 

editor ial gifts to the service of the Journal and the Society. That  sam e year also brought  into 
the group Ernest  DeWit t  Burton, a m an dest ined to play a decisive role with Harper in the 

fam ed "Chicago School."  The cast  of characters act ive in the following years extends to include 
other well-known personalit ies:  Jam es Rendel Harr is of Balt im ore;  Caspar R. Gregory of 

Leipzig;  Shailer Mathews of Colby College;  Nathaniel Schmidt  of Ham ilton, New York;  
Benjam in W. Bacon of Lym e, Connect icut . The list  const itutes a Who's Who in Am erican 

biblical studies.  

College, university, and sem inary facult ies were represented from  the beginning. Half of the 
init ial group of thir ty- five were European t rained in such universit ies as Berlin, Halle, and 

Tübingen. Through them  Germ an biblical science m ade its first  im pact  on Am erican 
scholarship and teaching.  

Considering the st rong regional character of the organizat ion it  is surprising to note the 
geographical spread of the m em bership in these early years. I n the second year, the Reverend 

Canon Maurice S. Baldwin of Mont real enlisted in the ranks, the first  Canadian in a Society 
that  was increasingly to represent  North Am erican scholarship. At  the init ial m eet ing a paper 
prepared by the Reverend Robert  Hutcheson of Washington, I owa, was read posthum ously. 
The cit ies of Cincinnat i, Chicago, Balt im ore, Nashville, Om aha, Denver, Pasadena, Oberlin, 
Mont real, Toronto, Leipzig, Osaka were represented by 1890, and the range widened in the 

next  decade. Meet ing places, of course, were centered in the Northeast  but  were not  yet  
localized to New York City. Jewish scholarship is first  represented by Rabbis  
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Marcus Jast row, Gustav Got theil,  and his son Richard J. H. Got theil who joined in 1886, 
However, at tendance at  the sem iannual m eet ings in June and Decem ber was drawn from  

members living in the Northeast , averaging twenty.  

An art icle in the revised const itut ion of 1889 provided for the elect ion of honorary members 
outside the United States and Canada "dist inguished for their at tainm ents as Biblical scholars."  



Two years later, at  the twenty-second m eet ing in 1891, the first  group was chosen.7 Named 
were William  Sanday, Oxford;  Charles John Ellicot t , Bishop of Gloucester and Bristol;  Brooke 

Foss Westcot t , Bishop of Durham ;  Thom as Kelly Cheyne, Oxford;  Bernhard Weiss, Berlin, 
Frédéric Godet , Neuchâtel;  Carl Paul Caspari,  Christ iania (Oslo) ;  August  Dillm ann, Berlin;  

Eberhard Schrader, Berlin;  and Abraham  Kuenen, Leiden.  

Through the Society's first  century the widening list  of honorary m em bers included the m ost  
creat ive and influent ial European scholars devoted to the study of ancient  Near Eastern, 
biblical,  and late Rom an literature. They were front ier people whose work substant ially 

advanced research in the field. Except  for special occasions, never m ore than two were chosen 
each year, and for long st retches of t im e there were no nom inat ions or elect ions. St rained 

relat ions between the Old World and the New account  for the fact  that  none was chosen from  
1913 to 1922 or from  1943 to 1945. I n acknowledgment  of their elect ion, some members 

prepared art icles which were published in the Journal,  notably Karl Budde of Marburg, elected 
in 1898, who subm it ted nine cont r ibut ions over a period of years. He also provided invaluable 
assistance in the print ing of the Journal in Germany (1913-1934) , especially during the war 

years.  

The Journal records the passing of some of the first  leaders. The 1884 meet ing in Hart ford 
m em orialized Ezra Abbot  as "one of the founders of the Society,"  and Charles Short  was 

m ourned in 1886. Frederic Gardiner, who seem s to have been the prim e m over of the Society, 
had served faithfully as its first  secretary unt il ill health forced his resignat ion in 1883, but  four 

years later he was elected the second president . He presided at  the im portant  nineteenth 
meet ing in 1889 where significant  const itut ional changes were made that  added the category 

of honorary m em bers, divided the secretary's office into two parts (corresponding and 
recording) , authorized the form at ion of regional groupings, and established an annual address 
by the president . A month later Gardiner was dead. The memorial resolut ion, adopted at  the 

December m eet ing, acknowledged his influent ial role in the bir th and earliest  years of the 
Society. "Professor Gardiner was one of the original m em bers of the Society. I n fact , it  was he 
who first  suggested it ,  and who was chiefly inst rumental in br inging together, June 4, 1880, in 

New York, the gent lem en who com pleted the organizat ion" (JBL 9 [ 1890]  vi8) . He  

7 See Appendix I I ,  Honorary Mem bers. 
8 Hereafter references to the Journal will include volume, date, and page.
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was not  the m ost  excit ing teacher, according to the reports of som e of his students, nor was 
he renowned as an em inent  scholar am ong his peers, though he cont r ibuted nine art icles and 
notes to the early volum es of the Journal.  But  he was adept  in organizat ional m at ters and he 

persisted stubbornly in t ransform ing a plan for scholar ly exchange into a st ructure. The 
Society is his lengthened shadow. I n Christ  Church, Gardiner, Maine, his ancest ral hom e, a 

stained glass window given in 1920 by his m issionary daughter Henriet ta m em orializes 
Gardiner 's life as a teacher and priest  (see figure 2) . He is buried in the fam ily lot  in the 

adjacent  yard. Oddly enough, surviving members of his fam ily, when interviewed, had no 
knowledge of his relat ionship with the Society. But  then, in those days it  was a sm all circle of 

professional fr iends get t ing together to discuss their work in a rector 's study or in a classroom . 
Cont ract ing with Loews-Anatole Hotel in Dallas for a centennial m eet ing was beyond the 

im aginat ion of Society mem bers at  that  t im e.  

Gardiner 's long- t im e fr iend and colleague, Daniel Raynes Goodwin, survived him  by less than 
a year;  he died on 16 March 1890. A fellow Mainer and Episcopal pr iest , Goodwin was the first  

president  of the Society. He cont r ibuted to the pages of the Journal ten notes reflect ing his 
philological interests. Beginning his teaching career at  Bowdoin College as the successor to his 
form er teacher Henry Wadsworth Longfellow, Goodwin taught  modern languages, m oral and 

intellectual philosophy, apologet ics, and system at ic divinity. A lifelong cham pion of the 



hum anit ies, he fought  unsuccessfully to prevent  the establishm ent  of a faculty in science at  
the University of Pennsylvania while he was provost  (1860-1868) , Histor ian and philologist -

Gardiner and Goodwin together sym bolize the dom inant  concerns of the Society to the present  
day. Eleven of the first  group of thir ty- five were living in 1910, and one, David G. Lyon (1852-

1935)  lived to celebrate the sem icentennial anniversary of the Society in 1930.  

The next  decade int roduced a num ber of younger scholars to the work of the Society. Am ong 
them  som e nam es appear that  are well known to later generat ions:  George A. Barton, who 

taught  at  Bryn Mawr College;  Cyrus Adler from  the Johns Hopkins University;  Frank 
Cham berlain Porter from  Yale Divinity School;  Charles Cut ler Torrey, who taught  at  Andover 

Sem inary;  Jam es Hardy Ropes from  Harvard;  Charles Foster Kent  from  Brown;  Jam es E. 
Fram e, Arthur C. McGiffert , William  Adam s Brown, and Julius A. Bewer from  Union in New 

York;  Walter Rauschenbusch from  Rochester;  and Shailer Mathews and Edgar J. Goodspeed 
from  Chicago. A few women braved the m ale ranks;  the first  was Anna Ely Rhoads, who with a 

m aster 's degree from  Bryn Mawr joined in 1894. Two years later she was joined by Rebecca 
Corwin, who taught  at  Mount  Holyoke College, and in 1898 by Mary E. Woolley of Wellesley, 

later president  of Mount  Holyoke College. Em ilie Grace Briggs, a graduate of Union Theological 
Sem inary in New York and the daughter of Charles A. Briggs, was accepted into m em bership  
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in 1897 and Elizabeth Hall of Brooklyn joined the following year. During this period wom en 
were only beginning to enter graduate and theological schools, and consequent ly few were 

t rained as biblical scholars. Most  of those who were so t rained found em ploym ent  in women's 
colleges.9  

The passing of Philip Schaff in 1893 was mourned by innumerable people, especially his 
colleagues in the Society, am ong whom  he was known as a prolific writer, a devoted scholar 

and teacher, and a founding m em ber. The m em orial resolut ion adopted at  the twenty-seventh 
meet ing in 1894 concluded:  "We make grateful ment ion, also, of the kind offices of Dr. Schaff,  
at  the very incept ion of the Society. His nam e stands on the first  page of our book of records-

the first  name found there;  and we shall always hold it  in affect ionate rem em brance" (13 
[ 1894]  iv) . The great  Swiss scholar was one of a rem arkable succession whose m igrat ions to 

North Am erica have profoundly influenced and enriched the social and scholar ly life of the 
Society.  

Program s and St ructure 

From  the outset , the st ructure of the Society was flexible and funct ional, reflect ing the 
changing interests and m oods of the m em bers -  at  least  if the frequent  alterat ions of the 

const itut ion m ay be taken as a sign. Within the first  decade, revisions were m ade in no fewer 
than five m eet ings. At  the twelfth m eet ing in 1885, the growing tasks of record keeping 

prom pted a decision to allocate fifty dollars annually " to be paid to the Secretary and the sam e 
am ount  to the Treasurer."  But  the act ion was rescinded abrupt ly four years later with 

explanat ion left  to the fancies of future readers of the Journal.  (However, the two secretar ies 
were reim bursed for t ravel expenses.)  The first  pr inted t reasurer 's report  listed a cash balance 

of $281.12 on hand 2 June 1887 and liabilit ies of $302.80;  thus did the Society share the 
plight  of m ost  academ ic associat ions. I ntellectual st im ulat ion is seldom  accom panied by fiscal 

solvency.  

After analyzing the content  of the first  ten years of the JBL,  Thom as H. Olbr icht  observed that  
the principal focus of the art icles was philological study. One notes also, however, text  cr it ical 
cont r ibut ions such as those of Abbot  and Dwight , br iefings about  new m anuscripts by I saac H. 

Hall and J. Rendel Harr is, and some interest  in the newest  invest igat ive discipline applied to 
the study of ant iquity, nam ely, archaeology. From  1882 on a place was reserved in the 

program  for br ief notes on part icular texts and reports of recent  significant  literature and 



research, and archaeological m at ters were often taken up in this period. I n the twelfth 
m eet ing in 1885 William  H. Ward reported on the Am erican Oriental Society's "Wolfe 

Expedit ion,"  which had surveyed sites in Marash, Mosul, Khorsabad,  

9 See further Dorothy C. Bass, "Women's Studies and Biblical Studies:  An Historical 
Perspect ive,"  Journal for the Study of the Old Testam ent  22 (1982)  6-12.   
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Nemrûd, Baghdad in southern Babylonia, studying and photographing bas- reliefs, inscript ions, 
fr iezes, colossal lions and altars. The expedit ion was endorsed officially by the Society at  that  
meet ing. At  the fourteenth meet ing in 1887 Francis Brown read a paper ent it led "Ur Kasdîm,"  

discussing cr it ical inquir ies about  the locat ion.  

Many of the papers disclose conservat ive to m oderate posit ions with reference to cr it ical study 
of the scriptures. Edwin C. Bissell concluded his paper, "The I ndependent  Legislat ion of 

Deuteronom y,"  with this observat ion:   

The reasoning employed in this paper, to show the independent  legislat ion of 
Deuteronomy is Mosaic, bears with equal force against  the theory that  it  has 

undergone any special revision, in a period subsequent  to Moses. There is neither in 
form , spir it ,  or language, any valid evidence whatever of any such revision in the 

series of laws we have passed under review. (3 [ 1883]  89)   

M. J. Cram er argued for the Pauline authorship of the Pastorals (7 [ 1887]  3-32)  and Frederic 
Gardiner concluded that  Mat thew wrote the Logia in Aram aic, caused it  to be t ranslated into 

Greek, and added the narrat ive in Greek (9 [ 1890]  16) . George A. Barton took a m ore 
caut ious stand in his paper, "Ashteroth and Her I nfluence in the OT."  He wrote, "The cr it ical 
analysis of the OT is of too recent  or igin for its theories to have been proved or disproved to 
the sat isfact ion of all scholars. & The part  of scholarship, as of faith, is to work and wait , to 

seek for fact , but  not  to dogm at ize" (10 [ 1891]  73) .  

But  other voices spoke too. C. A. Briggs dealt  with the discr im inat ing use of the argum ent  e 

silent io (3 [ 1883]  3� 21) . Benjam in W. Bacon published the first  part  of a four-sect ion study, 
"JE in the Middle Books of the Pentateuch" (9 [ 1890]  161-200) . At  the t ime he was in his 

second and last  pastorate, but  he was already an enthusiast ic advocate of Germ an 
Pentateuchal cr it icism . His paper reveals his skill in ut ilizing the new approach to an 

understanding of the docum ents in their historical developm ent , som ething not  found at  Yale 
in his student  days in the early eight ies. The same volume of the Journal contains an art icle by 

George Foot  Moore, "Tat ian's Diatessaron and the Analysis of the Pentateuch,"  an ingenious 
com parison that  st rengthened the case for a docum entary analysis. The overall posit ion of the 

Society was im part ial, it  seem s, providing a forum  for the expression and cr it ique of diverse 
posit ions on the study of the scriptures (see figure 3) . I ncreasingly, however, the posit ion of 

the so-called higher cr it icism  won support . Germ an scholarship, a factor in the t raining of 
m any of the earliest  m em bers, inevitably prevailed, perhaps signaled by the earliest  statem ent  

of purpose in the 1884 revision of the const itut ion:  "The object  of the Society shall be to 
st im ulate the cr it ical study of the Scriptures by present ing, discussing, and publishing original 

papers on Biblical topics."   

Som e of these scholars published m ore cont roversial papers in contem porary intellectual 
journals such as the Andover Review,  the Unitar ian  
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Review ,  the Presbyterian Quarter ly,  the Hebrew Student ,  Hebraica,  Proceedings of the Society 

of Biblical Archaeology, and Bibliotheca Sacra.  George Day founded Theological Eclect ic,  which 
later m erged with Bibliotheca Sacra,  " to furnish the Am erican clergy with select ions from  the 

best  foreign periodical literature at  the lowest  possible cost ."  Gardiner and several others were 
involved in the Schaff project  of t ranslat ing and expanding the m ult ivolum e Com m entary on 

the Holy Scriptures:  Crit ical, Doct r inal, and Hom ilet ical (1844-1859) , edited by John Peter 
Lange, which for the first  t ime ut ilized extensively readings from  the newly discovered Codex 
Sinait icus. Charles Short  and twelve other m em bers served on the Am erican Com m it tee for 

Revision of the Am erican Version, led by Philip Schaff,  which produced the Revised Version of 
the Bible with Apocrypha in 1895. The NT, which appeared in 1881, was greeted with a 

phenom enal public response. I t  has been est im ated that  alm ost  three m illion copies of the 
Revised New Testam ent  were sold in England and Am erica in the first  year of its publicat ion. 
Scholarly interest  in the revision is reflected in the cr it ical notes read and published by the 
Society members (see 4 [ 1884] , 5 [ 1885] , 7 [ 1887] ) . A proposal to consider publishing an 
Am erican Standard Edit ion of the Revised Bible by the Society was made by R. P. Stebbins, 

but  nothing cam e of it .   

St ructural and program  changes in the last  years of the century affected the Society in several 
respects. The twenty-eighth meet ing in 1894, held at  the University of Pennsylvania, was the 
init ial at tem pt  of the Society to hold its m eet ings joint ly with other societ ies dedicated to the 

hum anit ies (see figure 4) . Billed as a "Congress of Am erican Philologists,"  the program  
provided for som e com m on sessions involving the Am erican Oriental Society, Am erican 

Philological Associat ion, Modern Language Associat ion, Am erican Dialect  Society, Spelling 
Reform  Associat ion ( ! ) , and the Archaeological I nst itute of Am erica. At  one of the joint  
meet ings addresses were given by Society members William  H. Ward and Herm an V. 

Hilprecht . I t  is interest ing to note how often such joint  m eet ings were held in the early years 
with opportunit ies for plenary sessions as well as divisional m eet ings. I n 1900 the University 

of Pennsylvania again convened a "Congress of Philological and Archaeological Societ ies"  made 
up of the sam e seven associat ions. I n general m eet ings, papers were read by George Foot  

Moore and Paul Haupt , represent ing the Society. I n 1912, 1915, 1917, and 1918, joint  
m eet ings were held with the Archaeological I nst itute of Am erica and several other 

associat ions.  

Later it  would becom e a regular pract ice for the Society to m eet  in conjunct ion with its sibling 
societ ies, the Nat ional Associat ion of Biblical I nst ructors (NABI , later AAR)  and the Am erican 

Schools of Oriental Research. Moreover, in its early years the Society valued highly the 
cult ivat ion of other relat ionships in the sphere of the hum anit ies. SBL m em bership in the 

Am erican Council of Learned Societ ies began in 1929.  

From  1897 on, sem iannual m eet ings were abandoned for annual m eet ings. I t  was proving 
difficult  to arrange double programs, and the costs of  
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t ravel and lodging, borne ent irely by the individual m em bers, rest r icted at tendance. These 
pract ices, it  must  be rem embered, obtained in the days before the greening of Am erica and 
inst itut ional support  of scholars in return for som e token form  of program  part icipat ion. But  

the record offers no rat ionale. I t  sim ply reports the Council's recom m endat ion, with the 
consent  of the m eet ing, to hold one session of the Society annually for two days at  the 

Christm as holidays. The pat tern was fixed unt il the reorganizat ion of 1970.  

The revised const itut ion of 1889 made provision for the establishment  of regional groups of 
Society m em bers, with the consent  of the Council.  At  the twenty-second m eet ing in June 

1891, it  was announced that  a Chicago Sect ion, as these groups were to be called, had been 
recognized. For reasons undisclosed, the independent -m inded Midwesterners voted a year and 
a half later to reorganize as a fully autonom ous society for biblical research. Thus the Chicago 



Society of Biblical Research, which was to exert  a leading influence on the American scene, 
came into being. Not  unt il 1936 was an official Midwest  Sect ion of the SBL organized.  

Archaeology  

This period in the Society's history was m arked by a m ajor developm ent  with far- reaching 
consequences for its life and work. I n view of what  was happening in archaeological research-

recall the work of C. Clerm ont -Ganneau, C. R. Conder and H. H. Kitchener, W. M. Flinders 
Pet r ie, F. J. Bliss and R. A. S. Macalister in the prelim inary archaeological explorat ions in 
Palest ine, concurrent  with B. P. Grenfell and A. S. Hunt  in Egypt - it  was inevitable that  the 

Society would soon becom e interested in the exam inat ion of the m aterial culture of Palest ine 
as well as the exegesis of texts. The init iat ive was provided by Joseph Henry Thayer's 

president ial address delivered at  the twenty-ninth meet ing at  Hart ford Theological Seminary 
13 June 1895. Discussing the histor ical element  in the NT, Thayer made a st irr ing appeal for 

the establishm ent  of a School of Oriental Study and Research som ewhere in Palest ine m odeled 
after the Am erican School for Classical Studies in Athens. Acknowledging the earlier at tempt  
to do som ething sim ilar in Beirut  and an earlier proposal of Henry H. W. Hulbert ,  Thayer put  
the quest ion, "Shall the count rym en of Robinson and Thom son, Lynch and Merr ill,  Eli Sm ith 
and Van Dyck look on unconcerned? Shall a Society, organized for the express purpose of 

st im ulat ing and diffusing a scholarly knowledge of the Sacred Word, rem ain seated with folded 
hands, taking no part  or lot  in the m at ter?" Calling for financial support  by leading sem inaries 
across the count ry, Thayer predicted that  " for two thousand or twenty- five hundred dollars, 

annually, it  is believed that  m odest  but  adequate accom m odat ions for the School can be 
secured, and a suitable Director."  

The im passioned appeal won enthusiast ic approval by the delegat ion. A com m it tee of twenty-
nine was appointed to draft  a plan for a School of  
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Oriental Study and Research "at  Beirut  or other convenient  place in the Bible lands."  The plan 
was then circulated am ong a num ber of theological and other inst itut ions of learning. The 

response in August  was encouraging and a year later a m ore detailed plan for the 
establishment  had been prepared and was circulated more broadly. That  plan, further refined, 
becam e the substance of the st ructural form  for the new school. At  the June m eet ing in 1896 

the Society endorsed a series of resolut ions that  called for a resident  director, one or m ore 
associate directors, and students who were sem inary graduates selected on a com pet it ive 

basis for a year 's residence. The plan further called for a board of m anagers, consist ing of five 
m em bers of the Society and supervised by a board of councilors, fift y in num ber. I t  rem ained 

only to t ransform  the concept  into reality.10 Fund raising began in earnest .  

I n 1898, the Society responded to a proposal by the Archaeological I nst itute of Am erica to 
enter into an alliance that  m ade the president  of the I nst itute a m em ber of the board of 

m anagers and the chairm an of that  board. Two years later enough support  had been secured 
to begin operat ions. The const itut ion had been approved, and C. C. Torrey had accepted the 

post  of resident  director. The good offices of SBL mem ber Selah Merr ill,  U.S. consul in 
Jerusalem  at  the t im e, had found space in the Grand New Hotel form erly occupied by 

representat ives of the Brit ish Palest ine Explorat ion Fund. Twenty inst itut ions and thir teen 
individuals had pledged support  and const ituted the board of councilors. James B. Nies of 

Brooklyn was authorized to begin excavat ion of the ancient  city of Sam aria. He reported that  
except  for Jerusalem , a sm all sect ion of Tell el-Hesi, and " four 'unim portant ' sites,"  scarcely 
anything had been done in excavat ing the biblical period in Palest ine. He est im ated that  95 

percent  of the work rem ained to be done. St rongly funded excavat ions could be m ounted in a 
num ber of important  sites. I t  was an auspicious way to enter a new century.11  

I ssues 



The proceedings and t ransact ions of any society are often bland and frequent ly boring to the 
reader in another age. They tell us m uch about  what  is of no im portance to us and lit t le of 

what  is. The official records of our Society, let  it  be adm it ted, offer no except ion to that  
observat ion. A form  crit ical analysis of the genre discloses that  it  is singularly ster ile in 
furnishing the reader with clues about  the cultural context  in which it  originated. I f it  is 

precarious to reconst ruct  the concerns and act ivit ies of the early church by an analysis of the 
Wundergeschichten of the Gospels, it  is no less im possible to understand the biblical-

theological cont roversies of the years between 1870 and 1900 by  

10 See "Const itut ion of the American School for Oriental Study and Research in 
Palest ine,"  20 (1901)  iv-vii,  the legislat ive form  of a series of resolut ions rat ified by 

the Society in 1896.  
11 A full account  of the history of the ASOR has been prepared by Philip J. King of 

Boston College and is in press.
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reading on, beside, and behind the lines of Journal art icles and m inutes of the t im e. I s this 
because the Society was made up prim arily of moderates and fence-st raddlers on the issues 

posed by the new cr it icism ? I s the silence explainable in term s of a tolerance and m utual 
respect  for differences among academ ics, whereas the st ruggle was to the knife between 

church and academ y, even general public and academ y? We m ust  appeal to docum ents other 
than official papers to assess the nature of the cont roversy, gauge the bit ter and angry 

feelings, probe the issues, sift  the debris. Scholars like Charles A. Briggs, Henry Preserved 
Sm ith, Hinckley G. Mitchell,  and Arthur C. McGiffert  st r ide through the pages of the Journal,  

but  there are few int im at ions of how they excited the at tack of others, how they m et  it ,  and at  
what  cost .  

We have spoken earlier of the im pact  of European scient ific naturalism  upon Am erican life in 
the late nineteenth century, threatening the humdrum normality of the ecclesiast ical and the 

secular com m unit ies. The world was perceived in a new way in the post -Darwinian period;  
new technologies brought  rapid growth and with it  preoccupat ion with m aterial standards of 

life. I n biblical studies, the r igorous analysis of the Pentateuch not  only offered a new 
understanding of the histor ical developm ent  of I srael and its life and literature;  it  also 

precipitated disturbing quest ions about  the nature, funct ion, and especially the authority of 
scr ipture. I t  was a cr isis m om ent  in the history of scholarship, and it  was unclear to m any 

whether it  was in fact  a m om ent  of t ruth or a release of the m ystery of lawlessness.  

With som e surprise we discover less fam iliar figures in the Society explaining and defending 
the new approach to the Bible in book, art icle, and address directed to their church bodies and 

the general public. Edward Y. Hincks, E. A. Washburn, Orello Cone, Frederic Gardiner, 
Nathaniel Schm idt  and others welcomed higher cr it icism  and shaped their  research by it .12 
Som e paid dearly for their  acceptance of the Pentateuchal theories of Wellhausen, Kuenen, 

and William  Robertson Sm ith. C. A. Briggs, H. P. Sm ith, and H. G. Mitchell were among them. 
Looking back in 1928, on the occasion of the death of Henry Preserved Sm ith, the Society 

could say, "They [ Briggs and Sm ith]  probably cont r ibuted m ore than any other single influence 
to the adopt ion by the great  m ajority of our American Scholars of the historical m ethod of 

research as applied to the study of the Scriptures" (47 [ 1929]  iv) .  

I n an inaugural lecture at  Union in 1891 Briggs, loyal to the Westm inster Confession but  a 
stout  advocate of higher cr it icism, contended that  he was closer to the or iginal Reform at ion 

faith than Am erican Presbyterianism . For  

12 For example, Edward Y. Hincks, Som e Tendencies and Results of Recent  NT Study 
(1901) ;  E. A. Washburn, "The Aim  and influence of Modern Biblical Crit icism ,"  



Princeton Review  (1879-80)  27-46;  Orello Cone, Gospel Crit icism  and Histor ical 

Christ ianity  (1891) ;  Frederic Gardiner, "The Bearing of Recent  Scient ific Thought  
Upon Theology,"  Bibliotheca Sacra 35 (1878)  46-75;  Nathaniel Schm idt , Biblical 

Crit icism  and Theological Belief (1897) .
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him  the real barr iers to the authority of the Bible were superst it ion, verbal inspirat ion, and 
inerrancy. A year earlier he and Princeton's redoubtable arch-conservat ive, Charles W. Hodge, 

had founded the Presbyter ian Review  as a forum  for discussion between old school and new 
school Presbyterianism. But  a storm  broke over Briggs� s inaugural lecture. The General 

Assembly vetoed his appointment . His young adm irer and defender, Henry Preserved Sm ith, 
cam e under at tack on the charge of violat ing the doct r ine of inerrancy. At  an ecclesiast ical t r ial 

in Novem ber 1892, Sm ith was found guilty of heresy. A gent le, refined, quiet  m an, he was 
deeply affected by the decision and carr ied his disappointm ent  and sorrow for the rest  of his 

life.13 His fr iend, George Foot  Moore, resigned from the Presbyterian Church in protest . Briggs 
him self was pronounced guilty of heresy by the General Assem bly of 1893, but  Union 

rescinded its agreem ent  with the church and gave Briggs full support .14  

A few years later, Hinckley G. Mitchell,  secretary of the Society from  1883 to 1889, published 
a book ent it led The World Before Abraham  (1901) . Convinced that  it  quest ioned the doct r ine 

of verbal inspirat ion, the Board of Bishops of the Methodist  Episcopal Church refused to 
confirm  his posit ion at  Boston University.15 Tufts University then offered him  a teaching post , 
which he gratefully accepted. These punit ive m easures have rem ained an em barrassm ent  to 

both denom inat ions over the years. I n each case it  was a m an of faith who was intent  on 
serving the church as well as enact ing faithfully through teaching and research a resolute 

com m itm ent  to t ruth.  

I n expelling these scholars in the interest  of safeguarding the "purity of the many,"  the 
religious com m unity only im poverished itself. Church or synagogue m ust  be held to account  

for disciplinary act ions of this sort . I t  m ay be, however, that  the Society itself is also culpable 
for cont inuing to evade the basic issue at  stake in the whole cont roversy, namely, the quest ion 

of the authority of scr ipture. The Society is a pluralist ic group, with som e m em bers viewing 
them selves as invest igat ive reporters endeavoring to reconst ruct  the or igin and growth of the 

com plex and m ult iform  literature that  com prises the Bible and to perceive its role in the 
com m unit ies that  brought  it  to bir th. Others are prepared to assign a norm at ive character to 
the understandings of hum an life disclosed in these writ ings. But  these divergent  views have 

rarely been perm it ted to com e into dialogue within the program  of the Society, no doubt  
because it  has been thought  beneath academ ic dignity or a lapse into dogmat ic disputat ion. 

Quest ions vigorously exam ined and decent ly put  to rest  cont inue to experience a resurrect ion 
from  the dead. But  there is no textual  

13 His moving recollect ions of those difficult  days can be found in his book, A 

Heret ic� s Defense, a Footnote to History  (1926) .  
14 See Carl E. Hatch, The Charles A. Briggs Heresy Trial:  Prologue to Twent ieth-

century Liberal Protestant ism  (New York:  Exposit ion Press, 1969) .  
15 His own reflect ions on the unhappy experience are in his book, For the Benefit  of 

My Creditors (1922) .
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analysis, let  alone exegesis, without  presupposit ions and these as well as postsupposit ions 
require r igorous scrut iny and cr it icism  if work is to be done well.  



I I  

THE W I SDOM OF THE SCRI BE, 1 9 0 0 - 1 9 2 0  

Set t ing 

As a new century opened, the Society cont inued to conduct  its business and discussions in the 
fashion of other professional academ ic coteries, while the world around was changing rapidly. 
On the polit ical front , the nat ion surrendered its t radit ional cont inentalism  and em erged with a 
new im perialism . The acquisit ion of vast  new terr itories -  Alaska, the Hawaiian I slands, Puerto 

Rico, and the Philippines -  and intervent ion in the internal affairs of Cuba and Mexico 
confirm ed that  the young nat ion was an em erging world power. On the dom est ic front  a 

second indust r ial revolut ion resulted in huge indust r ial expansions and the r ise of a m onied 
aristocracy against  which the workers organized t rade unions to assert  and defend their r ights. 
The old individualism  was challenged as new collect ivism s em erged in the form  of the unions 

and the wom en's m ovem ent .  

The beginning of the twent ieth century was shadowed by the calam ity of pet ty wars, a portent  
of what  was soon to com e. I t  was a period when old polit ical foundat ions were shaken, Europe 

was caught  up in the m idst  of threats and rum ors of war, which finally precipitated into 
dreadful reality, and soon the United States, Canada, and others were drawn into a world-wide 

conflict  that  shat tered and rem ade nat ional groupings and realigned the system s of polit ical 
power. Academ ic inst itut ions and their intellectual societ ies watched with shock the collapse of 
rat ionalist ic liberalism  with its opt im ist ic doct r ines of hum an nature and evolut ional progress. 

Enlightenm ent  had to be reconceived.  

I t  was a cr isis in the history of civilizat ion, to be followed by st ill m ore earth-shaking events in 
what  turned out  to be a war- r idden century for a civilizat ion presumably come of age. The age 
of duchies and fiefs, pint -sized confederat ions and sovereign states, was com ing to an end and 

no one was certain what  would take its place.  

Membership 

At  the thir ty-seventh m eet ing in 1901, held at  Columbia University, the program included the 
reading and discussion of seventeen papers. The first  report , "The Am erican School in 

Palest ine,"  by the director, C. C. Torrey,  
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appeared in the Am erican Journal of Archaeology, Supplem ent  to volum e V. The school was 
secured by the support  of twenty-one inst itut ions. Mart in A. Meyer of Hebrew Union College 
had the dist inct ion of being the first  full- t im e student . And the Society mourned the death a 
m onth earlier of the one who had set  it  all in m ot ion, form er president  Joseph Henry Thayer.  

Som e notable nam es occur am ong those accepted into m em bership in the first  decade of the 
new century:  William Henry Paine Hatch, South Hart ford, NY;  Shir ley Jackson Case, New 

Haven;  Burton S. Easton, Nashotah Sem inary;  J. M. Powis Sm ith, University of Chicago. There 
were losses, too. The forty-second m eet ing in 1906 records the passing of William  Rainey 

Harper, president  of the University of Chicago, and notes his act ive part icipat ion in the Society 
from  1882 to his death. The m em orial resolut ion spoke of the phenom enal success of Harper 's 

enthusiasm  for the dissem inat ion of biblical learning among a wider public, part icular ly the 
fostering of language skills for reading the Hebrew Bible. He had prom oted correspondence 

schools and sum m er schools for the study of Hebrew;  the Am erican I nst itute of Sacred 
Literature at  one t im e served eight  thousand students. The m onthly bullet in, later a quarter ly, 



Hebraica,  extended inst ruct ion to over thir ty thousand subscribers. Francis Brown, R. J. H. 
Got theil, and H. P. Sm ith, who drafted the resolut ion, observed that  Harper "had always taken 

a warm  interest  in its [ the SBL]  work, and had, in at  least  one cr isis, done it  a very special 
service."  The 'special service' (whatever it  was)  was gratefully acknowledged.  

The year 1912 m arked the passing of a m an who had served the Society over m any years. 
Num bered am ong the ear liest  m em bers, Willis J. Beecher was elected secretary in 1884. He 
was st ill at  it  when he was nam ed president  in 1903 -  in all, nineteen years of service to the 
Society. Other founding m em bers who had m ade m ajor cont r ibut ions to the Society passed 

from  the ranks:  Charles A. Briggs (president  in 1890;  editor of the I nternat ional Crit ical 
Com m entary and a leading interpreter of Brit ish and Germ an scholarship, d. 1913) , Francis 

Brown (president  1889, d. 1916) , and Assyriologist  William  H. Ward (d. 1916) . I n the year the 
nat ion entered World War I  cam e word of the death of Caspar R. Gregory, a m em ber since 

1885. Am erican-born, a student  of Charles W. Hodge of Princeton, he had m ade Germ any his 
adopted count ry and was appointed professor at  the University of Leipzig in 1889.  

On the breaking out  of the present  war, although a man of 68, he enlisted in the 
m ilitary service of the count ry of his adopt ion, and died in bat t le three years later, at  

the age of 71. He was the greatest  cont r ibutor, am ong American born scholars, to 
the study of the New Testam ent  Text . (37 [ 1918]  iv)   

This was a poignant  statem ent  of a fr iendship that refused to subm it  to the hat red fostered by 
two great  count r ies officially at  war. The ranks of the founding mem bers were further thinned 

by the passing of Crawford H. Toy (d. 1919) , Hinckley G. Mitchell (d. 1920) , and Henry A. 
But tz (d. 1920) .  
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I t  is difficult  for us to com prehend at  this distance the fanat ical repudiat ion of Germ an culture 
and Germ an people that  developed in the United States during the war years:  the boycot t  of 

Germ an m usic and literature, the m indless hat red directed against  thousands of Germ an 
im migrants long set t led in the New World. I t  was a sorry distort ion generated by polit ical 

enm ity. I t  knew no social class but  m arked all levels of society, r ich and poor, educated and 
uneducated. Yet  the pages of the Journal reflect  none of it .   

On the eve of the war, the Society gathered for its forty-ninth m eet ing at  the Jewish 
Theological Sem inary in New York, heard addresses by two dist inguished Germ an scholars 

visit ing North Am erica:  Ernst  von Dobschütz and Arthur Ungnad. Von Dobschütz was one of 
three nam ed honorary m em bers that  year;  the others were Julius Wellhausen of Göt t ingen 

and Marie-Joseph Lagrange of Jerusalem . Wellhausen was then in his sevent ieth year;  he died 
in the year the arm ist ice brought  an end to the host ilit ies. No ment ion is m ade of the 

arm ist ice. Wellhausen's death is noted briefly in a m em orial resolut ion that  spoke of him  as 
" the m ost  br illiant  OT scholar of his generat ion" (38 [ 1919]  iii) .  I n the next  year the passing of 

Bernhard Weiss rem inded Am erican scholars "of the last ing obligat ions which our Am erican 
scholarship is under to Germ an scholarship and which the unhappy divisions of the past  five 

years should not  be perm it ted to efface" (39 [ 1920]  ii) .  Occasionally brief reports were 
brought  by eyewitnesses of the war as it  affected Jerusalem .  

The Journal cont inued to be printed in Germ any through the period of the war by the firm  of 
Haag-Drugulin in Leipzig. Early in the war the Council quest ioned this arrangem ent  but  no 

change was m ade. Delivery of the m aterial becam e m ore and m ore difficult ,  however;  volum e 
34 (1915)  was long delayed. I n the prelim inary not ice of the 1916 meet ing, Secretary James 

A. Montgom ery reported that  "a few copies of volum e 34 have m ade their way across the 
At lant ic, and it  is hoped that  in t im e all m em bers will secure their  copies."  To speed the 

process the first  two parts of volum e 35 (1916)  were printed in New Haven and dist r ibuted. 



Despite the inconvenience of long delays in the publicat ion of volum es in the postwar years 
(not  on schedule unt il 1923)  and slow delivery, which taxed the apologet ic skills of the editors, 

it  was the decision of the Society by a referendum  in 1920 to retain the Leipzig firm . The 
arrangement  cont inued unt il 1934.  

Program s 

The first  indicat ion of a venture into the polit ical sphere on the part  of the Society is found in 
the forty- fourth m eet ing in 1909. A resolut ion was fired off to the Ways and Means Com m it tee 

of Congress protest ing the duty im posed upon books in English of a scient ific and technical 
nature published abroad. I t  was argued that  they should be t reated no different ly from  foreign 

language books published abroad. With conscience aroused, they proceeded to join  
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other learned societ ies in request ing the t rustees of the Carnegie I nst itut ion of Washington to 
enlarge the num ber of their research grants in the fields of philology, archaeology, and ancient  

history.  

War or no war, the Society gave expression to a developing self-consciousness and a m anifest  
dest iny. The fifty- first  m eet ing in 1915 declared:  "Although our m eet ings have always been 

held on the At lant ic slope, m any of our m em bers reside in the inter ior, and a few on the Pacific 
coast ;  it  m ay fair ly be claim ed that  Am erican biblical scholarship as a whole is well 

represented within the ranks of the Society."  Pat ronizing but  affirmat ive!  Perhaps Secretary 
William  H. Cobb, ret ir ing after twenty- five years of cont inuous service, had in m ind the act ion 

of the Council at  the forty-seventh m eet ing when it  left  the t im e and place of the next  m eet ing 
with the Archaeological I nst itute of America to be arranged "provided the lat ter meet ing is 

held not  further west  than Washington, D.C."  Parochialism? Never. Well,  hardly ever.  

The earliest  m ent ion of an annual Conference of Biblical I nst ructors in Am erican Colleges and 
Preparatory Schools1 appears in the proceedings for  1915. This is the earliest  form  of the 
Nat ional Associat ion of Biblical I nst ructors (NABI ) , rechristened the Am erican Academ y of 
Religion in 1963. Actually these conferences, held annually in conjunct ion with the annual 

meet ing of the SBL, had begun in 1909 under the organizing leadership of I rving F. Wood of 
Sm ith College (SBL president  in 1927)  and I smar J. Peritz of the University of Syracuse. Peritz 

was the first  editor of the Journal of Bible and Religion,  which began publicat ion in 1932.  

Throughout  its history, the Associat ion/ Academ y has been closely related to the SBL. The two 
groups have held joint  annual m eet ings except for a br ief period from  1966 to 1969. There has 
always been a substant ial com m on m em bership in the two organizat ions, but  m em bers of the 
Academ y have resented the haughty at t itude som et im es m anifested by the parent  SBL in their  
relat ionships. Many m em bers of the SBL tended to regard the Academ y as a t rade union ( the 
earlier nam e suggested it )  rather than as a bona fide research or iented assem bly of scholars. 
With the t ransform at ion of the Associat ion into an Academ y and the widening of its scope of 

interest  to include the total field of religious studies, its m em bership in the Council on the 
Study of Religion in 1970, and its recent  (1979)  acceptance into the august  body of the 
Am erican Council of Learned Societ ies, the old sensit ivit ies and cr it icism s have begun to 
disappear. I n a 1973 "state of the nat ion" assessm ent  of m ajor im portance m arking the 

com plet ion of a six-year term  as execut ive secretary, Robert  W. Funk cited the reaffiliat ion of 
the AAR and SBL in 1970 on new terms as presaging a new era in biblical studies and 

envisioned "a new com ity arrangem ent  with AAR" to m ove together into a  

1 Also called the Conference of Biblical I nst ructors in Am erican Colleges and 
Secondary Schools.
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"study of religion in Western ant iquity"  that  would not  be lim ited to canonical literature 
(Bullet in of the CSR 4 [ 1973]  8-28) . Today the two organizat ions appear to be reconceiving 

their  roles in the study of religion as a hum anist ic enterprise legit im ate in its own r ight .  

From  the fast -m oving pen of Paul Haupt  of the Johns Hopkins University (SBL president  in 
1906)  cam e a steady st ream  of short  notes that  seasoned m any an annual meet ing and 
enlivened m any a page of the Journal.  Volume 36 alone contains sixteen notes;  in all he 

published seventy- five!  Each one was a substant ial and scholar ly study, though they often 
appeared under arrest ing and int r iguing headings. Such t it les as "Alcohol in the Bible,"  

"Crystal-Gazing in the OT,"  "Dolly and Buck-Tub in Ezekiel,"  "Four St rut ters,"  "Sam son and the 
Ass's Jaw" are am ong the m ore colorful, teasing the im aginat ion and invit ing the passerby in 

for tea and talk.  

Up to this point  program s had assum ed the form  of a scholarly variety show, a series of solo 
perform ances interspersed with applause by the audience in the form  of brief com m ents on 

the individual acts. Suddenly it  was decided to venture some group acts -  skits in show 
business parlance, sym posium s in academ ic circles. A sym posium  arranged for the fifty- third 

meet ing in 1917 was the first  of its kind. "Crit ical Method in the Study of the OT" was the topic 
addressed by George A. Barton, Kem per Fullerton, C. C. Torrey, A. T. E. Olm stead and Julian 

Morgenstern. I t  was evident ly a great  success, for it  was followed by a num ber of others in the 
ensuing years. A m odel was provided for other kinds of collaborat ive act ivity, and this has 

becom e the m ajor part  of program m ing style since 1970.2  

Marginal financial solvency cont inued to be a problem . At  the business m eet ing that  sam e year 
Treasurer George Dahl announced that  the Society would probably run into debt  during the 
com ing year. The Council was asked to consider ways and m eans of m eet ing the deficit .  On 

m ot ion it  was voted that  'the Recording Secretary [ Henry J. Cadbury]  should t ransfer his 
balance to the Treasurer."  Was his m odest  pocket  m oney sufficient  to m ake the difference, we 
wonder? Evident ly not , because in 1919 at  the fifty- fifth meet ing act ion was taken to raise the 
dues from  three dollars to five dollars and to abolish the init iat ion fee. But  the st ructure that  
had stood since 1880 rem ained intact , for a postcard ballot ing of the m em bership failed to 

support  the act ion. The econom ic woes cont inued.  

Archaeology  

Occasionally during the war years word was brought  about  the situat ion the School faced in 
Jerusalem . At  the fifty- third m eet ing in 1917, nine m onths after the United States had entered 

the war, Consul Glazebrook  

2 See Appendix I I I ,  Sym posium s and Collaborat ive Research. Symposium themes are 
significant  indicators of current  interests and t rends in scholarly research in the field.
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described condit ions in Jerusalem  when he left  not  long before its capture by General Edm und 
Allenby. But  the m ost  encouraging word was an announcem ent  that  the widow of Jam es B. 

Nies had m ade a gift  of fifty thousand dollars for a new building that  would serve as the 
perm anent  hom e of the School. I n an am endment  of the governance of the School in 1920 

Warren J. Moulton became the first  official SBL representat ive to serve on its execut ive 
com m it tee in addit ion to those on the board of m anagers. Through this period, the annual 

m eet ings of the Society cont inued to be held joint ly with the Archaeological I nst itute of 
Am erica.  



One of the unhappy situat ions that  disturbed the fellowship for several years was the so-called 
Peters-Hilprecht  cont roversy. John P. Peters (SBL president  in 1900)  had served as the 

director of the University of Pennsylvania's Babylonian expedit ion with Herm an V. Hilprecht  of 
the university 's faculty as staff Assyriologist . Hilprecht  succeeded to the leadership post  in the 
fourth expedit ion (1898-1900) , and from  1893 to 1910 he produced five volum es of cuneiform  

texts and inscript ions from  the tem ple library at  Nippur, a m onum ental and m odel 
achievem ent . I n a paper read before the Am erican Oriental Society in 1905 Peters, form erly 

professor of Hebrew at  the University of Pennsylvania, m ade charges against  Hilprecht  
concerning the m ethods of invest igat ion related to the m aterial from  the tem ple library and 

called upon the university t rustees to take appropriate act ion. I n part icular he contended that  
Hilprecht  had inaccurately assigned nine representat ive objects to excavat ions under his 

direct ion of a part icular sect ion in the tem ple com plex, described as the library, whereas in 
fact  they had been found by previous excavators or dug up in other parts of the Nippur 

m ound, thus br inging into quest ion his whole account  of the " library"  find. Further 
discrepancies were ident ified in the est im ate of the total num ber of tablets found and the 

number supposedly studied carefully. I n reply, Hilprecht  argued that  the objects depicted were 
actually found in the library.  

Though Peters called for a pr ivate invest igat ion to avoid a scandal, the t rustees published a 
com m it tee report  of a hearing held with Hilprecht  and Peters. The findings supported Hilprecht  
but  did not  sat isfy Peters and others who pressed the issue further. The Society was forced to 

respond to the situat ion when the Am erican Journal of Sem it ic Languages and Literatures 
published a let ter addressed to Hilprecht  by sixteen Am erican Orientalists (AJSLL 24/ 1 [ 1907]  
22-24) . I n light  of the charges, the Society at  its forty- third m eet ing in 1907 declared that  a 

com plete reply should be m ade in the Journal or elsewhere. Hilprecht  published a reply in the 
Journal (27 [ 1908]  93-98)  and called upon the t rustees of the university to perm it  him  to 

publish all the evidence, correspondence, and docum ents. Perm ission was granted and in the 
following year Hilprecht  presented his case in a book ent it led The So-Called Peters-Hilprecht  

Cont roversy.3 The proceedings for  

3 Peters's rejoinder to the book appeared in a pr ivately pr inted pamphlet  ent it led 
Hilprecht 's Answer  (New York, 1908) .
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the Decem ber m eet ing of the Society in 1908 note that  Corresponding Secretary Julius Bewer 
exhibited a copy of the book presented by the author. Nothing further is said in the Society's 
records. Presum ably the whole unhappy affair was soon forgot ten except  by the principals, 

who m ust  have borne its m arks for years to com e, though each cont inued to be held in high 
esteem  by his colleagues.4 This was som ething other than the sharp crossfire of scholarly 

debate over viewpoints that  is the nature of theory test ing in the academ ic forum . This was an 
academ ic heresy t r ial conducted in a public way and calculated to result  in loss for both sides 
by raising quest ions about  the integrity of the pr incipals. We can only hope that  the Society 

served a mediat ing and reconciling role between the two disaffected opponents.  

I ssues 

The journals and m eet ings of m ost  learned societ ies are crammed to overflowing with art icles 
and addresses directed to fine, somet imes superfine, research act ivity in their respect ive fields 

of study. Occasionally som eone stands back from  these specific tasks to reflect  on the total 
endeavor, the methods em ployed, and the areas calling for further explorat ion. A num ber of 
president ial papers in the SBL have been of this sort  and offer valuable opportunit ies to the 

histor ian to take m easure of the discipline in any part icular period.  

The 1889 const itut ion, developed in Frederic Gardiner 's adm inist rat ion, first  m ade provision 
for an annual paper by the incum bent  president  "or som e other m em ber appointed by the 



Council for the purpose,"  a t radit ion begun with Talbot  W. Chambers in 1892 that  has 
cont inued to the present  t im e with few except ions. I t  was the perorat ion to President  Joseph 

Henry Thayer's address in 1895 on "The Histor ical Element  in the NT" that  galvanized the 
Society to act ion in establishing the School of Oriental Study and Research in Palest ine. 

George Foot  Moore has the dist inct ion of being the only president  who delivered two 
addresses, reading on "Jewish Histor ical Literature" at  the thir ty- fourth meet ing in 1898 and 

"The Age of the Jewish Canon of Hagiographa" at  the thir ty- fifth m eet ing in 1899.  

Francis Brown's address seem s to be the earliest  at tem pt  to m ake an analyt ical survey of the 
discipline. At  the thir ty- first  meet ing in 1896 he addressed the twenty members present  (an 

average at tendance at  the t im e)  on the them e "OT Problem s,"  in which he cited problem s that  
confront  scholars in the areas of text , literary cr it icism , histor ical cr it icism, and biblical 

theology and ethics. Sounding like a modern voice, he spoke of the subt le shading of textual 
issues into literary concerns:  " I t  is not  always possible to decide whether a part icular case of 

cr it icism  should be classed as t ransm issional or  

4 Neither the memorial resolut ion for Peters, who died in 1921, nor that  for Hilprecht , 
who died in 1925, m akes any reference to the painful incident .
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redact ional 'whether we have to do, in certain cases, with copyists' weaknesses, or with the 
purposes of a literary workm an."  He deplored the use of archaeology as a conservat ive ally in 
the st ruggle of the new literary cr it icism , insist ing that  m onum ents no less than literary texts 

const itute histor ical evidence and as such require the sam e discr im inat ion in t reatm ent , cr it ical 
evaluat ion, and adjustm ent  to other evidence. He ant icipated m any of his late twent ieth-

century successors in his convict ion that  the great  m ass of OT literature dates from  the exilic 
or postexilic period, and he called for careful study of the extensive editorial process through 
which m ost  of the OT docum ents have passed. He concluded with the sage com m ent :  "The 

vision of him  who is willing to use both his eyes and understands what  he sees, is a far 
different  thing from  the opinion derived from  the im perfect  and casual glance of even the m ost  
venerable am ong the Fathers."  With total com mitm ent  to a vigorous scient ific analysis of the 
ancient  texts he expressed hope " that  the m em bers of this Society m ay do their  full share in 

changing into exclam at ion m arks of surprise and joy at  real discovery those count less 
interrogat ion points that  thrust  them selves up from  the pages of our Hebrew Bibles,"  a st irr ing 

com m ission to the scholarship of the upcom ing century (15 [ 1896]  63-74) .  

I t  is a m isfortune that  the 1908 address of the gent le-spir ited Frank Chamberlain Porter never 
was printed in the Journal,  for "The Bearing of Histor ical Studies on the Religious Use of the 

Bible"  spoke to an issue of scholarship and piety, reason and faith, that  cont inues to dem and a 
hearing.5  

I n 1903 President  Benjam in W. Bacon chose to deal with "Ult im ate Problems of Biblical 
Science."  Lifelong cham pion of the European born and bred higher cr it icism  over 
Fundam entalist  "scr ibalism ,"  this erudite Yale professor inveighed against  a false 

understanding of Jesus' authority, contending that  we m ust  see " in the religious consciousness 
of Jesus of Nazareth the clim ax of the spir itual creat ion of God."  Hence there is a need to 

determ ine histor ically the life and teaching of Jesus and to understand his God-consciousness, 
thus penet rat ing "more deeply into the supreme m ystery of the spir itual evolut ion that  is 
m oving on around us."  Behind ancient  concept ions and expressions we m ay discern the 
essent ial t ruth of hum anity in term s of its potent ial and future. The dem ythologizat ion 
program  was not  to be defined for another half century, but  Porter was arguing for an 

approach to biblical literature from  a histor ical or developmental standpoint  that  reveals itself 
as a kind of "spir itual paleontology."  The proper purpose of all such study, he believed, is the 

understanding of what  const itutes genuine hum anness (22 [ 1903]  63-74) .  



5 See the port rait  drawn by SBL member R. A. Harr isville, Frank Chamberlain Porter:  

Pioneer in Am erican Biblical I nterpretat ion (Missoula:  Scholars Press, 1976) . The 
address was later published in HTR 2 (1909)  253-76.
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President  George A. Barton in his 1914 address, "The Herm eneut ic Canon 'I nterpret  
Historically ' in the Light  of Modern Research,"  cont inued his custom ary caut ion about  higher 

cr it icism . He exam ined four branches of historical research that  claim  to decide disputed 
issues:  source analysis, textual crit icism , archaeology, and biblical theology. Assessing their 
cont r ibut ions and point ing out  their lim itat ions, he concluded that  the canon, used caut iously 
and cont inuously, can help set  a text  in its proper genet ic relat ions and thus disclose its spir it  

and its effect  (33 [ 1914]  56-77) .  

At  the 1917 m eet ing Rabbi Morr is Jast row, Jr.,  called at tent ion to "Const ruct ive Elem ents in 
the Crit ical Study of the OT."  He deplored the narrow analysis of docum ents that  different iated 
between the earliest  form  of a text  and the glosses, expansions, and com m ents that  develop 

from  it .  He argued for a larger ut ilizat ion of t radit ion, rem inding the cr it ics that  they m ust  also 
account  histor ically for the r ise of t radit ional views even though they are rejected. Sim ilar ly, 

sociological analysis can provide a const ruct ive elem ent  in crit ical study. The study of the 
development  of popular customs and the t racing of their im pact  on Hebrew social inst itut ions 
are necessary stages in the understanding of their literature (36 [ 1917]  1-30) . The acuteness 
of his observat ions on the m ethodology of historical research is confirm ed by current  interests 

in t radit ion crit icism  and social environm ent  cr it icism .  

A year later, less than two m onths from the signing of the arm ist ice that  m arked the 
term inat ion of World War I ,  President  Jam es A. Montgom ery m ade a searching analysis of the 
current  situat ion in biblical studies in an address called "The Present  Tasks of Am erican Biblical 
Scholarship"  (38 [ 1919]  1-14) . Scorning what  he term ed " the apparent  vanity of m uch of that  
in which we have been engaged" he scorned the dilet tant ism  of the professional scholar who 

has been exem pted from  the heavy dut ies other cit izens have had to bear in a t im e of 
internat ional cr isis "because we have nothing to give."  The great  danger as he saw it  was that  
in the aftermath of the war, m any scholars would rem ain in their  pr ivate paradise of scholarly 
research. "We think we are the heirs of an eternal possession abst racted from  the vicissitudes 

of t ime,"  he observed. He charged the guild with evasion of responsibilit y in its failure to 
interpret  the Bible to the public. Teachers m ust  understand that  the newest  generat ion of 

sem inary students would likely be m ore oriented to sociological rather than biblical studies. 
Our kind of histor ical scholarship was so confined to analysis that  it  had seldom  cont r ibuted 

very m uch to the reconst ruct ion of the total picture of biblical history and life. He m ade a 
r inging appeal for a new program of scholarship in Am erica, which would develop its own 

resources and techniques rather than slavishly follow European, especially Germ anic, m odels. 
Scholars needed research tools in English, financing for publicat ion, learned reviews of learned 

books, m ajor support  for archaeological research, and substant ial collect ions of m anuscript  
facsim iles.  
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All in all,  it  was a rebuke and a sum m ons to vigorous act ion and leadership in expanding 
knowledge and independent  thinking that  m ay well have started m any a listener. Few were 
prepared to pick up the challenge. For the m ost  part  research direct ions and m ethodologies 
cont inued to be set  by European scholars once they returned to work. But  the declarat ion of 

independence, m ot ivated in part  by a m oral revulsion against  the enem y and in part  by a faith 
in the integrity of Am erican scholarship, could not  be finally silenced.  
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I I I  

A TI ME TO BUI LD UP, 1 9 2 0 - 1 9 4 0  

Set t ing 

The inter lude between the two global wars of the twent ieth century was m arked in the West  
by an unsteady econom ic recovery from  World War I ,  followed by disast rous breakdowns, 

social unrest , and the r ise of power-hungry nat ions which ult im ately precipitated the second 
confrontat ion am ong the great  powers. At  hom e, in the m idst  of what  appeared to be a stable 

and prosperous econom y during the twent ies, the nat ion was plunged into econom ic chaos 
com m encing with the wild panic of the New York Stock Exchange in 1929 and lengthening into 
long years of acute econom ic depression. I t  is est imated that  in 1933 some twelve m illion men 
and wom en were without  em ploym ent . I n that  year, in an effort  to st ir  the sluggish econom y 
Congress passed the Nat ional I ndust r ial Recovery Act . With new concern for social legislat ion 
that  would offer som e protect ion to a vulnerable cit izenry, the Social Security Act  was passed 

in 1935. Meanwhile om inous forces were mobilizing in Europe. I n 1933 Adolf Hit ler brought  his 
m inority group of Nat ional Socialists to a posit ion of polit ical suprem acy in Germ any. By the 

end of the period the storm  had broken. Germ any invaded Poland in 1939. With the beginning 
of Germ an at tacks on Am erican shipping and the debacle of Pearl Harbor in 1941, the count ry 

was em broiled in an internat ional conflict  of global proport ions that  inevitably affected 
adversely its educat ional inst itut ions and their ancillary research act ivit ies. I t  was announced 
in the Journal that  Julius Bewer's cont ract  to write a com m entary on Ezekiel for the Göt t ingen 
series was cancelled "when the r ising aversion to the OT in Germ any in the thir t ies dest royed 

the m arket  for such a com m entary."   

Biblical studies in the afterm ath of the First  World War did not  succeed in st r iking out  with the 
sam e free st r ide President  Montgom ery and others had requested. "We can no longer go to 

school to a nat ion against  which we feel a m oral aversion,"  he had declared in his president ial 
address in 1918. But  Germ an scholarship recovered in the years im m ediately after the war, 

and work on m yths and legends init iated by Herm ann Gunkel and refined by scholars like 
Rudolf Bultmann, Mart in Dibelius and Karl Schm idt  in what  was term ed ( literary)  form  history 
was quickly recognized as a breakthrough to the preliterary t radit ions and processes of I srael 

and the early  
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church. Vincent  Taylor in England and Frederick C. Grant  in the United States becam e 
influent ial interpreters of this newest  methodological tool. The Teutonic m agister ium  

t r ium phed over nat ional defeat .  

Judging from  the them es of the sym posium s and colloquium s, which becam e a feature of the 
annual program s of this period, interests were centered not  only in form  crit icism  but  also in 

invest igat ing and reconst ruct ing the life set t ings of Judaism , early Christ ianity, and Hellenism .1 
The Society remained aloof from  the issues dom inat ing the larger religious and ecclesiast ical 
scene of the era. The period from  1918 to 1931 was m arked by m ajor act ivit ies of religious 

conservat ism  in what  is often called the Fundam entalist  Cont roversy. I t  was the t im e of the ill-
fam ed Scopes t r ial in Dayton, Tennessee, where William  Jennings Bryan and Clarence Darrow 
argued the case of creat ionism  versus Darwinian evolut ion as r ival cosm ogonies,2 and of the 

enforcem ent  wherever possible of ult raconservat ive creedal tests for clergy and faculty. 
Though m em bers of the Society could not  have escaped som e of the effects of these tensions, 
no hint  of it  can be discerned in the pages of the program s and records of the Society. By and 



large the liberal posit ion, represented by the m ajority of the m embers, was assum ed without  
apology.  

Program s and Mem bership 

From the beginning, the Society members were interested in the textual t radit ions of OT and 
NT docum ents. Scholars like I saac H. Hall and J. Rendel Harr is reported to the m eet ings from  

t im e to t im e on codices whose clandest ine t ravels had brought  them to Am erica. Papers on 
disputed readings were early offered for discussion.3 I n 1887, former president  Daniel Raynes 
Goodwin reported that  the latest  count  of uncial m anuscripts of the NT num bered 91 ( in 1972 
there were 268) . I n 1919 the Society voted to publish a prelim inary list  of biblical m anuscripts 
in Am erica prepared by a special commit tee headed by Henry Preserved Sm ith. The results of 

a quest ionnaire were announced in 1921, ident ifying fifty Hebrew m anuscripts, thir ty-eight  
Lat in, twenty- three Greek NT, eight  Greek OT, seven Syriac, five Ethiopic, four Samaritan, six 

Aram aic, five Targum s, five Arabic, one Copt ic, and one Slavonic. An expanded descript ive 
catalog was published by H. P. Sm ith, "Biblical Manuscripts in America" (42 [ 1923]  239-50) , 

an im portant  inventory that  was subsequent ly enlarged for the Greek NT by Kenneth W. 
Clark.4  

1 See Appendix I I I ,  Sym posium s and Collaborat ive Research.  
2 Revived again in 1981 with the conservat ive theological (New Right )  at tack on 

science teaching in public school educat ion.  
3 The first  art icle published in volume I  of the Journal in 1881 was Ezra Abbot 's "On 

the Const ruct ion of Titus ii.  13,"  and the volum e included a study, "On Rom ans ix. 5"  
by Timothy Dwight .   

4 A Descript ive Catalogue of Greek NT Manuscripts in Am erica (Chicago:  University of 
Chicago Press, 1937) , now under revision and enlargem ent  by John L. Sharpe I I I  of 

Duke University.
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The Journal notes the passing in 1921 of Professor George F. Wright , D.D., LL.D., F.G.S.A., 
surely one of the colorful figures of the period. For m any years professor of New Testam ent  
language and learning at  Oberlin, he enjoyed a reputat ion also as a scient ist  specializing in 

glacial geology. He brought  Russian church m usic to the at tent ion of Am erican m usicians. As 
editor of the influent ial j ournal of biblical scholarship, Bibliotheca Sacra,  a post  he held for 
thir ty-seven years unt il his death in 1921, Wright  had been an early interpreter of Charles 

Darwin for the Am erican scholar ly world and a firm  believer in the fundam ental partnership of 
science and religion in the joint  pursuit  of t ruth.  

Other notable figures recognized in mem orial resolut ions were:  William  H. Cobb, librarian of 
the Congregat ional Library in Boston, who for twenty- four years (1892-1916)  served as 

recording secretary for the Society;  Ernest  DeWit t  Burton, a close fr iend and coworker of 
William  Rainey Harper and president  of the Society in 1919;  Char les Foster Kent , who had 

m ade the results of historical- literary crit icism  available to a wider public in several series of 
college level textbooks;  and Henry Preserved Sm ith. I n the thir t ies the Society suffered the 

loss of stalwart  leaders such as George Foot  Moore, the first  corresponding secretary and twice 
president  of the Society;  Benjam in W. Bacon;  Max L. Margolis;  J. M. Powis Sm ith;  Jam es 

Hardy Ropes;  Arthur C. McGiffert ;  Jam es H. Breasted;  honorary m em ber Karl Budde;  David G. 
Lyon, a m em ber since 1882;  Richard J. H. Got theil;  honorary m em bers Adolf Deissm ann and 
Marie-Joseph Lagrange, to whom  "m ore than to anyone else does the Catholic Church owe its 

successful t ransit ion from  scholast ic to m odern scholarship in Biblical and related fields";  
Nathaniel Schm idt , a m em ber since 1888 and president  of the Society in 1914;  and Cyrus 

Adler, president  of the Jewish Theological Sem inary. All were leaders to be rem em bered with 
grat itude, whose labors long out lived them . Nam es of new m em bers who would play 



significant  roles in the life of the Society appear in the lists:  Theodor H. Gaster, George E. 
Mendenhall,  Harvey McArthur, Frank W. Beare, Mary Lucet ta Mowry, J. Coert  Rylaarsdam , 

Sam uel L. Terr ien, Robert  Morton Sm ith.  

These m iddle years were m arked by a rem arkable growth in size. During the twent ies 
m em bership nearly doubled;  by 1940 the secretary reported that  there were 392 act ive 

m em bers, part ly the result  of a vigorous m em bership dr ive undertaken by Secretary John W. 
Flight  in 1937. I t  proved no longer possible to m eet  in plenary sessions in a two-day period. 

By 1927 the program  st ructure provided for separate sect ions for OT and NT papers with a few 
plenary assem blies. Ten years later, with a full program  of forty-seven papers, the annual 

meet ing had been extended to three days. Moreover, in its forty- fourth year, 1924, the 
m em bers threw discret ion and t radit ion to the winds and headed across the Alleghenies to 

Chicago to hold the sixt ieth m eet ing. Can it  be doubted that  a new and venturesom e spir it  was 
at  work?  
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New guidelines had to be established for the presentat ion of papers. I t  was no longer sufficient  
for the presiding officer to suggest  that  a twenty-m inute period should be adequate for even 

the m ost  m om entous discovery. At  the 1929 m eet ing it  was decided to require the subm ission 
in advance of abst racts not  to exceed one hundred words and to circulate them  am ong 

members intending to at tend the meet ing. Papers could be presented in any one of three 
form s:  by sum m ary oral presentat ion;  by reading in full,  if necessary;  or by t it le, "whenever 
the subject  m at ter is such that  it  cannot  be easily followed in oral presentat ion, or whenever 

the member cannot  be present  in person, or when the paper can be brought  adequately to the 
at tent ion of m em bers m erely by publicat ion in the Journal" -canny wisdom , m ore likely a guide 

than a m andate, unfortunately.  

Further evidence of growth was the establishment  of a Midwestern Sect ion in 1936 with an 
init ial m em bership of 262. The present  network of regional groups dates from  this t ime.5  

Financial anxiet ies began to plague the leaders, a reflect ion of the nat ional econom ic disorder 
in the early thir t ies, and at tem pts to cope with the shortage of funds were fruit less. I n a 
surprising lack of business acum en those who at tended the sevent ieth m eet ing in 1934 

decided to request  voluntary cont r ibut ions of two dollars or one dollar in addit ion to the annual 
dues for that  year. When no windfall of dollar bills arr ived they heard editor Erwin R. 

Goodenough in 1937 tell them  blunt ly that  they m ust  raise m ore m oney or cut  the Journal.  
St ill t im id, they decided to t ry voluntary gifts for another year. A year later Goodenough told 

them  in desperat ion:  " I f the Journal is not  now int r insically worth m ore than three dollars, the 
Society should get  an Editor who can m ake it  worth m ore to them ."  That  m ay have disarm ed 
the last  or next - to- last  penny pincher in the group. They rose to m eet  the new dem ands upon 
them . Beginning in 1939, the annual dues were increased from  three dollars to three dollars 
and fifty cents!  The t ide had turned. Let  it  be noted with awe that  for fifty-seven years of its 
history, from  1880 to 1937, the Society m aintained unchanged, though not  unchallenged, a 

dues st ructure of three dollars annually, a rem arkable act  of fiscal m anagem ent .  

The sem icentennial meet ing in 1930 at  Union Theological Sem inary during the presidency of 
William  F. Badè had been carefully planned by a com mit tee chaired by James A. Montgomery. 

Even though the econom y of the nat ion was in the doldrum s, this occasion was celebrated 
with reflect ion, sharing of research projects, and congratulat ions from  fr iends at  hom e and 

abroad. The Society could take sat isfact ion in its st rength of 448 members, 10 honorary 
m em bers, and som e 102 libraries and inst itut ions listed am ong the subscribers to the Journal.  
The program  included a sym posium , "Palest inian Judaism  in the First  Century,"  and a record 

num ber of forty papers (see  

5 See chapter VI . 
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figure 5) . By special act ion, the event  was celebrated by the elect ion of seven honorary 
m em bers representat ive of Brit ish, French, and Germ an scholarship.6 The fellowship 

acknowledged with grat itude the life of Adolf von Harnack who had died in June at  the age of 
eighty, an honorary m em ber since 1904. At  the anniversary banquet , greet ings were brought  
from  honorary and ret ired m em bers Alfred Bertholet , Karl Budde, Gustaf Dalman, Ernst  von 
Dobschütz, and George Foot  Moore as well as from  Germ an and Am erican learned societ ies 
and inst itut ions. Form er president  Nathaniel Schmidt 's valuable m em oir of the history of the 

Society was later published in the Journal together with the proceedings and abst racts of 
papers presented at  the first  two meet ings in 1880, previously available only in pamphlet  

form .  

Rem iniscences were shared by David G. Lyon, the oldest  liv ing m em ber of the Society, who 
had been elected in 1882, Cyrus Adler, C. C. Torrey, and Henry J. Cadbury. One could wish 

that  a sum m ary on tape of those rem arks had been m ade for future use!  I n his m em oir of the 
history of the Society, Schm idt  concluded with som e forecast ing. He rem inded his listeners 
that  " there is so m uch that  of necessity is uncertain in our interpretat ion of the Jewish and 

Christ ian Scriptures,"  m uch rem ains to be done. He recom m ended the further developm ent  of 
sym posium s on assigned topics of neglected areas of study to ensure m ore system at ic and 

balanced t reatm ent . Observing that  papers had concent rated on the protocanonical literature, 
he pointed up the need for sim ilar studies of the deuterocanoncial and apocryphal books. He 

speculated about  the establishm ent  of a second m eet ing each year as an eastern and a 
western division with the whole group m eet ing annually in various parts of the count ry. One 

could no longer think of the Society as a regional club. The future looked prom ising.7  

The 1934 meet ing (sevent ieth)  was a lively affair.  At tent ion was focused on the well-known 
views of the Aram aic scholar Charles Cut ler Torrey, rem em bered by a m em ber as one who 

had "a Zeus- like appearance and spoke like an oracle."  Torrey had recent ly published his book 
The Four Gospels, A New Translat ion (1933) , which James A. Montgomery had made the 

subject  of a sym pathet ic review essay.8 Montgom ery noted that  the essay accom panying the 
"chaste and charm ing" rendit ion was the fruit ion of a num ber of scat tered m onographs and 

notes the Yale professor had produced over twenty years. He concluded that  Torrey had 
proven his case for him . Torrey's argum ents, linked with a com bat ive style, forced NT scholars 

to deal seriously and competent ly with this revolut ionary cont r ibut ion to NT  

6 See Appendix I I ,  Honorary Mem bers.  
7 N. Schm idt , "The Society of Biblical Literature and Exegesis, 1880-1930,"  50 (1931)  
xiv-xxiii;  "Proceedings of the First  Meet ing,"  xxiv-xxxviii;  "Proceedings of the Second 

Meet ing,"  xxxix-xlix.  
8 "Torrey's Aram aic Gospels,"  53 (1934)  79-99.  
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studies. And deal they did. At  that  meet ing E. J. Goodspeed, H. J. Cadbury, and D. W. Riddle 
took up the challenge. For several years Torrey cont inued to enliven, if not  polarize, the 

m eet ings:  Hellenists and Hebraists of the pr im it ive church redivivi.  Som e of the older 
m em bers of the Society today can recall the suprem e self-confidence of Torrey in debate:  " I f 
there is any one here who is com petent  to challenge these conclusions, let  him  speak. But  I  
am  sure there are none such here."  Goodspeed charged that  the m averick t ranslat ion was in 

defiance of the scholar ly ideal and "at  variance with our whole New Testam ent  science- textual, 
gram m at ical, literary and histor ical."  As with the Paulinist 's t reatm ent  of the sects in the 

Pastorals, argum entat ion was often by denunciat ion, entertaining but  not  overly inst ruct ive. 
Montgom ery's plea for an unprejudiced discussion for the m ost  part  went  unheeded.  



The seventy- fourth meet ing in 1938 was a joint  session of the ASOR, the AIA, and the SBL, 
hosted by Union Theological Seminary in celebrat ion of one hundred years of archaeology in 

Palest ine and in recognit ion of the pioneer in the field, Edward Robinson. Several sessions 
were also held joint ly with the Linguist ic Society of Am erica, meet ing in the city at  the same 
t ime. Papers commemorat ing the centennial of Robinson's first  explorat ion in Palest ine were 
presented by William  F. St inespring, Warren J. Moulton, Julius A. Bewer, Albrecht  Alt ,  F. M. 

Abel, Millar Burrows, H. R. Willoughby, and Henri Seyrig, examining Robinson's cont r ibut ions 
and report ing on current  excavat ions.  

I ssues 

The presidents of the Society during this twenty-year period occasionally reflected on the total 
task of the cr it ical study of the scriptures. I n 1923 Max L. Margolis cont inued to insist  on the 

need for a self-sufficient  American biblical science, calling for m ore collaborat ive enterprises of 
m agnitude and less preoccupat ion with historical t r iv ia. He cited such tasks as a cr it ical edit ion 
of the Masoret ic Text , a Greek-Sem it ic index, and the gathering of m aterial for a study of the 
versions. His br ief paper on "Our Own Future:  A Forecast  and a Program m e" argued against  
an orthodoxy of cr it icism  "hardened into a t radit ion and woefully lacking in self-cr it icism."  By 

centering on cr it ical analysis and genet ic concerns as such rather than exegesis, scholars have 
failed to search out  the developm ents in m oral and theological thought  in the OT which are 

integral to the histor ical process. "A presentat ion of the Old Testam ent  religion which winds up 
with the skept icism  of Koheleth fails signally in insight ,"  he observed;  a new sense of the 

worth and value of the scriptures for the life of synagogue and church needed to be 
rediscovered and shared (43 [ 1924]  1-8) .  

Biblical research -  detached, rat ional invest igat ion of the Bible and its people or historical 
scholarship in the service of the im provem ent  of hum an life? The issues were brought  into 

focus with penet rat ing clarity and  
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balanced judgment  in the president ial address of Henry J. Cadbury on "Mot ives of Biblical 
Scholarship,"  delivered in 1936 during a t ime of slow econom ic recovery from  a period of 

depression at  hom e and the r ise of fascist  aggression abroad. He reflected on the variety of 
m ot ives that  im pel scholarly study of the scriptures, acknowledging that  som e cont inued to 

believe in the individual writ ings as the em bodim ent  of revelat ion while others could not , 
though there was a fair ly com m on convict ion " that  in the end som e rem ote spir itual ut ilit y will 
accrue from  the m inutest  cont r ibut ion to t ruth."  The tension, even conflict , between the two 

aim s -  scient ific and apologet ic -  m ust  be adm it ted.  

I n his own deft  way Cadbury cleverly ident ified three sins beset t ing the scholar:  (1)  a 
preoccupat ion with anything new, (2)  a m odernizing of biblical situat ions out  of a desire to 
dem onst rate som e pract ical ut ilit y to our work, and (3)  the converse of (1) , a hesitance to 

m ove out  to new posit ions. "The history of biblical scholarship is m arred by the too fond 
clinging to the debris of exploded theories."  He concluded that  responsible scholarship can 

never be divorced from  the values, problem s, and need of the hour. A responsibilit y m ust  be 
accepted " for const ruct ive forces that  would counterweigh any dest ruct ive, unspir itual results 
of our labors."  He cited a statem ent  of the Minister of Science and Educat ion on the occasion 
of the five hundred fift ieth anniversary of the University of Heidelberg, who declared in effect  
that  the academ ic enterprise m ust  be carr ied on under the suzerainty of the state it  serves. 

This prost itut ion of the ideal of free scholarship to the level of part isan propaganda, he pointed 
out , m ay be cont rasted with the m ount ing concern am ong Brit ish and Am erican scient ists for 

the social consequences of their  laboratory work. The biblical scholar, he averred,  

may be in his processes faithful to the cold standards of history and literary cr it icism , 
he must  not  be indifferent  to moral and spir itual values and needs in contemporary 



life. Fidelity to the best  in our professional t radit ion, both of piety and open-m inded, 
honest  quest  for the t ruth, m ay prove in the end one of the most  sat isfying mot ives 

for us all.  (56 [ 1937]  1-16)   

I n his president ial address of 1939 William  Foxwell Albr ight  reflected on the varied 
philosophical presupposit ions that  determ ined past  and present  at tempts to write the history 
of OT religion. To his m ind the m ost  reasonable philosophy of history was one that  was both 

evolut ionary and organism ic. Referr ing to the reject ion of historicism  and posit ivism  by 
Nat ional Socialism  he declared him self to be a resolute posit iv ist . Despite cr it icism  he 

reaffirm ed his st rong convict ion that  a pract ical m onotheism  appeared in the ancient  Near East  
as early as the second m illennium  and dist inguished I srael's religious thought  at  a very early 

t ime. "Only the most  ext reme crit icism  can see any appreciable difference between the God of 
Moses in JE and the God of Jerem iah, or between the God of Elij ah and the God of Deutero-

I saiah,"  he argued, though not  to everyone's persuasion.  

38 
 

Apart  from  Cadbury's com m ent  about  the Nazi subjugat ion of scholarship and Albright 's 
st r ictures against  an ideological approach to historical reality, there are no indicat ions in the 

addresses of the catast rophe that  was soon to engulf Europe a second t im e. Nor do the 
econom ic and social problem s of Am erican society in the afterm ath of World War I  find any 

explicit  m ent ion. Research act ivity remained in its own private world. More surprising, 
however, is the absence of any react ion to the sound and fury of the Fundam entalist  

Cont roversy of 1918 -  1931 and the threat  to academ ic freedom  posed by the 
ult raconservat ive effort  to im pose creedal loyalty oaths upon clergy and church- related 

schools. Obviously som e of the m em bers m ust  have faced these pressures in their teaching 
situat ions. For the m ajority, no doubt , it  was an intellectual rather than an existent ial issue. 

Secure in their understandings and supported by their facult ies and adm inist rat ions, they 
chose to devote their t ime to historical and literary problem s.  

These president ial papers reflect  a variety of concerns about  the m ot ives, pract ices, and 
responsibilit ies of scholarly study of the scriptures. The refinem ent  of cr it ical procedures, 

warnings against  a doct r inaire cr it icism , the st ruggle to establish the independence of 
Am erican scholarship, the encouragem ent  of team act ivity in the developm ent  of reference 

m aterials, and the tension between the pursuit  of pure research and the acceptance of social 
consequences of the work -  these were upperm ost  in their m inds.  
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All in all,  it  was a rebuke and a sum m ons to vigorous act ion and leadership in expanding 
knowledge and independent  thinking that  m ay well have started m any a listener. Few were 
prepared to pick up the challenge. For the m ost  part  research direct ions and m ethodologies 
cont inued to be set  by European scholars once they returned to work. But  the declarat ion of 

independence, m ot ivated in part  by a m oral revulsion against  the enem y and in part  by a faith 
in the integrity of Am erican scholarship, could not  be finally silenced.  
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I V 

SHAKI NG THE FOUNDATI ONS, 1 9 4 0 - 1 9 6 7  

Set t ing  

I n the quarter century that  began with World War I I  the Society experienced extensive 
growth, set  new research goals, experim ented with new m ethodologies, and conducted a 

r igorous organizat ional self-study. There was increasing dissat isfact ion am ong m em bers of the 
Society with t radit ional procedures and a desire to m ove in the direct ion of a new 

understanding of research funct ions and ways to implem ent  them  m ore effect ively. Changes 
were com ing, in part  prompted by dislocat ions forced by the war, in part  im posed by an 

ext raordinary increase of pr im ary source m aterials requir ing crit ical analysis, and in no small 
m easure the outcom e of a new interest  in collaborat ive research work within the Society. By 
and large the program  form s and the organizat ional st ructure had m ade few departures from  
the form  fixed in the earliest  period. I t  was essent ially an east  coast  establishment  based in 

New York City consist ing of a sm all staff of officers and a regional at tendance at  the m eet ings. 
Mem bers convened in a forum  style to present  the results of solo research projects and to 

enjoy a pleasant  com radeship on a first -nam e basis. I n substance it  was an am plified faculty 
club, benevolent ly presided over by a cadre of senior and highly respected scholars who 

enjoyed proprietary r ights among awed but  ambit ious junior colleagues.  

Change was inevitable. The significant  fact  of physical growth alone dictated that . At  the one 
hundredth m eet ing in 1964, an occasion of special celebrat ion, 891 persons at tended out  of a 
total m em bership that  had r isen to 2,185. By the end of the decade it  would be im possible to 
have the assem bly any longer on a cam pus;  only convent ion hotels would be adequate. The 
odeon gave way to the am phitheater, what  one sadly term ed "gala holiday convent ions of 
colossal proport ions."  With it  went  a decline of the club atm osphere where each knew the 

other on a personal basis. But  other factors entered into the situat ion of change. Much of the 
m em bership growth was occasioned by the ent rance of hundreds of younger teachers, m en 

and women, into the ranks. The Supreme Court  decisions of 1948 and 1952 that  dealt  with the 
issue of religious inst ruct ion in the public school system  were interpreted not  to proscribe the 

inclusion of religious studies as a com ponent   
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of liberal arts program s of state-supported higher educat ion. The result  was a rapid 
development  of departments of religious studies in these schools and consequent ly a wide 
range of job opportunit ies. Making their way into their professional associat ions this group 

helped create a clim ate for change. An intellectual ar istocracy was to give way gradually to a 
dem ocrat ic associat ion whose leadership on the organizat ional level and in research and 

report ing would be more broadly based.  

I t  was a turbulent  period internat ionally. The United States was involved from  1941 to 1945 in 
a war of global dim ension locked in com bat  with Germ any for the second t im e within a half 
century and with Japan. This was soon followed by a cont roversial intervent ion in two other 

count r ies of the Orient  -  Korea and Vietnam , the lat ter widening to include other parts of 
I ndochina. The Society records are silent  about  these host ilit ies, but  we hear of a "nat ional 

emergency situat ion" in the 1942 meet ing. A year later, reduced at tendance at  the seventy-
ninth m eet ing was at t r ibuted to a "current  epidem ic of illness" and som e m em bers "entering 

the Services of the United Nat ions,"  a coalit ion of agreem ents reached in the nat ions with 
com m on war aim s and purposes which was an outgrowth of the At lant ic Charter.  

A deep concern for the desperate needs of the fam ilies of Germ an professors prom pted E. G. 
Kraeling to serve as a clearing agent  for Am erican scholars anxious to help. About  sixty people 



responded to an invitat ion and were m atched up with a list  of Germ an professors. CARE 
packages were sent  m onthly for three years unt il the Com m it tee on Aid to Germ an Scholars 

was disbanded, a response of com passion that  cont rasted with the vindict ive note sounded in 
the Society's declarat ions at  the end of the First  War. St rangest  of all is the silence of a society 
of Christ ian and Jewish scholars in the face of the horror of the Holocaust  and the absence of 

any public act  of support  for the European Jewish com m unity or out rage at  this act  of 
genocide.  

I n the two decades that  followed new and powerful forces were at  work that  reshaped 
geopolit ical and social alignm ents around the world. The United Nat ions assum ed a perm anent  

organizat ional form  and universal recognit ion as a necessary inst rum ent  of world order. Old 
colonialism s began to com e apart ;  a new consciousness of young developing nat ions em erged 

as the Third World. A form idable bloc of Eastern nat ions com mit ted to Marxist  socialism  
brought  about  an East -West  contest  of polit ical power popularly term ed a "cold war."  I n 

support  of the newly established United Nat ions Educat ional, Scient ific and Cultural 
Organizat ion (UNESCO) agency, the Society in 1960 unanim ously urged congressional 

rat ificat ion of a UNESCO agreem ent  on the im portat ion of educat ional, scient ific, and cultural 
m aterials. At  hom e, the nat ion, uncertain about  our involvem ent  in the Korean cr isis, was 
further polar ized by our intervent ion in I ndochina. The Council and the Society adopted a 

resolut ion in 1967 calling on the Nat ional Security  
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Council to reconsider its policy of deferr ing from  m ilitary service certain groups of graduate 
students while not  exem pt ing others.  

An explosive awakening of the self-consciousness of the Black populat ion with a dem and for 
full civil and hum an r ights was accom panied by turm oil on the cam puses of the count ry as 
frust rated and angry students protested our nat ional foreign policy and the indifference to 

hum an needs and environm ental concerns by a society preoccupied, as they saw it ,  with the 
gross nat ional product . Wom en organized to challenge the lim itat ions of t radit ional fem ale and 
m ale roles in social and religious life. I t  was a world and a society in deep disturbance, the full 
effects of which can even now be only dim ly apprehended. Som ething of that  rest lessness of 

spir it  and search for a m ore t ruly dem ocrat ic society m ay have m ade an im pact  upon the 
Society. Within this period the first  serious self-study was undertaken and the first  steps 

ventured to what  proved to be a m ajor reorganizat ion and redirect ion of act ivity. The changes 
had their defenders and their det ractors, as m ight  be expected. To some it  was a rebellion of 

youthful enthusiasts against  their  m entors;  to others, a m at ter of m aking the Society the 
inst rum ent  of the whole m em bership.  

Discoveries 

A m ajor st imulant  to research that  was to open new ways of understanding the ancient  Near 
East  and the Greco-Rom an world was the discovery of new docum ents, som e containing texts 
previously unknown, and fresh evidence of m aterial culture. The twent ieth century has been 

the beneficiary of r ich finds from  ancient  civilizat ions m ore than any previous century. The first  
gifts had com e in the 1870s with the discovery by Egypt ian peasants of thousands of papyri in 

the province of Fayum .1 I n the late 1890s and in the early years of the new century, the 
system at ic work of Flinders Pet r ie, Grenfell,  and Hunt  had increased enormously that  hoard. 
Som e contained biblical texts. The Nash papyrus fragm ents of the Deuteronom ic decalogue 

were announced in 1903. The thir t ies brought  to the at tent ion of the scholarly world the 
im portant  collect ion of eleven papyrus codices of the biblical books and som e apocryphal 
m aterial acquired by Sir Alfred Chester Beat ty of London in 1931 and the fragm ent  of an 

apocryphal Gospel bought  by the Brit ish Museum  in 1934 (Egerton Pap. 2) .  



But  these were dwarfed by a series of spectacular finds com m encing with the discovery early 
in 1947 of seven parchm ent  scrolls in a cave near Qum ran in the Judean desert , followed by 
successive yields from  other caves at  Qum ran, Murabba'at , Nahal Hever, the cham ber of an 

old monastery at  Hirbet  Mird, and excavat ions at  Masada in 1964 -  1965. About  a year before  

1 As early as 1778, however, nat ives in the province of Fayum  had unearthed papyrus 
rolls and fragm ents.   
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the discovery of the first  Dead Sea Scrolls, fellahin digging for fert ilizer near Nag Ham m adi in 
Lower Egypt  unearthed the first  of eleven leather-bound papyrus codices, the rem nants of an 
early Christ ian Gnost ic library. A few years later in 1954 appeared the first  in a long series of 

publicat ions of a collect ion of papyrus codices purchased about  1950 in Cairo by a Swiss 
bibliophile, M. Mart in Bodm er. The Bodm er collect ion, r ivaled only by the Beat ty collect ion, 

contained extensive fragm ents of biblical and early Christ ian texts writ ten in Greek and Copt ic, 
the oldest  dat ing from  the late second or early third century. Jam es M. Robinson has recent ly 

speculated that  the Bodm er m aterial m ay have com e from  a neighboring town to Nag 
Ham m adi. To the scholar and thesis-hungry graduate student  of biblical studies it  was m anna 

from  heaven in unbelievable supply.  

The first  discussion of the Qum ran docum ents by the Society occurred at  the eighty- fourth 
m eet ing in 1948 when Millar Burrows, William  H. Brownlee, and John C. Trever part icipated in 

a panel presentat ion of "The Jerusalem  Hebrew Scrolls."  Burrows, Brownlee, S. E. Johnson, 
and W. L. Reed const ituted a panel in 1954, discussing "The Dead Sea Scrolls and the NT."  

Three papers on the theme "Recent  Developments in the Study of the Text  of the Bible"  read 
by Bruce M. Metzger, Pat r ick W. Skehan, and Harry M. Orlinsky before the Am erican Textual 

Crit icism  Sem inar in 1958 reported on recent  discoveries of m anuscripts of the Bible and 
offered prelim inary est imates of the impact  of the Qum ran docum ents on the study of the 

Masoret ic and Septuagint  texts of the OT (78 [ 1959]  13-33) . From  that  day to this, the pages 
of the Journal have contained m any valuable art icles by prom inent  scholars in OT and NT 

studies who are m em bers of the Society on the biblical, com m entary, and sectarian literature 
of the ancient  library of Qum ran. The pluralist ic character of pre-A.D.  70 Judaism  has been 

opened up in a new and excit ing way.  

A com binat ion of polit ical events including the fall of the Faruk dynasty, the Suez cr isis, and 
the Six-Day War conspired to withhold the com plete contents of the Nag Ham m adi library for 

a num ber of years unt il Jam es M. Robinson, working through UNESCO, pronounced the 
password "Open Sesam e."  The establishm ent  in 1970 of an I nternat ional Commit tee for the 

Nag Hammadi Codices assured the scholarly world that  in due course they would be available. 
By the end of the sevent ies the facsim ile edit ion and the com plete English edit ion had begun 
to appear. As Robinson put  it ,  "a t idal wave is beginning to sweep over the well-worn ruts of 

scholarship, as new m aps of early Judaism  and Christ ianity begin to em erge."   

As early as 1959 Robert  M. Grant  had addressed the Society in a president ial address on "Two 
Gnost ic Gospels,"  a crit ical analysis of the Nag Ham m adi Gospels of Thom as and Philip. Earlier, 

in 1954, Grant  had read before the Society the first  paper on the new Copt ic m anuscripts 
under the t it le, "New Gnost ic Books."  Despite the slowness in publicat ion of the source 

m aterials, cr it ical essays on selected docum ents cont inued to appear. Later,  
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in the revised program st ructure in the sevent ies, a special sect ion was devoted to the Nag 
Ham m adi library.  



The problem  of access to histor ical m aterials was by no m eans rest r icted to these Egypt ian 
codices. I n 1960 Morton Sm ith, not ing that  scholars are often denied access to pr ivately held 
collect ions of Greek m anuscripts, received the approval of the Society for a resolut ion calling 

for the Am erican Council of Learned Societ ies to br ing to the at tent ion of the Union 
Academ ique I nternat ionale problem s of access to som e m anuscript  m aterials for historical 
study. I t  was at  that  m eet ing that  a sym posium  consist ing of Sm ith, Pierson Parker, and 
Jam es A. Sanders discussed "A Let ter At t r ibuted to Clem ent  of Alexandria and Containing 

Quotat ions from  a Secret  Gospel At t r ibuted to St . Mark,"  a late m anuscript  found am ong the 
fly leaves of a seventeenth-century Dutch publicat ion of the Let ters of I gnat ius which Smith 
had ident ified on a visit  in 1958 to the Monastery of Mar Saba in the Judean desert . I n this 
instance both study privileges and publicat ion r ights had been granted by fr iendly church 

authorit ies.  

The services of professional scholars in evaluat ing the significance of newly discovered 
m anuscripts and protect ing the general public against  ext ravagant  claim s can go unrewarded. 
A notorious case is that  of the so-called Yonan Codex, nam ed for its owner, Norm an M. Yonan, 
and the Aramaic Bible Foundat ion, established to purchase the codex and prom ote the study 
of the Aram aic language. The codex, a m anuscript  of the Syriac NT, was reported to be " the 

oldest  surviving com plete NT writ ten in Syriac-Aram aic, the language spoken by Jesus" by the 
Washington Evening Star  for 25 March 1955. The Aramaic Bible Foundat ion was campaigning 

to raise 1.5 m illion dollars to purchase the codex from  Yonan and present  "Christendom 's m ost  
precious possession" to the Library of Congress, after its t r ium phal tour by bus across the 

count ry. I t  was reported that  an equivalent  sum  of m oney would be raised to m ake facsim ile 
copies and t ranslat ions available and to promote the study of the language of the codex by 
establishing chairs for the teaching of Aram aic and offer ing student  scholarships. Bruce M. 
Metzger, who had exam ined the m anuscript , was convinced that  the text  was the standard 
Peshit ta Syriac version com m only held to be no older than the fifth century. He and other 

specialists in Syriac paleography assigned a seventh-century date to the codex itself. At  the 
seventy- fifth meet ing in 1955 a resolut ion drawn up by Metzger, W. F. Albr ight , and W. H. P. 
Hatch was adopted by the Society stat ing these conclusions and nam ing five thousand dollars 
as a fair  est im ate of value. With it  the Society voted " to give publicity for the guidance of the 

general public."   

Scholarly responsibilit ies discharged, the professors completed their program and returned 
hom e to their respect ive schools, pleased that  newspaper publicity was given to their act ion. 

Within a few weeks, the newly elected president , J. Philip Hyat t ,  was not ified that  unless a 
ret ract ion was made the Society would be sued for libel by the Foundat ion with damages set  

at  one  
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m illion dollars, two- thirds of the asking pr ice!  The world of polit ics and business had made an 
assault  on the ivory tower of academ e. Helpless before the threat  of cost ly lit igat ion, Hyat t  

held hurr ied consultat ion with his associates in Council.  On legal advice, they agreed to wr ite a 
conciliatory let ter clar ifying their posit ion on the codex.2 The foundat ion, in turn, desisted from  

the suit  after assurances from  the Society that  no im putat ions of fraud were intended. 
Whereupon the plaint iff announced to the press that  the prest igious SBL had endorsed all the 

claim s he was m aking for the Yonan Codex!   

I t  was a sad affair  that  raised unanswered quest ions about  the responsibilit ies and r ights of 
academ ic specialists to give counsel on m at ters within the area of their com petence to the 

general public, even when that  professional judgm ent  has not  been sought . Unfortunately the 
Society did not  confer at  that  t im e with the staff of the ACLS. Two years later SBL delegate 

Erwin R. Goodenough reported in response to quest ions raised by Hyat t  that  the Council was 
interested in the Society's stand, that  it  would be ready to help in any future difficulty, and 

that  it  had the services of several em inent  lawyers who would have been delighted to defend 



the or iginal statem ent  without  charge. But  it  was too late. The Yonan affair  rem inded an 
em barrassed Society that  Paul's quest ion, "Do you not  know that  the saints will j udge the 
world?"  is a not -yet - realized eschatology. For several years thereafter the apprehensive 

Society appointed a public relat ions officer to keep watch, but  boredom  brought  a swift  end to 
that  arrangem ent .  

Membership and Program s 

Membership grew rapidly in the postwar period. I n the fort ies and fift ies it  doubled in each 
decade. The sam e percentage of growth that  had previously been spread over a thir ty-year 

period occurred within a ten-year space. I n the single year 1956 m ore than five hundred new 
members joined. By 1967 there were 2,488 regular members and 191 student  members. 

There were heavy losses am ong the senior m em bers. The m em orial resolut ions in the Journal 
pay t r ibute to som e m ajor figures in the history of Am erican and internat ional biblical 

scholarship:  J. Rendel Harr is, Kem per Fullerton, F. J. Foakes-Jackson, George A. Barton, 
George Adam  Smith, Jam es Moffat t , A. T. E. Olm stead, Frank Cham berlain Porter, Kirsopp 
Lake, who had served two term s as president , Warren J. Moulton, for twenty- five years the 

Society's delegate to ASOR, Shir ley Jackson Case, Mart in Dibelius, and James A. Montgomery. 
The fift ies extended the list :  Robert  P. Blake, Burton S. Easton, Frederic G. Kenyon, Mary I .  

Hussey,  

2 This is a correct ion of the common view of a ret ract ion by the Council,  which I  had 
published previously ( "A Century of Service to American Biblical Scholarship,"  

Bullet in of the Council on the Study of Religion 2 [ 1980]  2)  in the light  of informat ion 
found in the pr ivate correspondence of Dr. Hyat t .
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Julius A. Bewer, C. T. Craig, Louis Ginzberg, E. F. Scot t , H. M. Goguel, C. C. Torrey, Ralph 
Marcus, Albrecht  Alt , Jam es E. Fram e, Thomas Walter Manson, Chester C. McCown, and 

Robert  H. Pfeiffer. The ranks appeared to be decim ated. These m en and wom en had shaped, 
directed, and given status to the discipline. They posed the quest ions, developed the research 

tools, served as the m entors for a generat ion of fledgling teachers and researchers, and 
advanced significant ly the cr it ical study of the scr iptures. Their academ ic offspring rose up and 

called them blessed.  

These are the years within the m em ory of m any of the senior m em bers of the Society today. 
Their recollect ions of these m em bers and leaders, their  quirks and capabilit ies, fill the pages of 
love let ters to a learned society, which they were invited to draft . Let ter after let ter recites the 
list  of redoubtable scholars like W. F. Albr ight , Julian Morgenstern, Erwin R. Goodenough, H. J. 

Cadbury, Jam es Muilenburg, C. C. Torrey, F. C. Grant , W. H. P. Hatch, Edgar J. Goodspeed, 
Shir ley Jackson Case, Benjam in W. Bacon, Warren J. Moulton, Julius A. Bewer, Max L. 

Margolis, J. M. Powis Sm ith, Nathaniel Schmidt , F. C. Porter, George Foot  Moore, R. H. Pfeiffer, 
Sam uel Sandm el, and Kenneth W. Clark. Of George Foot  Moore it  was said that  in his fift ies 
"he could repeat  verbat im  whole pages from  the church fathers which he had not  read since 
college days as a diversion with his roommate."  Of Kirsopp Lake:  "He read an unt ranslated 
Greek Father as readily as the evening paper."  There were others besides C. C. Torrey who 
were m onum ents of self-assurance. Of Julian Morgenstern it  was reported, "He would hold 

forth as though he was there when God spoke to Moses and Am os and the rest ."  One wrote, 
"No one could be more posit ive and assured in the knowledge and interpretat ion of the Bible in 

its archaeological set t ings, nor m ore ready to dem olish an opposing view than Professor 
Albright . I  rem em ber asking him  once what  he thought  of Goodenough's art icles and he 

replied, "Absolutely fantast ic! "  -  He m eant  it  in the dict ionary sense. The art  of dialect ics took 
unforget table form  in the floor debates of George A. Barton and A. T. Clay, C. C. Torrey and E. 

J. Goodspeed and D. W. Riddle, W. A. I rwin and W. F. Albr ight , M. S. Enslin and K. Grobel -  
often generat ing as m uch heat  as light .  



Cadbury is frequent ly m ent ioned, a lifet im e m em ber of the Society who served it  with 
consummate skill as secretary (1916 -  1933)  and as president  (1936) , whose addresses about  
the Society on the occasion of the fift ieth year in 1930, the seventy- fifth year in 19553 and the 

hundredth m eet ing in 1964 were not  published, unfortunately, to the disappointm ent  of the 
histor ian and our com m on loss. Once, explaining that  he was to go on leave for a season of 

work in Jerusalem , Cadbury observed that  he would not  undertake excavat ion, because, as he 
put  it ,  " I  cannot  dig;  to beg I  am  asham ed."  But   

3 A casset te tape of this message is preserved in the Center for Biblical Research and 
Archives at  Clarem ont .

47 
 

there were experiences besides those of awe and int im idat ion in the presence of greatness. 
"We gathered as peers in the washroom s at  m orning when the sight  of a fam ous figure, 
uncom bed, unshaven, sleepy-eyed, and in pyjam as, som ehow increased our com m on 

hum anity."   

Let  one m ore correspondent  speak.  

We set t led into our classroom seats, knowing that  the crowded program , filling 
forenoon, afternoon, and evening would leave us stuffed in m ind, in fact , num b at  
both ends. We m arvelled at  Moffat t 's ent rancing grace and encyclopedic range of 
inform at ion. My youthful enthusiasm  for Moffat t  abated som ewhat  when I  told my 
gruff teacher, Ropes, I  had just  bought  Moffat t 's Com m entary on Hebrews. Ropes 

sniffed a bit  at  it s light  weight . I  checked Ropes' Com m entary on Jam es -  five 
chapters. I t  was about  50 pages longer than Moffat t 's on the 13 chapters of 

Hebrews. Torrey with calm  assurance proclaim ed Aram aic Gospels. With soft -spoken, 
m asterly ease he set  forth evidence on the blackboard to prove that  an Aramaic 

original, "Whatsoever would spoil is salted,"  makes more sense than "Everyone shall 
be salted with fire"  (Mk 9: 49) . We glued our ears to the rapid fire delivery of Bacon 
while he agglut inated the gospel records. We heard Barton in quiet , Quaker tones 
relate Arabia to the Bible or explore a biblical word through its relat ions to a dozen 
Oriental languages. We t raversed the m illennium s of Mesopotam ian culture in the 
m easured papers of Kram er or the spright ly accounts of Speiser. Goodspeed, who 

Americanized the language of the NT and the Apostolic Fathers, forthright ly 
discussed a problem in historical cr it icism  and allowed small space to opposing 

opinions. Bewer united German and American scholarship as he heart ily t ranslated 
and interpreted a Hebrew prophet . Scot t  knew technical details of scholarship but  his 
Scot t ish pract icality selected popular language when he waded through the Synopt ic 

problem. 4  

Two principal anniversary events becam e occasions for special program s of celebrat ion:  the 
diam ond jubilee of 1955 and the hundredth m eet ing in 1964. The seventy- fifth anniversary, or 

what  Cadbury m ischievously dubbed the "sem isesquicentennial,"  marked the ninety- first  
meet ing of the Society. An unprecedented number of papers ( forty- five)  were presented, 

including cont r ibut ions from  W. F. Albright , Theophile J. Meek, M. S. Enslin, and F. C. Grant ;  a 
dinner featured William  Henry Paine Hatch as m aster of cerem onies with rem arks by Julian 

Morgenstern and Henry J. Cadbury. Greet ings were brought  by guest  scholars Toshio 
Hirunum a of Japan, Athanasius Hastoupis of Greece, and Vincent  Taylor of England. C. C. 

Torrey had been invited to rem inisce about  act ivit ies of the SBL and personal recollect ions of 
form er m em bers, but  failing health m ade it  impossible for him  to accept . Torrey died before 

the next  m eet ing.  



A m ore am bit ious program  was planned to m ark the one hundredth m eet ing of the Society in 
1964 ( for the first  sixteen years m eet ings had been held sem iannually) . Twelve scholars were 

invited to present  m ajor lectures:  Jam es M. Robinson, "Kerygm a and History in the NT";  
Roland de Vaux, "Method in the Study of Early Hebrew History" ;  Johannes Munck, "Pauline 

Research Since Schweitzer" ;  Hans Conzelm ann, "The First  Christ ian  

4 See chapter I X for addit ional recollect ions.
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Century" ;  Arvid S. Kapelrud, "The Role of the Cult  in I srael" ;  Gilles Quispel, "Gnost icism  and 
NT Writ ings" ;  Jam es Muilenburg, "Prophecy and Apocalypt ic" ;  Krister Stendahl, "Method in the 
Study of Biblical Theology";  Nelson Glueck, "Archaeology and the Future of Biblical Studies";  

and "Textual Researches since Westcot t  and Hort "  by Kurt  Aland, Bruce M. Metzger, and 
Ernest  Cadm an Colwell. Through the diligent  work of Secretary Kendrick Grobel and J. Philip 
Hyat t ,  these papers with responses were subsequent ly published in 1966 under the t it le The 

Bible in Modern Scholarship, Papers Read at  the 100th Meet ing of the SBL, edited by J. Philip 
Hyat t .  A Brit ish edit ion was published by Lut terworth Press in 1968.  

At  a gala banquet  at tended by m any of the 890 who cam e to Union for the fest ivit ies, 
President  Douglas M. Knight  of Duke University spoke on "Literature, Faith and the Bible."  

Henry J. Cadbury, who had previously delighted audiences with his wit  at  other 
com m em orat ive occasions, entertained the guests with his "Ninety-nine Meet ings of the SBL in 
Record or Recollect ion."  What  a regret table loss to his posterity that  he spoke only from  notes, 

which were not  preserved. All that  survives is a notat ion in the volum e of essays:  "Henry J. 
Cadbury, a m em ber since 1911 and Secretary for m any years [ 1916 -  1933]  spoke on the 
history of the Society, giving m any delight ful personal rem iniscences."  I t  is ironical that  a 

Society that  specializes in t radit ion and literary crit icism  has been negligent  about  the 
preservat ion of its own t radit ion and records.  

The Society was at  a high point  of enthusiasm  and effect iveness. I ts partner organizat ion, 
ASOR, was equally busy. I n 1964 there were schools in Jerusalem and Baghdad and research 
was being carr ied on in Jordan, I raq, and Turkey. Two m onths later, the Society was shocked 
by the sudden death of its secretary, Kendrick Grobel, who had been responsible in no small 

way for the success of the hundredth general m eet ing and the publicat ion of the posit ion 
papers. Elected in 1963, he was the first  to hold the newly conceived office of execut ive 

secretary. I t  will be seen that  Grobel played a significant  part  in the organizat ional changes of 
the Society that  cam e to fruit ion in the late sixt ies. For the next  few years there were several 

br ief tenures of office. Richard Mead of Vanderbilt  agreed to act  as secretary pro tempore after 
Grobel's death. Lawrence Toom bs, who followed, was forced to resign because of ill health, 

and Walter Harrelson, elected in 1966, relinquished the responsibilit y after one year in office. 
With the choice of Robert  W. Funk in 1967, a long period of change and developm ent  affect ing 

every aspect  of the Society's life began.  

Finances 

Fiscal problem s cont inued to m ake life difficult  for the officers -  and t ruly m iserable for the 
editor of the JBL.  I n his 1953 report  Editor Robert  C. Dentan declared that  the Journal faced a 

financial crisis. He recom m ended a return to  
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a sem iannual publicat ion, om it t ing the book review sect ion and the proceedings. He suggested 
that  com m ercial advert ising, if adm it ted to the Journal,  could generate desperately needed 



incom e. Some indicat ion of a pinched nat ional econom y affect ing m em bers is evident  in a 
report  from  the Council a year later. I n response to an appeal for funds a total of $131.90 was 
received!  More drast ic measures had to be taken. I n 1959, after  bit ter discussion, dues were 

raised from  $4.00 to $7.50. After 1960 the proceedings of the meet ings and the memorial 
statem ents were no longer included in the Journal.  From  that  point  on m em bers and histor ians 

have been forced to t rack down these fugit ive pieces in a variety of ways.  

A Challenge to Change 

I n the two decades following World War I I ,  concept ions of how scholarly work on biblical 
literature ought  best  to be done underwent  scrut iny and reform ulat ion. As a result  the way 
was prepared for the first  drast ic alterat ions in program m ing and organizat ional st ructure in 

the history of the Society. The need and im petus for change cam e in the form  of a president ial 
m essage that  is surely one of the m ost  rem arkable addresses in that  ent ire series. I t  was 

delivered by Julian Morgenstern in 1941. Three weeks after the nat ion was rocked by the Pearl 
Harbor catast rophe, Morgenstern at tacked the very foundat ions of the Society. He faulted a 

literary cr it icism  that  perpetuated outm oded conclusions and failed to understand the cultural, 
intellectual, and inst itut ional am bience of docum ents. There was need, he said, to assim ilate 
new evidence about  the ancient  Near East  furnished by archaeological and folkloric research, 

and it  m ust  be done here in Am erica -  Canada and the United States. The present  war 
augured the dem ise of biblical science in Germ any (a prem ature verdict )  and a decline in the 

extent  and authority of Bible studies in Great  Britain as well. The t ragedy, he argued, was that  
the Society was largely oblivious to all this.  

He recom m ended the establishm ent  of com m it tees on research and publicat ion, m em bership 
and resources, and program. He sat ir ized the t radit ional program and procedures as a 

congeries of unrelated papers, m inim al discussion opportunit ies, geographical fix ity of meet ing 
place (New York) , feeble social contacts and exchange of ideas, the whole result ing in an 
insignificant  im pact  of biblical scholarship on its larger environm ent . He called for (1)  an 
agency for the publicat ion of scient ific studies, especially m onographs;  (2)  heightened 

interact ion with ASOR and ACLS;  (3)  inaugurat ion and coordinat ion of im portant  research 
projects requir ing collaborat ive efforts of a body of scholars;  (4)  developm ent  of popular 

biblical studies for the st im ulat ion of lay interest ;  (5)  establishm ent  at  selected universit ies, 
sem inaries, and the Jerusalem  School of fellowships for graduate study to prom ote 

developm ent  of qualified young scholars. To accom plish this, he concluded, new st ructures 
would be necessary and the const itut ion would  
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have to be revised. I t  was a blockbuster that  exploded upon the " long lethargy" and the 
"unchanging program s,"  which were described as "convent ional and rout ine."  Although the fist  
was gloved, it  was a st iff blow that  stung to act ion. Vulnerable to cr it icism  as the Society was, 
this was a severe dressing down from  a beloved and congenial fr iend that  had nonetheless to 
be answered. From  the vantage point  of the present  t im e one is st ruck by the correspondence 
between what  President  Morgenstern envisioned and what  has becom e the fam iliar pat tern of 

present -day goals and act ivit ies.  

The Society responded swift ly, appoint ing at  that  sam e m eet ing a com m it tee on 
reorganizat ion, with eleven members headed by Morgenstern, but  the commit tee was slow in 
get t ing under way. Reconst ituted in 1946, it  set t led down to work. A report  was m ade in 1948 

calling for standing com m it tees on m em bership, finance, program , and research projects, 
lim it ing the delegate to ACLS to a nonrenewable term  of four years ( the first  two delegates 
served concurrent ly for eleven years) , scheduling m eet ings outside the New York area once 

every four years. To legit im ate these drast ic proposals, a com m it tee was raised to incorporate 
them  into the const itut ion. A year later the Society adopted the new st ructure em bodied in a 

revised const itut ion and set  of by- laws. Something new was happening.  



Self-examinat ion persisted in other quarters. Editor Erwin R. Goodenough st irred up a hornet 's 
nest  at  the seventy-eighth m eet ing in 1942 when he observed in his annual report  on the 
Journal:  "The NT Book Review Sect ion is a serious problem . I n this count ry and abroad NT 

scholarship has hit  the nadir. Not  at  any t im e for a century and a half was so lit t le of 
im portance being writ ten."  He recom m ended that  the scope of inquiry be widened to include 
studies in Judaism  contem porary with the NT and studies in Greek, Hellenist ic, and Rom an 

religion and philosophy. Like Schmidt  earlier, he felt  the focus had been unjust ifiably rest r icted 
to canonical literature.  

Signs of Change 

As a result  of these calls to act ion, im petus was given to new research projects, publicat ions, 
and program  revision. After several earlier efforts by editors Carl Kraeling and Erwin 

Goodenough had failed for lack of financial underwrit ing, a m onograph series was successfully 
launched in 1946 with the publicat ion of C. C. Torrey's text  of the Lives of the Prophets,  a 

writ ing at t r ibuted to Epiphanius, with t ranslat ion and notes. This init iated what  has becom e a 
dist inguished series of studies that  numbered twenty-six in 1980, the centennial year, with the 

publicat ion of D. L. Balch's Let  Wives Be Subm issive:  The Dom est ic Code in I  Peter.  

Since 1936 regional groups had been organized to provide further opportunit ies for scholarly 
exchange and to open the possibility for a larger num ber of people to share the results of their 
work for crit ical appraisal by their colleagues. Catholic scholars and Evangelicals were act ively 

involved  
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in the regional groups before they became visible in the parent  meet ings. I n 1946 there were 
three act ive groups:  the Midwest , the Canadian, and the Pacific Sect ions (now term ed 

Regions) .5  

A significant  advance beyond the t radit ional individual scholar engaged in and report ing on 
research occurred in 1946 with the organizat ion of the Am erican Textual Crit icism  Sem inar, a 

group research program . This was the first  of what  has turned out  to be a num ber of joint  
efforts in dealing with histor ical and textual problems. Proposed in 1945 by Kenneth W. Clark 
as a special act ivity of the Society, the sem inar was officially recognized as an adjunct  of the 
Society at  its 1949 meet ing. The principal aim  at  the outset  was to serve as a liaison between 
the Society and the I nternat ional (Brit ish-Am erican)  Greek NT Project  endorsed by the Society 
in 1948 as an at tem pt  to establish a new and exhaust ive cr it ical apparatus for the Greek NT.6 

Mem bers of the sem inar have also contr ibuted to a project  of the United Bible Societ ies, 
or iginat ing in 1956, designed to develop a new crit ical edit ion of the Greek New Testament  for 

t ranslators and expositors.7 Beyond these two projects, the sem inar cont inues to m eet  
annually with the parent  Society present ing single and group studies covering the full range of 

New Testam ent  textual crit icism.8 I n the present  program  st ructure, it  is designated as the 
New Testam ent  Textual Crit icism  Sect ion. The m eet ings of the sect ion often cont inue the 

forum  style of cont r ibut ions within the general category of text  cr it icism  rather than a sem inar 
form at  in which a specific problem  is addressed by the part icipants.  

Several innovat ions in the 1967 program  m ust  not  pass unnot iced. For the first  t im e in the 
Society's history the long-established threefold division into plenary sessions, OT sect ions, and 
NT sect ions was expanded to include a new sect ion on Am erican biblical scholarship. I t  was a 

harbinger of m ore extensive changes in the next  decade. A com m it tee of Council m em bers led 
by Robert  W. Funk and including Brevard S. Childs, Robert  A. Kraft , and Norm an E. Wagner 

was appointed to consider changes that  m ight  be m ade in the const itut ion and by- laws 
incorporat ing a revised dues st ructure.9 When they finished their work that  com m it tee 
proposed sweeping changes that  went  far beyond the Morgenstern revision of 1941. I n 

addit ion the  



5 See chapter VI .  
6 An execut ive commit tee and editor ial board for the American commit tee to 

cooperate with the Brit ish commit tee was authorized by the sem inar in 1948. At  the 
outset  it  was ant icipated that  the Gospels would be completed within a decade. The 
task, however, proved more form idable than had been ant icipated. To date, only the 

apparatus for the Gospel of Luke has been com pleted (1972)  and is at  the Oxford 
University Press. The project  is present ly sponsored by the I nst itute for Ant iquity and 

Christ ianity in Claremont .   
7 Produced by the St iftung zur Förderung der neutestam ent lichen Text forschung of 

Münster, directed by Kurt  Aland. See The Greek New Testam ent  (United Bible 
Societ ies, 3d edit ion, 1975) . 

8 See chapter VI .  
9 The commit tee was enlarged in 1968 to include W. Harrelson and B. W. Anderson.  
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Council heard a com m it tee recom m end the organizat ion of a sem inar on the Gospels "which 
will engage in a study of basic quest ions in Gospel research."  Was such group research so 
unusual as to explain why the sem inar was not  proposed as a program  unit? I nstead the 

invited members would gather before or after the regular SBL meet ing. Concerned about  the 
Society's palpable indifference to som e of the newer t rends in biblical research, a sm aller 
group of younger scholars including J. C. Beker, P. W. Meyer, Robert  W. Funk, James M. 
Robinson, E. C. Hobbs, Helm ut  Koester, and Kendrick Grobel had begun discussions on 

herm eneut ical issues in 1960 at  the hom e of Hans Jonas. The m eet ings of this NT colloquium  
cont inued through the next  decade unt il 1969 when they were m erged into the Society 

program . Another spin-off was an independent  biblical colloquium  consist ing of form er Albr ight  
students who m et  during the t im e of the annual m eet ings. But  there were dissenters. The 

Commit tee on Research Projects, established by the 1949 const itut ion, was almost  abolished 
by the Council in 1966 but  was then granted a stay of execut ion to develop research tools, 

ident ify front ier areas of study, assess doctoral dissertat ions, establish liaisons with publishers, 
and at tem pt  to coordinate a com puter-assisted research.  

Even the form  of organizat ion went  through a face- lift ing operat ion. By act ion of the 1963 
m eet ing the office of secretary was changed to execut ive secretary " to restore the t radit ional 
funct ion of the Society secretary,"  they rat ionalized. The Council decided that  the secretary 
m ust  exert  a m ore authoritat ive leadership in the affairs of the body on the analogy of the 
corresponding secretary of George Foot  Moore's t im e. Am ong other things this m eant  that  

planning the program s of the annual meet ing was in the hands of the secretary.  

What 's in a name? The 1962 meet ing thought  that  it  was not  without  significance. By m ajority 
consent  an abbreviated form  of the histor ical t it le was adopted;  henceforth the organizat ion 

would be known as the Society of Biblical Literature. A descendant  organizat ion followed suit  a 
year later:  the Nat ional Associat ion of Biblical I nst ructors was christened the Am erican 

Academ y of Religion. Julian Morgenstern m ust  have chuckled.  

I ssues 

We m ay at tem pt  an assessm ent  of the issues of biblical research in this period by not ing those 
addresses that  dealt  with the discipline and the direct ions in which it  appeared to be moving. 
At  the center was a r ising concern about  the dim ensions of histor ical and philological crit icism  
of biblical literature and the relevance, if any, of the postwar orthodox theologies for research. 

"Biblical Theology"  becam e an em ot ion- laden term , elicit ing either praise or condem nat ion. 
Morton S. Enslin's address in 1945 sounded the alarm . Addressing the them e "The Future of 

Biblical Studies" (65 [ 1946]  1 -  12) , he deplored " the need of a new orthodoxy" and in 
passionate rhetoric  
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vented his fear that , as in the Germ an situat ion, we were " in danger of m aking research 
pract ical and serviceable to self-const ituted leaders."  What  is called for, he argued, is a biblical 

research solely devoted to the discovery of " the facts"  through r igorous, scient ific, 
dispassionate invest igat ion of the ancient  literature. I t  was just  that  convict ion that  

determ ined his editorial pract ices in the Journal over ten years of service, insist ing repeatedly 
in his annual reports that  the Journal would accept  for publicat ion only those art icles that  

manifested "genuinely t rue, solid, unbiased, and responsible biblical cr it icism ."   

His posit ion was echoed and amplified by others. Speaking on "The Current  Plight  of Biblical 
Scholarship"  (75 [ 1956]  12 -  18)  Chester C. McCown urged that  if biblical scholarship was to 

retain its place am ong m odern fields of research, " it  m ust  m aintain full freedom  of 
invest igat ion, thought , and expression, with no claim  to a preferred status or special 

im m unit ies, and with no theological presupposit ions."  William  A. I rwin, crit icizing W. Eichrodt 's 
"heilsgeschicht liche exegesis,"  declared that  the sole task of the scholar was " to tell accurately 
and fully as possible just  what  happened, and what  was understood about  that  happening and 
its meaning for man's life"  (78 [ 1959]  1 -  12) . Perhaps the most  powerful defense of the role 

of the historical-cr it ical method was put  by Robert  H. Pfeiffer in his address "Facts and Faith in 
Biblical History"  (70 [ 1951]  1 -  14) . Replying to Floyd V. Filson's paper of the previous year, 
he argued that  the Bible itself presented several kinds of historiography, not  sim ply so-called 
salvat ion history. He concluded that  " the descript ive m ethod of the history of religion on the 

one hand, and the norm at ive m ethod of theology are m utually exclusive."   

Others were less certain that  there was or ever could be an exegesis of a historical text  
im m une to any philosophical or theological presupposit ions. Nor were they willing to rest r ict  
the field of inquiry to canonical literature. The boldest  statement  was made by F. V. Filson, 
who insisted that  every interpreter has an organizing principle, an interpret ing plat form  or 

fram ework in which to assem ble and order isolated item s. For him  "cr it ical study [ operates]  in 
the life of faith and the vital role of faith [ m ust  be allowed]  in the work of study and 

understanding" (69 [ 1950]  1 -  18) . Amos N. Wilder challenged his colleagues to recognize that  
they needed to go behind philology to cultural anthropology and folklore if they were to 
understand the nature of mytho-poet ic language in the Bible. I t  was quite impossible to 

reduce all biblical statem ents to discursive language expressive of histor ical facts (75 [ 1956]  1 
-  11) . We have already noted Goodenough's sum m ons to widen the field of NT research to 

include the areas of Judaism , Greek, Hellenist ic, and Rom an religion and philosophy. Ten years 
later in his message on "The I nspirat ion of New Testam ent  Research" Goodenough warned:  
"We cannot  be alchem ists, endlessly repeat ing the sam e experim ents."  The NT scholar m ust  

ask, first  of all,  about  the world into which Christ ianity cam e. That  required an intensive study 
of the thoughts, aspirat ions, sym bolisms,  
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and vocabularies of both pagans and Jews before and after the t im e of Jesus. Then the 
histor ical crit ic is in a proper posit ion to exam ine the Christ ian docum ents and disclose in what  

their greatness consisted and st ill consists (71 [ 1952]  1 -  9) . These issues find further 
expression in two program units of this period. A symposium in 1957 discussed "Problems in 

Biblical Hermeneut ics,"  and the hundredth m eet ing in 1964 included am ong its ten chosen 
topics "Method in the Study of Biblical Theology."   

For Leroy Waterm an -  concerned as Cadbury had been about  the secular dr ift  of society in the 
fift ies with its idolizing of the natural sciences -  biblical studies, while bound to scient if ic 

m ethods of inquiry, m ust  not  appear to be "ant iquarian inquir ies concerning our religious 
ancest ry."  I nstead they m ust  hold before a secular society and the religious bureaucracy the 



realit ies of hum an values and a determ inat ive m oral order in the world em erging from  studies 
in the OT and NT (66 [ 1947]  1 -  14) .  

Reaffirm at ion of a scholarship devoted to the r igorous pursuit  of t ruth appears in the context  
of searchings that  include a widening of invest igat ion into the social worlds of I srael and the 

early church, a recognit ion of language as a social and cultural phenom enon, and a persistent  
rem inder that  scholars m ust  be conscious of the social and spir itual consequences of their  
work. The way was opening to m ore far- reaching revisions of the scholar ly task and the 

m anner in which it  m ust  be pursued.  
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V 

A NEW  THI NG, 1 9 6 8 - 1 9 8 0  

Set t ing 

Developm ent  and expansion in the m idst  of worldwide social and polit ical changes m ark the 
life of the Society in the last  dozen years of its first  century. The sevent ies witnessed 

spectacular achievem ents in scient ific research and technology, at tended by convulsions of 
revolut ionary im port  in the social order. Ast ronauts walked on the m oon, scient ists sent  

expedit ions without  crews to survey Jupiter, engineered sophist icated computers to guide 
space ships, process words, and tally expenditures at  check-out  counters. At  the outset  of the 
period protest  against  the Vietnam War (1967-1975)  that  had succeeded the Korean conflict  

m obilized student  and faculty st r ikes and dem onst rat ions on cam puses across the United 
States with sym pathet ic responses from  Canadian schools. Students in undergraduate 

program s and sem inaries grew scornful of histor ical studies in general and biblical studies in 
part icular. The past  had no place in an all-consum ing present  and a fr ightening future. Within 
a few years, an awkward disengagem ent  of American t roops began. Embit tered and cynical 

veterans returned hom e to a hum iliated society that  did not  know how to cope with a nat ional 
defeat  in a contest  of arm s.  

The Suprem e Court  decision of 1954 in Brown v. Board of Educat ion of Topeka and the 
Montgom ery bus boycot t  sparked a civil r ights m ovem ent  known as the Black revolut ion. 

Am ong other things, it  carr ied im plicat ions for the predom inant ly white m em bership of learned 
societ ies across the count ry. The ent ry of m ore women into t radit ionally m ale-dom inated 

organizat ions and roles was also to have an im pact  on research and professional societ ies.  

The arm s race between the two superpowers, the United States and the Soviet  Union, 
int roduced the prospect  of a nuclear apocalypse that  caused Fundam entalists and atom ic 

scient ists alike to reconsider the endt im e. Galloping inflat ion snuffed out  the lives of m any 
small colleges and their departments of religion, imperiled others, drove up regist rat ion and 
m em bership fees in scholar ly societ ies, scared their t reasurers, and raised serious quest ions 

about  the viabilit y of nat ional AAR-SBL m eet ings now that  at tendance figures were r ising 
above three thousand. By 1980, the membership of the Society had  
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surpassed five thousand, but  there was an uneasy feeling that  runaway growth m ight  result  in 
a loss of ident ity and a secularizat ion of purpose.  

During the last  years of the century a backlash of conservat ism  hit  on m any fronts. 
Fundam entalist  Christ ians flexed their m uscles in the polit ical arena by unseat ing liberal 



polit icians in local and nat ional governm ent  and at tacking public school educat ion for its 
alleged advocacy of "secular hum anism ."  Nat ional budget  cut t ing threatened the funding of 

m any research organizat ions at  a t im e when Congress had begun to support  program s in the 
arts and hum anit ies and the first  federal funding had been awarded to research work of the 

Society. At  the sam e t im e an Evangelical conservat ism , both socially sensit ive and scholar ly in 
character, increasingly different iated itself from  any alliance with Fundam entalism  and 

st rengthened its presence in the Society. Theirs was a voice to be heard.  

Turning Point , 1968-1971 

We have heard the stern cr it ique of the t radit ional form  of the Society by President  
Morgenstern and his far-sighted recom m endat ions for radical change in form  and funct ion that  

culm inated in the const itut ional statement  in 1949. Morgenstern entertained a concept  of a 
learned society that  departed at  m any points from  the m odels of the past . He wanted to turn 

it  from a forum  debat ing the results of the private research of a m inority of established 
scholars into a center in which research was being carr ied on by a body of scholars. The 

provisions endorsed by the Society in the new const itut ion, however, were not  sufficient  for a 
growing num ber of m em bers who believed the Society should be m ore act ively engaged in 
commissioning and support ing projects enlist ing the efforts of team s of scholars. Further, 

st ructural changes were called for, including lim it ing tenure in such posit ions as the editor of 
the Journal,  seeking a new m eans of m anaging the m onograph series, and st im ulat ing new 

research act ivit ies.  

The year 1968 at  Berkeley was a turning point  in the life of the Society. A year earlier a 
com m it tee headed by Robert  W. Funk had been appointed to consider som e m inor revisions in 
the const itut ion respect ing a dues st ructure for life m em bership. On so m odest  an assignm ent  

the com m it tee set  to work. Before it  reported the following year, a thorough revision of the 
organizat ional form  had been drafted together with proposals that  em bodied m any of the 

concerns about  the way the Society could funct ion as a st im ulus, sponsor, and cr it ic of 
collaborat ive scholar ly act ivity. Robert  Kraft  and Funk were the principal architects of the 
revised cont ract . While there was resistance to radical change in the Council,  it  was not  a 

standoff between the old guard and the young Turks, as they were dubbed. Had it  not  been 
for the support  of m em bers like Herbert  G. May, Harry M. Orlinsky, and F. W. Beare, who 

recognized that  change was necessary and inevitable, the revisions would never have been 
accom plished. The docum ent  approved by the Council in 1968  
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went  through further am endm ent  by the Council and the Society and was finally adopted at  
the Toronto meet ing in 1969. Reform  had been mandated.  

I n a valuable ret rospect ive-prospect ive study drafted in 1973 at  the com plet ion of six years of 
service as execut ive secretary, Robert  W. Funk noted som e of the factors that  precipitated the 
change. He paid hom age to Kendrick Grobel, who gave expression to the concern, shared by 
m any, that  younger scholars needed to be encouraged to part icipate in the annual program s 

and in the leadership of the Society. The new const itut ion defined clearly an expanded base of 
part icipat ion. Growth in membership -  in 1968 it  had reached 2,718 -  required st ructural 

changes and a correlat ion with the growing st rength of eight  regional groupings. The act ivity 
of two working groups, the NT Colloquium  that  had been m eet ing for discussions on relevant  
issues since 1960 and the Sem inar on the Gospels authorized by the Council in 1967 with an 

invited m em bership, furnished m odels of the working groups, sect ions, sem inars, and 
consultat ions described in the new const itut ion. I ncreased revenues dem anded for this kind of 

organized research would have to be provided by a new dues st ructure. I n addit ion, Funk 
added, the developm ent  of the discipline called for placem ent  services for young scholars, 
addit ional publicat ions beyond the Journal and the m onograph series, and the project ion of 

study courses or inst itutes for clergy and interested lay persons. "We should, in m y 



j udgm ent ,"  said Funk in his 1970 report , "give im m ediate and ser ious at tent ion to ways of 
com m unicat ing with scholars in other disciplines, the Congress, and, of course, the general 

public."  Many of these m andates to change were art iculated by his experience through ACLS 
with what  was happening in other professional societ ies.  

Perhaps the m ost  im m ediate and palpable evidence of change prescribed by the 1969 
const itut ion was the program  reorganizat ion of the annual m eet ings. At  the Toronto m eet ing 

of 1969 -  the first  annual m eet ing convened outside of the United States, as Canadian 
president  Frank Beare wryly observed -  an unprecedented 115 item s appeared on the 

program . The Sem inar on the Gospels held its first  session under the leadership of M. Jack 
Suggs;  the Consultat ion on Scholar ly Publicat ions met  with leader W. G. Doty;  the 

Consultat ion on the Use of Com puters in Biblical Studies with W. Murdock addressed new 
possibilit ies for com puter-assisted research and teaching;  and the first  steps were taken for a 

Pseudepigrapha Project  and an OT Text  Crit icism  Sem inar. Papers were classified into ten 
categories:  Apocrypha and Pseudepigrapha, Biblical Archaeology, Nag Hammadi Library, OT 
and NT Theology, Hebrew and Greek Grammar, History of Am erican Biblical I nterpretat ion, 

Literary Crit icism  and Biblical Crit icism, Eastern Mediterranean History and Religions, Textual 
Crit icism , Septuagint  and Cognate Studies. The program  segm ents were chaired by persons 

not  necessarily on the Program  Com m it tee.  

Although not  form alized unt il later, the st ructure of the annual meet ing cam e to include six 
types of program  units. (1)  Sect ions, sm aller groups  
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more broadly focused on a special area, e.g, the Pauline epist les, appeared first  in the 1970 
m eet ing. They offer the opportunity for voluntary cont r ibut ions. (2)  Working sessions of 

groups are organized to explore new areas of research or m ethodologies in auxiliary disciplines 
or to engage in long- term  study of one topic, e.g., the social world of ancient  I srael. They 
feature prepared papers by a cont inuing const ituency. (3)  Mem bers interested in pursuing 
intensive research over a five-year period m ay cont ract  with the Research and Publicat ions 

Commit tee to develop sem inars for that  purpose, e.g, the sem inar on com parat ive m idrash.1 
Sem inar papers are published in advance of the annual m eet ing by invited mem bers. (4)  

Explorat ions of an area of interest  that  m ight  lead to a new sect ion, group,  or sem inar  take 
the form  of consultat ions.  (5)  I n addit ion the Program  Com mit tee arranges for plenary 

sessions,  which feature guest  lecturers and dist inguished scholars in biblical studies and 
cognate fields. (6)  Finally, the new program  provided for occasional units joint ly sponsored 

with the AAR. These act ivit ies offered opportunity for both pr ivate and group research, 
requir ing act ive part icipat ion not  only at  the annual m eet ings but  also in the period between 

these m eet ings. Satellite or cognate organizat ions with purposes com m ensurate with the SBL 
were recognized as Affiliated Organizat ions, holding m eet ings at  the t im e of the annual 

meet ings of the SBL and sharing in the general program, for example, the Nat ional Associat ion 
of Professors of Hebrew.2  

The t rend was away from  the forum  concept  to that  of a research center directed toward 
report ing and publicat ion for the wider scholarly com m unity. Such a program  diversificat ion, 
centering on collaborat ive research act ivity while providing also for individual interests and 

private research, requires careful guidance. The total program  is reviewed every two or three 
years by the Program  Com m it tee, the Research and Publicat ions Com m it tee, and the 

execut ive secretary to check on the progress of the work, assist  in publicat ion, and encourage 
research work in new areas.3  

The Society in 1971 undertook a new responsibilit y, that  of publisher, accept ing the proposals 
first  m ade by Secretary Funk.4 With a m ind to the need for sm all edit ions of scholar ly works, 
plans were m ade to develop a dissertat ion series, text  and t ranslat ion series, and a series on 

Am erican biblical  



1 The cent ral importance of the revamped Commit tee on Research and Publicat ions in 
the new organizat ion was defined in Jam es M. Robinson's announcement  in the CSR 

Bullet in 1 (1970)  12-16. " I t  is the init ial policy of the Com m it tee to concent rate its 
act ivity upon long- range, basic team research which can be bet ter organized through 

a learned society than through individual init iat ive alone."  
2 See chapter VI .  

3 The Annual Meet ing Abst racts for 1973 contain, inter alia, a full account  of the 
Annual Meet ing St ructure and Regulat ions, 77-91, reprinted in the SBL Member's 

Handbook  (1980)  9-17.   
4 See chapter VI I I  and R. W. Funk, "The Learned Society as Publisher and the 

University Press,"  CSR Bullet in 4 (1973)  3-13.  
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scholarship. Reference works were to be issued, out -of-pr int  books republished, and 
cooperat ive publishing with commercial firms encouraged. First  ventures were the Book of 

Abst racts with Reports and the two-volum e Sem inar Papers for the 1971 meet ing. Since that  
t im e, the t r ickle has swelled to a torrent  as the Society has set  the pace for other professional 

guilds.  

New situat ions were adding new dut ies to all the mem bers, including the president  of the 
Society. The fram ers of the const itut ion were convinced that  this office should not  be 
determ ined solely by outstanding scholar ly achievement  but  also by the capability for 

aggressive leadership in chart ing the future of the Society and its program s. The creat ion of 
an office of honorary president  in 1968 sat isfied the need to offer  hom age to scholar ly 

accom plishm ent  and to exercise protocol on court  occasions. Harry M. Orlinsky inaugurated 
the new breed of working presidents.  

The years 1969 to 1971 were years of ferm ent  and innovat ion, set t ing the Society on a new 
course. There were grateful recognit ions, too, of past  achievem ents and form er glor ies. 

Ret ir ing editor, Morton S. Enslin, was affect ionately feted by his colleagues in 1969 for ten 
years of service in the publicat ion of forty issues of the Journal.  True to his st rong convict ion 
of the purpose of the Society, he had encouraged art icles on biblical scholarship within the 
classical fram e of philology, history, literature, and exegesis. A stubborn advocate of the 
philological and histor ical f ields as the t radit ional and legit im ate terrain of research, his 

editorship m arked the clim ax of the first  era of the Society. With sadness for som e, 
sat isfact ion for others, the present  m om ent  was a passage into a new period of the Society's 

history. V. M. Rogers, honored in 1970 for fourteen years of faithful service as t reasurer, m ust  
have gasped along with m any m em bers at  the overnight  r ise of dues from  nine dollars to 
fifteen dollars and the arrangem ents for automated bookkeeping services. The years were 
gone when a few hundred teachers of scr ipture could m eet  together on a sm all cam pus to 
argue fine points of interpretat ion and swap stor ies. Mem bership now was pushing three 

thousand, augm ented by nearly as m any AAR m em bers. From  Toronto on, hotels and 
convent ion centers alone could accom m odate the crowd. Frederic Gardiner 's group meet ing in 

E. A. Washburn's study would have been flabbergasted.  

On a st ill wider scale there was a developing awareness of the need to coordinate the work of 
a num ber of organizat ions specializing in the scient if ic cr it icism  of religious phenom ena in 
human experience. I n 1969 the Society voted full part icipat ion in the newly const ructed 

Council on the Study of Religion, a federat ion of six (now fourteen)  professional societ ies 
" interested in developing greater coordinat ion of the field as a whole."5  

The confusion of events in Palest ine since the War of Liberat ion (1948-1949)  began to set t le 
into a new configurat ion after the Six-Day War of 1967  



5 The CSR Bullet in carr ies announcem ents and news of the SBL, occasional delegate 
reports, and, most  recent ly, the m inutes of the annual meet ings.   
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with im portant  consequences for archaeological act ivity in the Holy Land. I n the early 
sevent ies field act ivity had been severely rest r icted because of the polit ical situat ion and a 

cr it ical shortage of funds. But  the t ide was turning. At  the Los Angeles congress, heartening 
news was heard of new financial support  offered by the Smithsonian I nst itut ion, the Nat ional 

Endowm ent  for the Hum anit ies, and the Zion Foundat ion for research projects in biblical 
archaeology. I n 1970 the Jerusalem  School, now on I sraeli-annexed terr itory, was renam ed 

the W. F. Albr ight  I nst itute of Archaeological Research. The Am erican Center of Oriental 
Research in Am m an (established 1971) , and an I nst itute for Archaeological Research in Beirut  
and in Baghdad were m apping out  work to be done. I n itself this was a t r ibute and m em orial 
to three outstanding archaeologists whose passing was m ourned:  William  F. Albr ight , Roland 

de Vaux, and Nelson Glueck.  

The I nternat ional Congress of 1972 

The long- t ime dream  of a world congress of specialists in religious studies was realized in 
1972 when the I nternat ional Congress of Learned Societ ies in the Field of Religion assembled 

in Los Angeles, a m ajor event  in the history of research in religion. The schem e was first  
broached by President  Kenneth W. Clark to the Council in 1965 and a commit tee was 

appointed to invest igate the possibilit y of an " I nternat ional Congress of Biblical Societ ies"  at  
some future date. Planning began afresh in 1968. The concept  was revised and expanded 

when the newly founded CSR undertook the sponsorship in 1969, appropriate to its purpose of 
facilitat ing cooperat ion am ong the m em ber societ ies. Under the com petent  direct ion of Jam es 

M. Robinson the Congress Planning Com m it tee of twenty- two set  to work to prepare for a 
m am m oth assem bly that  would br ing together scholars from  all over the world to dialogue on 

the them e "Religion and the Hum anizing of Man."6 The Council had been successful in 
obtaining a grant  of fift y thousand dollars from  the ACLS with addit ional support  from  the 

School of Theology at  Clarem ont  and the Clarem ont  Graduate School. Preparat ions were made 
to accom m odate som e three thousand delegates;  the total at tendance was 2,553 with 233 

overseas part icipants.  

The congress proved to be a precedent -set t ing event . I n all,  eighteen societ ies were 
represented along with some smaller satellite groups. Three European groups:  the Society for 
NT Studies, the Society for OT Study, and the Societas Ethica;  the NT Society of South Africa;  
the Northeast  Asia Associat ion of Theological Schools;  the Japan Society of Christ ian Studies, 

and the Society for OT Studies in Japan -  all sent  delegat ions.7 Steered skillfully  

6 The plenary addresses were subsequent ly published as Religion and the Hum anizing 

of Man (ed. J. M. Robinson;  CSR, 1972;  2d rev. ed., 1973) . 
7 The serial Studies in the Religion of Ancient  I srael (Leiden:  Brill)  was init iated by the 

editor ial board of Vetus Testam entum  in commemorat ion of the 1972 congress.  
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by Lane C. McGaughy, the congress heard prom inent  scholars and theologians address the 
issues of new tasks of ethics, Christ ian hum anism , the Buddhist  and Christ ian responses to 

hum an nature and the hum an predicam ent , the impact  of the Holocaust , polit ical theology, the 
ancient  Greek t radit ion on hum anizat ion, and anthropom orphism  and the hum anity of God.  



I t  was a full-scale at tem pt  to coordinate the annual m eet ings of a variety of societ ies in the 
field and it  afforded a unique opportunity for exchange between scholars of related disciplines 

com ing from  differ ing confessional backgrounds and cultures. To be sure, the congress was 
dom inated by North Am ericans, but  the stage had been set  for future conclaves in which 

st ronger representat ion from  Cent ral and South America, the Orient , and the Third World was 
hoped for. The academ ics of religion no less than the councils of churches and synagogues 

were yet  to experience the cross-cultural debates and fellowship modeled in the polit ical 
sphere by the United Nat ions. There was a world to be encountered beyond the Anglo-

European coalit ion, and Los Angeles marked a m ilestone in the journey into it .  

Rounding Out  the Century  

Meanwhile the Society was enjoying robust  health. Membership had clim bed to 2,966;  within 
the new st ructure of the annual m eet ings there were thir ty-seven sem inars and sect ions 

act ively at  work. I ndeed, outgoing secretary Funk confided to the Council that  his office had 
becom e a full- t im e operat ion, relieved in som e m easure for his successor, George W. MacRae, 

by the t ransfer of som e of the m em bership and business mat ters to the newly established 
center of the CSR in Waterloo, Ontario. Nevertheless, he est im ated that  it  would rem ain a 

half- t im e responsibilit y. Lim it less correspondence brought  rout ine and novel requests. Once 
Funk received the following note in his m ail.  "Gent lem en:  Our class is writ ing papers about  
several subjects. Mine is Jesus Christ . I  would appreciate any inform at ion you m ight  send. 
Sincerely, -  -  ."  I n reply Funk sent  a copy of Frederick C. Grant 's art icle in the I nterpreter 's 

Dict ionary of the Bible.  Unfortunately m ost  of the dut ies of the office were not  that  refreshing.  

The six-year period of Robert  W. Funk's leadership as execut ive secretary (1968-1973)  
inaugurated a new era in the history of the Society in which he played a decisive role. Without  
his im aginat ion and engineering skills it  m ight  not  have been brought  off. A top- flight  scholar 

whose publicat ions test ify to his com petence, he possessed the twin gifts of an inspired 
im aginat ion that  dream s dream s and sees visions and technical skills that  can convert  these 

ephem era into st ructures. Few com bine the two roles. But  Funk is equally at  hom e in the 
diverse worlds of poet ics and pract ice, brain storm s and balance sheets, the catholic world of 

scholarship and the part icular discipline of Christ ian studies. As such he is a cont roversial 
figure, but  no  
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one would challenge his sem inal influence in reshaping biblical studies in Am erica in general or 
the guild of biblical scholars in part icular.  

At  the Chicago meet ing in 1973 President  Harrelson enumerated the accomplishments:   

The reorganizat ion of the Annual Meet ing, the establishm ent  of Sem inars, the 
reduct ion of costs of publicat ion of the Journal, the ext raordinary expansion of the 
Society's program of publicat ion, the art iculat ion of the Society's work with that  of 

the AAR, the format ion of the Council on the Study of Religion, the st rengthening of 
t ies with the ACLS and with its other const ituent  m em bers, the developm ent  of 

connect ions with federal funding agencies, the ext raordinary m anagem ent  of the 
records and funds of the Society, the developm ent  of the Society's regional 

associat ions into a much st ronger group of scholarly societ ies, the establishm ent  of 
the Associat ion of Regional Secretar ies, the bargaining with hotels for good rates at  
annual meet ings -  these and many more accomplishments we owe to Bob Funk in 
very large m easure. &  He has set  an example for all future Execut ive Secretaries 

which it  is unfair even to ment ion to his successor.  



Less conspicuous things were happening in those days of change and developm ent  which were 
nonetheless significant . At  the At lanta m eet ing of 1971, a Council of Fifty drawn from  AAR and 
SBL held conversat ions in the hom es of som e fifty academ ic and religious leaders in the Black 

com m unity of the city. A few years later (1979)  a growing concern to encourage Black 
scholarship in religious studies led to the form at ion of a joint  com m it tee of the two societ ies 

on professional developm ent  and standards which, inter alia,  would give close at tent ion to the 
need for increasing Black and ethnic m inority representat ion in the field of scr ipture studies.  

That  sam e m eet ing saw the organizat ional m eet ing of the Wom en's Caucus including m em bers 
of the SBL. A year later, in Los Angeles, wom en were prepared to call for a num ber of changes 
in the Society:  part icipat ion of wom en on the execut ive commit tee and the editor ial board of 

the Journal;  the anonym ous subm ission of m anuscripts for evaluat ion for one year as a way of 
test ing publicat ion by a wider group of authors;  the establishm ent  by the societ ies in the CSR 
coalit ion of an open job regist ry for the field of religious studies. At  the business m eet ing that  

year, two women were elected Associates in Council;  one was appointed to the execut ive 
com m it tee and full endorsem ent  was given to the three resolut ions sponsored by the Women's 
Caucus. At  San Francisco in 1977 both the AAR and SBL agreed that  their influence should be 

brought  to the support  of the Equal Rights Am endm ent . "The Society goes on record as 
opposing m eet ings of the Society in states where the ERA has not  yet  been rat ified with the 

except ion of agreem ents already signed, unt il the const itut ional status of the am endm ent  has 
been resolved."   

Publicat ion Program  

The publishing program  of the Society cont inued to expand rapidly in the early sevent ies. By 
1975 there were fifty- two volumes published in addit ion to  
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the Journal and Sem eia,  the experim ental journal launched in 1974 that  was "devoted to the 
explorat ion of new and em ergent  areas and m ethods of biblical cr it icism."  Looking toward the 

centenary anniversary event  in 1980 a new series ent it led Studies in Am erican Biblical 
Scholarship had been com m issioned by the Commit tee on the Centennial,  headed by Gene M. 

Tucker. More were on the drawing board. The Center for Scholarly Publishing and Services, 
organized at  the University of Montana in 1975, incorporat ing Scholars Press, undertook to 

handle all bookkeeping and m em bership services of the Society as well as for other sponsoring 
inst itut ions.  

I n cooperat ion with the School of Theology at  Clarem ont  and the well-known I nst itute for 
Ant iquity and Christ ianity, the Society established in that  sam e year a Center for Biblical 
Research and Archives at  Clarem ont . Pierson Parker was subsequent ly appointed the first  

archivist  using facilit ies made available at  the School of Theology for housing and classifying 
the collected m aterials.8 New research opportunit ies were announced with the establishm ent  

of a fellowship program  that  would m ake possible the financial support  of one or m ore 
m em bers of the Society for full- t im e research at  the Clarem ont  Center. A. F. Cam pbell,  J. T. 

Sanders, and W. A. Beardslee were appointed as the first  fellows for 1976-77. The Society was 
fulfilling the pledge made in the rest ructuring of 1969 to raise addit ional revenue for the 

encouragem ent  and support  of individual as well as corporate research program s.  

Concerned with reaching a wider public and extending the discipline, the AAR and the SBL 
announced in 1976 a visit ing lecturer program  for religious study " to int roduce the study of 
religion into com m unity colleges or other colleges or universit ies where it  is not  present ly 

represented in curr iculum  offer ings."   

The Centennial Event  



With the establishm ent  of the Centennial Commit tee in 1972, planning for the forthcom ing 
celebrat ion went  ahead with increasing m om entum . From  the outset  it  was firm ly agreed that  
this was not  to be a ret rospect ive and self- just ifying occasion but  one that  would review the 

past  for the purposes of self-assessm ent  and project ing the direct ion of biblical studies in the 
immediate future and the ways in which the Society should aid that  research. There was a 

heightening consciousness that  there were social consequences and responsibilit ies of 
research work that  m ust  be art iculated and accepted. Birthday part ies were scarcely congruent  

with academ ically oriented societ ies and irresponsible in a confused and turbulent  age.  

Rapid growth in m em bership and costs was posing m onetary problem s in securing suitable 
accom m odat ions for the annual m eet ing. The joint  at tendance of three groups, SBL, AAR, and 

ASOR had reached 3,500 at  the New  

8 See the CSR Bullet in 6 (1975)  15-16.   
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York m eet ing in 1979. With an inventory in excess of a quarter of a m illion dollars at  Scholars 
Press and an annual budget  in excess of $200,000, the Society had achieved an econom ic 

status com parable with an indust ry. The am azing thing, as Execut ive Secretary Paul J. 
Achtemeier put  it ,  was that  all these mult iform  act ivit ies were carr ied on by purely voluntary 

services, without  any m onetary com pensat ion to the hard-working officers and com m it tee 
chairpersons. There were problem s, of course. Scholars Press was in an insecure financial 
posit ion, gratefully receiving assistance from  its sponsoring inst itut ions and associat ions to 
m eet  its annual deficit . But  federal funding was becom ing a significant  support  for research 

enterprises. The Nat ional Endowm ent  for the Humanit ies had granted $12,000 for the Genres 
of Religious Literature in Ant iquity Project  and a sm aller grant  went  to the Septuagint  Lexicon 
Project . A grant  of $21,000 by the Lilly Endowment , I nc. and an NEH grant  of $87,000 m ade 

possible the Centennial Publicat ions Program series on the Bible in Am erican Culture. The 
ASOR had benefited from  private and federal assistance for its Jerusalem  and Am m an centers. 
And there was an encouraging init ial response to a Support  and Challenge Project  designed by 
the execut ive com m it tee to give new fiscal undergirding to the Society. The problem  would be 

how to develop program s ut ilizing these gifts without  assum ing they were guaranteed to be 
renewable.  

Eight  years of work by the com m it tee, captained by Gene M. Tucker and Douglas A. Knight , 
cam e to a clim ax in 1980 when the Society m et  with its partner organizat ions in Dallas for its 

centennial celebrat ion with a record m em ber at tendance of 3,134. The program  was 
st ructured around five principal them es:  Approaches to the Bible through Language Analysis, 

Social Analysis, Quest ions of Meaning, History and Archaeology, and the History and Sociology 
of Biblical Scholarship. Addressing these and related issues was a panel of invited lecturers 
including Langdon Gilkey, Hayim  Tadm or, Edm und Leach, Mart in Marty, Hans Küng, Frank 

Moore Cross, Gillian Feeley-Harnik, and J. Hillis Miller.9 Panels of m em bers had been chosen by 
the com m it tee to present  papers on aspects of these five topics.  

At  the centennial banquet  awards were presented to the following persons who had made 
dist inguished cont r ibut ions to the cause of biblical scholarship:   

9 The addresses will be published by the Society as Hum anizing Am erica's I conic 

Book:  Society of Biblical Literature Centennial Addresses 1980 (ed. Gene M. Tucker 
and Douglas A. Knight ) . The Centennial Publicat ions Program originally included two 

series:  The Bible in American Culture, in six volumes, and Studies in American 
Biblical Scholarship, in twenty volumes (both series edited by Kent  Harold Richards, 

Robert  W. Funk, and Edwin S. Gaustad) ;  and a history of the Society. The list  of 
publicat ions has since been divided into four subseries:  The Bible in American 



Culture (ed. Edwin S. Gaustad and Walter Harrelson) , Biblical Scholarship in North 
Am erica (ed. Paul J. Achtemeier, Eldon Jay Epp, E. Brooks Holifield, Harry M. 

Orlinsky, and Kent  Harold Richards) , The Bible and its Modern I nterpreters (ed. 
Douglas A. Knight ) , and Biblical Scholarship in Confessional Perspect ives (ed. Adela 

Yarbro Collins, George W. MacRae, and Gene M. Tucker) .  
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Frank Moore Cross, John Knox, and Harry M. Orlinsky in the area of scholarship;  Sam uel L. 
Terr ien and George W. MacRae in the area of scholar ly teaching;  Bruce Vawter and Joseph A. 

Fitzm yer for their  work in edit ing;  Robert  W. Funk and Jam es M. Robinson for their  skills in 
statecraft ;  Bernhard W. Anderson and Raym ond E. Brown for their  cont r ibut ions in sharing 

results with a wider audience;  Thorkild Jacobsen and Morton Sm ith for their work in 
support ing fields.  

Concern for extending the services of scholarship to laity and clergy gave r ise to a two-day 
program  of Scholars Press Associates, which featured lectures, m ini-courses and discussions 

on Judaism , Bible, Eastern Religions, Ethics, and Am erican Civil Religion. Several hundred 
associates and fr iends took advantage of this special program . I n the m idst  of this cerem onial 

euphoria delegates were surprised and sobered by the announcem ent  of a st ructural 
reorganizat ion of Scholars Press and the resignat ion of its founder and chief officer, Robert  W. 

Funk. Both Scholars Press and the Society in this first  century had been led by this scholar-
adm inist rator into a new understanding of their  natures and tasks and had been challenged to 

move in new direct ions. Funk would be remembered as one of the outstanding leaders in 
Am erican biblical scholarship, a lat ter day Moses who perceived a prom ised land ahead of him  

and laid claim  to it .   

How did the centenary organizat ion stand at  this juncture in its history? The physical shape 
was im pressive. From  the prim ary m eet ing's m em bership of 35 it  had grown to a st rength of 
4,936 members. I t  was m ind-boggling to ant icipate the future size if the 42 percent  growth 

rate of the last  five years cont inued. The Society had generated a vigorous program  of 
act ivit ies:  regional annual m eet ings and a large-scale nat ional annual m eet ing. Publicat ions 

included the Journal,  a monograph ser ies, Sem eia,  and Semeia Supplements (now called 
Sem eia Studies) , a dissertat ion series, Texts and Translat ions, Sources for Biblical Study, 

Septuagint  and Cognate Studies, Masoret ic Studies, Aram aic Studies, and a series of 
centennial publicat ions.  

Modified som ewhat  in the light  of experience, the ten-year-old program  st ructure with its 
sect ions, groups, sem inars, and plenaries seem ed to have won favor and held prom ise of a 

product ive future. Beyond dispute, the highest  percentage ever of the m em bership was 
act ively at  work within the Society with im pressive results in their  own academ ic developm ent  
and the advancem ent  of the discipline. Never before had so m uch been said by so m any. This 

was not  without  som e disadvantage, part icularly in the area of quality cont rol. Not  only the 
st im ulat ion of research act ivity but  also the r igorous cr it icism  of its progress and conclusions 

was essent ial. The future m ight  well dictate the perfect ing of m ore finely honed evaluat ive 
procedures.  

There were twenty- three sect ions at  work along with six sem inars and fourteen groups. There 
were twelve regional groupings scat tered across the count ry, each holding an annual m eet ing. 

The Society was in affiliate relat ionship with six other research groups devoted to sim ilar 
program s of religious  
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studies.10 I t  held const ituent  m em bership in the ACLS and the CSR. Program, publicat ion, and 
annual m eet ing costs were r ising to ast ronom ical heights, but  m em bership dues, special gifts, 

and philanthropic and federal grants appeared not  only to sustain the present  range of 
act ivit ies but  also to perm it  the considerat ion of extended services to scholars, churches, 

synagogues, and wider public audiences. The future looked prom ising, though an econom ic 
reversal could force a m ajor curtailm ent  of act ivit ies.  

I ts com panion organizat ion, the ASOR, enjoyed a sim ilar condit ion of prosper ity. Grants from  
private foundat ions and the federal government  undergirded its publicat ion program  and 

provided security for the expanding act ivit ies of the Jerusalem  School and the Am m an center. 
The Cypriote governm ent  extended an invitat ion to establish an inst itute at  Nicosia. Here also 

the prospects were bright .  

I ssues 

What  was the state of the discipline at  the end of a hundred years of research? We m ay 
exam ine the way several cont r ibutors to the Journal in the sevent ies viewed the situat ion, 

not ing issues and concerns as they ident ified them .  

President  James Muilenburg in 1968 rehearsed some of the lim itat ions inherent  in the st r ict  
pract ice of form  cr it icism m ethodology. He urged recognit ion of the unique, individualist ic 

factors in literary com posit ion beyond what  is com m on to all representat ives of a given genre 
and proposed a rhetor ical cr it icism to supplem ent  form  crit icism  (88 [ 1969]  1-13) . Professor 
Morton Sm ith, the proverbial gadfly on the SBL ox, cont r ibuted an essay in 1969 under the 

t it le "The Present  State of Old Testam ent  Studies."  I n point  of fact , it  was less of a survey and 
m ore of an uproarious assault  on what  Smith term ed "pseudorthodoxy,"  defined as the 
disposit ion to accom m odate the work and results of histor ical crit icism  to inst itut ional 

teachings and hom ilet ical presentat ions which presuppose the preem inence of the Bible in a 
way that  com prom ises the discipline. His own view, he cont inued, was that  it  is now clear that  
I sraelite literature comes out  of the I ron Age culture, a renaissance period, and discloses more 
linkages with the Mediterranean world than with the Mesopotam ian world (88 [ 1969]  19-35) .  

A warning against  preoccupat ion with the several subdivisions of literary cr it icism  m arked 
Harry M. Orlinsky's president ial advice to the Society in 1969, while he lamented the linguist ic 
and histor ical incom petence of the younger scholars m oving into the ranks of the Society. His 

call for the use of m ethodologies that  would open up the social dynam ics of the ancient  
Hebrew and Hellenist ic cultures that  precipitated the understandings which came to expression 

in their  literature was to find response within a few years  

10 See the sect ion on affiliate relat ionships in chapter VI .   
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in new studies in the social worlds of I srael and early Christ ianity (90 [ 1970]  1-14) . To 
Norm an Perr in, addressing the Society in 1973, echoing the em phases of Germ an biblical 

scholars, especially Bultm ann, the herm eneut ical issue was crucial to an understanding of NT 
eschatology. I t  was precisely because Jesus understood hum an life as cont inuously confronted 
by God that  the concept  of the sovereignty of God must  not  be rest r icted to tem poral term s. 
The kingdom  sym bol is a m eans of recognizing the m anifold ways in which the experience of 

God can become reality. I nterpreters require a deeper understanding of the funct ion of 
sym bols and the psychological processes of human understanding if they would uncover the 

meanings of these texts (93 [ 1974]  1-14) .  

Using the Chicago School in its first  phase (1892-1920) , Robert  W. Funk in 1975 believed he 
had found a paradigm  of liberal Am erican biblical scholarship which, like the Harper t radit ion, 



publicly pledges allegiance to so-called scient if ic study of the scr iptures while being covert ly 
deferent ial to an unexam ined presupposit ion of the authority of scr ipture (95 [ 1976]  1-22) . 
"These anom alies m ake the SBL a fraternity of scient ifically t rained biblical scholars with the 
soul of a church. They also create certain incongruit ies for biblical studies in the hum anit ies 

wing of the secular university."  Whether or not  the biblical text  has any discoverable m eaning 
for the interpreter and the interpreter 's life, i.e., the quest ion of the authority of the Bible, is 

the basic issue raised in Germ an research but  deliberately evaded in the Am erican scene.  

The need to recognize the divergence of text - types of the Hebrew Bible in the Greco-Rom an 
world -  a point  made earlier by Morton Sm ith -  was boldly underscored by Jam es A. Sanders's 

president ial address in 1978 (98 [ 1979]  5-29)  as he reviewed recent  work in OT text  and 
canon. New crit ical texts of OT writ ings m ust  take into account  the fluid nature of the text  in 
the Persian and Greek per iods, with standardizat ion occurr ing only in the first  century C.E.  

That  raises a quest ion about  the long reign of the later Masoret ic text . Even so, the exeget ical 
pract ice of rabbinical interpretat ion, no less than that  of the Church Fathers, dem onst rates the 

cont inuing task of revitalizing old t radit ions to m eet  new and changed circum stances.  

The centennial president ial address of Bernhard W. Anderson followed up this interest  in the 
t radit ioning process in its earliest  oral form s and its later elaborat ions in writ ten form  down to 

the canonical stage. He dist inguished at  present  two approaches to biblical study each 
assert ing pr im acy as the basis for a biblical theology:  the t radit io-histor ical process behind the 
text  and the exegesis of the canonical recension itself.  For Anderson a choice between them  is 

false. Neither the historical I saiah of Jerusalem  nor canonical I saiah can subst itute for the 
other. The discovery of the theological m eanings of the text  requires a probing of its earliest  
stages as well as its final scr iptural form . Both t radit ion and scr ipture, under the analysis of 

both histor ical and theological crit icism , are required (100 [ 1981]  5-21) .  
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Paul J. Achtem eier and Gene M. Tucker at tem pted an assessment  of the discipline on the eve 
of the centennial meet ing (CSR Bullet in 11 [ 1980]  72-74) . They recognized in recent  and 
cont roversial linguist ic and sociological research an experim ent ing with new methods of 
approaching biblical literature to yield theological as well as histor ical results. Long- term  

compet it iveness between archaeology and literature was giving way to a new realizat ion of 
their  com plem entary character in the reconst ruct ion of ancient  cultures. Achtem eier and 

Tucker spoke of the variety of form s of t radit ion now recognized to stand behind the gospels 
and epist les. Excit ing new texts from  Qum ran, Nag Hammadi, and Ebla have been announced, 

but  scholars are often badly handicapped in get t ing speedy access to them . New knowledge 
about  religion in the ancient  Near East  m ust  lead to a reexam inat ion of the religion of I srael.  
Less work has been done, they believed, in the areas of biblical theology and ethics, although 

it  is to be noted that  dialogue is going on among biblical studies, process philosophy, and 
liberat ion theology. Biblical studies, especially in the wider sense that  includes the full range of 

ancient  Jewish and Christ ian literature, rem ain a land to be possessed.  

Finally, there is fresh interest  in som e topics that  have been neglected in the past , for 
exam ple, roles of wom en in the ancient  world, and the new approaches of m odern interpreters 
who bring fem inist  perspect ives to bear on the biblical texts.11 The OT is beginning to be seen 
not  solely as a pat r iarchal book but  also as a reflect ion of the act ivity of wom en in the decisive 
events of Hebrew nat ional history. The presence of fem inine m etaphors for deity, hitherto lit t le 
not iced, is ident ified in the canonical literature. The Society is becom ing sensit ized to the way 

t radit ional English t ranslat ions have assum ed the m asculine character of generic m asculine 
pronouns in the Bible, when inclusive English words would be gram m at ically and histor ically 

accurate.12 There is no dearth of unfinished business to test  the invest igat ive skills of the 
Society in the new century beginning.  



I t  was curious that  the century closed for the Society in a social context  sim ilar to its 
beginning. At  the outset  the m em bers were st ruggling to assim ilate the m ethod and results of 
a "higher cr it icism " for an approach to canonical and paracanonical literature in the face of a 

public clam or against  any threat  to the inspirat ion and authority of the scriptures. While 
heresy t r ials and teachers' oaths m ight  be things of the past , a resurgence of a m ilitant   

11 At  the centennial meet ing, this was taken up in a panel chaired by Phyllis Trible, 
"The History and Sociology of Biblical Scholarship:  The Effects of Women's Studies on 

Biblical Studies.�  See the published version of this discussion in Journal for the 

Study of the Old Testam ent  22 (1982)  3-71.  
12 The RSV t ranslat ion commit tee is now at  work on further revisions which, among 

other things, aim  to elim inate masculine term inology that  is not  necessary for a 
correct  understanding of certain passages. For example, Harry M. Orlinsky points out  

that  [ ' ish]  does not  always m ean an individual male as it  has customarily been 
taken;  it  often is used collect ively and generically to mean people.   
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Fundam entalism , with polit ical as well as ecclesiast ical consequences, raised anew the 
quest ion of whether a learned society is an arcane group whose m em bers enjoy them selves in 
sealed isolat ion from  public life or a sector that  m ust  accept  responsibilit y for a larger world. 

Were its people engaged simply in the task of understanding the Mediterranean world of 
ant iquity with special at tent ion to religious inst itut ions, r ituals, and sacred writ ings? Or were 
they charged to pursue honest  research and at tem pt  an interface between that  ancient  and 

this very contem porary world? Moreover, there was no clear consensus of what  was to be the 
role of biblical studies in the future of higher educat ion. I ncorporated into the inventory of 

them es and m ethodologies for research act ivity ahead, this m oral issue of social responsibilit y 
m ight  be the most  net t lesome, divisive, and crucial of all that  had to be considered.  
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VI  

THE TRI BES OF THE DI SPERSI ON 

SBL Regional St ructure 

I t  is custom ary to think of the SBL as an eastern establishm ent  both in incept ion and act ivit ies 
over m ost  of its century- long history. While reckoning with it  as a form idable force in the 

development  of biblical scholarship in North Am erica, those whom birth and/ or fortune have 
placed west  of Philadelphia have often felt  that  facing east  is expected to be an 

acknowledgm ent  of the fount  of learning as well as an act  of worship.  

But  in fact  the story of the Society reveals a curious m ixture of provincialism  and Catholicism  
in organizat ion, leadership, and out look from  the very beginning. The whole story surely 

cannot  be told apart  from  the accounts of the satellite groupings and regional act ivit ies of a 
membership that  is broadly dispersed. While record keeping has been regret tably haphazard 
and incom plete, the evidence is sufficient  to show that  at  an early date there was a m inority 
concern lest  the Society develop into a regional club rest r icted to the east  coast , drawing its 
leadership from  the eastern schools, and com m unicat ing only occasionally with the out lying 

provinces.  



There is no denying of course that  such an at t itude did exist . We read in the proceedings of 
the forty-seventh m eet ing for Decem ber 1911 that  the Council left  the next  m eet ing to be 
arranged for t im e and place with the Archaeological I nst itute ( it  was to be a joint  m eet ing)  

"provided the lat ter m eet ing is held not  further west  than Washington, D.C."  Catch the note of 
condescension in the report  of Recording Secretary William  H. Cobb in 1913 as he speaks:  

"Although our m eet ings have always been held on the At lant ic slope, m any of the m em bers 
reside in the inter ior, and a few on the Pacific coast ;  it  m ay fair ly be claim ed that  Am erican 
biblical scholarship as a whole is well represented in the ranks of the Society."  And we are 
aware that  the first  m igrat ion of an annual m eet ing beyond the east  was m ade with som e 

considerable hesitance and m isgiving on the part  of the Council members. The year was 1924 
and the site of the m eet ing, hosted by the Chicago Society of Biblical Research and the 

University of Chicago, was Chicago;  a return visit  was m ade in 1932. I n 1949 the Society 
accepted an invitat ion to help Hebrew Union College in Cincinnat i celebrate its seventy- fifth 

anniversary. The hom e t ies were breaking.  

73 
 

The first  m eet ing to be held on the west  coast  took place in Berkeley, California, in 1968. A 
year later m arked the first  gathering outside the United States in the city of Toronto, and this 

despite the fact  that  Canadians had been represented in the membership since a year after 
the Society was founded. Once the Society had outgrown cam pus accom m odat ions in the 

sevent ies it  was inevitable that  the annual m eet ings would be held in large hotels in pr incipal 
cit ies. Further growth of the Society m ay lim it  assem bly places to convent ion centers 

wherever they can be found in the century ahead.  

From  the outset , however, the m em bership was drawn from  a slowly widening geographical 
base. The int repid group of eight  who m et  in the study of Philip Schaff on 2 January 1880 and 

determ ined to organize a Society of Biblical Literature and Exegesis hailed from  the 
northeastern states of New York, Pennsylvania, New Jersey, and Connect icut . I n addit ion 

scholars from Massachuset ts schools were am ong the group of eighteen who at tended the first  
m eet ing on 4 and 5 June of that  sam e year. The earliest  m em bership roster of thir ty- five 

includes persons teaching and serving pastorates in all of these states and in New Ham pshire. 
A year later, m em bership was drawn from  beyond New England and the m iddle At lant ic states 

to include New York, eastern Ontario, Ohio, and I llinois. There were no geographical 
lim itat ions for m em bership or for the place of m eet ing fixed by the const itut ion. At  the first  
meet ing in New York City a paper was read that  had been prepared, Dr. Gardiner 's record 

states, "by the late Rev. Robert  Hutcheson of Washington, I owa."  A review of the m em bership 
four years later shows that  already scholars from  Tennessee, South Carolina, Virginia, 

Kentucky, and Ohio were qualifying for m em bership. And within the first  decade, the range 
had extended to include I llinois, Kansas, Nebraska, Wisconsin, I owa, Ontario, and California.  

Traveling distances, however, m ade it  unlikely that  the at tendance at  the annual m eet ing 
would include m any from  outside the im m ediate area. Part ly for that  reason and part ly out  of 

the need for opportunity to carry on discussions and to share research results, plans were 
m ade for regional consultat ions that  would supplem ent  the general m eet ing and extend the 
range, of part icipat ion. The revised const itut ion of 1889 added Art icle VI , which specified:   

Sect ions, consist ing of all the members of the Society residing in a part icular localit y, 
m ay be organized, with the consent  of the Council,  for the object  stated in Art . I I ,  

[ " to st imulate the crit ical study of the Scriptures by present ing, discussing, and 
publishing original papers on Biblical topics" ]  provided that  the number of members 

com posing any Sect ion shall be not  less than twelve. Each Sect ion shall annually 
choose for it self a President , whose duty it  shall be to preside over its meet ings, and 
to take care that  such papers and notes read before it  as the Sect ion m ay judge to 

be of sufficient  value are t ransm it ted prompt ly to the corresponding Secretary of the 



Society. The Sect ions shall meet  as often as they m ay severally determ ine, provided 
that  their meet ings do not  interfere with the meet ings of the Society.  
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A year later the Council reported that  steps had been taken to form  three such sect ions. At  the 
twenty-second m eet ing held at  Union Theological Sem inary in New York on 4 and 5 June 

1891, it  was announced that  a Chicago Sect ion had been approved. When were the other two 
organized? And what  regions were represented? Unfortunately, we have been unable to find 

any records of their existence. We have seen earlier that  the Chicago Sect ion was organized in 
1891 but  within two years voted to assume independent  status as the Chicago Society of 
Biblical Research.1 Apart  from  that  br ief span no other sect ions are known to have been 

established unt il 1936.  

I n 1934 the SBL Council acted on a proposal to organize a Midwest  sect ion of the Society. At  
the annual meet ing of 1935 the Society authorized the establishm ent  of a sect ion in 

cooperat ion with the Chicago Society of Biblical Research and recom m ended that  program s 
"should be under the guidance and cont rol of a program  com m it tee, with papers presented 

only by invitat ion."  With Edgar J. Goodspeed as its first  president , Theophile J. Meek as vice-
president , and Donald W. Riddle as secretary- t reasurer, the new sect ion held its first  meet ing 

on 30 and 31 October 1936 at  the Oriental I nst itute, University of Chicago. Eleven m ajor 
papers were presented before a group that  numbered 150. At  the meet ing of the parent  

Society two months later, Riddle reported a total of 262 members enrolled in the sect ion. 
These meet ings were held joint ly with the Middle West  Branch of the Am erican Oriental 

Society and the Chicago Society of Biblical Research. That  pract ice of concourse with cognate 
associat ions becam e com m on to all the regional groups and cont inues to the present .  

The last  thir ty- five years m ark the period of greatest  expansion in the m em bership and 
sect ional organizat ion of the Society. I n 1941 there were only three sect ions:  Midwest , 

Canadian, and Pacific Coast , the lat ter organized that  very year. By 1956 there were five and 
the Council m ade som e decisions on geographical boundaries. At  that  t im e the Midwest  area 
ranged from  Montana, Wyom ing, Colorado, and New Mexico (shared with the Pacific Coast  

Sect ion)  to Pennsylvania in the east , with West  Virginia and Kentucky shared with the 
Southern Sect ion.2 A Commit tee for the Reevaluat ion of the SBL Sect ional Organizat ion 

reported in 1968 that  there were seven sect ions and advised that  geographical factors m ust  
be subordinated to considerat ions of populat ion density and dispersion and the localizat ion of 

SBL m em bers in part icular areas in determ ining the size of the sect ions.  

The sect ions grow rapidly;  in the period from  1969 to 1972 six were added. Visit ing the 
Council m eet ing of the Southern Sect ion in 1969 at  the University of South Carolina, Secretary 

Funk "was am azed to discover that  the Southern Sect ion has now becom e as large and as 
act ive as our nat ional  

1 See H. R. Willoughby's historical sketch of the CSBR in The Study of the Bible Today 

and Tom orrow  (Chicago:  University of Chicago Press, 1947)  ix-xvi.   
2 Prof. C. F. Nesbit t  is preparing a history of the Southern Sect ion.  
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body was only a few years ago."  At  his invitat ion the secretar ies cam e together in a 
consultat ion in 1968, now known as the Conference of Secretaries, which regular ly m eets just  
pr ior to the annual m eet ing. The budget  of the Society now m akes a m odest  sum  available to 
assist  the sect ions (now called regions) 3 in m em bership cult ivat ion and program  developm ent .  



With the increase in the size of the m em bership, it  seem ed best  that  som e of the original 
regions subdivide. An Upper Midwest  Region was founded in 1972, and the former Middle 

At lant ic Region now consists of two� one in the Hudson-Delaware area and the other around 
Chesapeake Bay. The second oldest  const ituent  group, the Canadian, form ed in 1939, was 

given perm ission to dissolve in 1977, because m any of its m em bers had t ies with other SBL 
regions and the vir tual ident ity of m embership with the older Canadian Society of Biblical 

Studies seem ed unnecessarily duplicat ive. I n the centennial year, there were twelve regional 
groupings from  coast  to coast  with well-at tended m eet ings and st rong program s.4 The Society 

now belonged to all of North Am erica.  

At  this juncture in the history of the Society it  is clear that  the regions cannot  be regarded as 
appendages to the parent  body, as they m ay have been in the past . They are integral parts of 

the whole that  m ust  be reckoned with in any project ions for the future. Paul J. Achtem eier 
speculates that  regional m eet ings m ay becom e the centers for m ore specialized studies, and 
the annual meet ings m ay m ake m ore place for invited speakers and sessions com bined with 

the t radit ional voluntary program  units. Som e see the regions as essent ial to the preservat ion 
of part icipat ion in the dem ocrat ic organizat ion of the Society. Others note the im proved quality 

cont rol of proffered papers as indicat ive of the st rength and appeal of the regional program s 
over the potpourr i of the nat ional program s. They favor an increased decent ralizat ion of the 
Society. Whatever else, the regions are integrally related to the dest iny of the Society as a 

whole.  

Affiliate Relat ionships 

A learned society, like a person, is known by the com pany it  keeps. I n the case of the SBL it  is 
honorable com pany. From  the beginning, m eet ings have often been held in conjunct ion with 

other organizat ions engaged in cognate studies. Fourteen years after the founding, the Society 
part icipated in a seven-m em ber Congress of Am erican Philologists. I n 1900 it  was again one of 

seven part icipants in the Congress of Philological and Archaeological Societ ies assem bled in 
Philadelphia. Over the years joint  m eet ings have been held frequent ly with the Archaeological 
I nst itute of Am erica, the Am erican Academ y of Religion, and the Am erican Schools of Oriental 

Research. More  

3 Since 1973 these groups have been referred to as regions rather than sect ions to 
avoid confusion with the program segment  of the same name.   

4 See Appendix I V, Regions. 
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than forty of the annual meet ings have been held in concert  with one or m ore scholar ly 
organizat ions.  

As m ight  be expected the com pany kept  has been confined usually to the im m ediate fam ily, 
although it  is noteworthy that  in the earliest  decades interdisciplinary relat ionships were m ore 

com m on than in the later period. Scholarly research in the hum anit ies and the sciences has 
becom e m ore and m ore specialized with a consequent  breakdown of com m unicat ion am ong 

the various fields of hum an knowledge, and biblical research is no except ion.  

At  the present  t ime affiliate relat ionships are recognized by the Society with the following 
groups:  Am erican Academy of Religion (1909;  reorg. 1963) , Am erican Schools of Oriental 
Research (1900) , Ancient  Bible Manuscript  Center for Preservat ion and Research (1978) , 

I nternat ional Organizat ion for Masoret ic Studies (1972) , I nternat ional Organizat ion for 
Septuagint  and Cognate Studies (1968) , and the Nat ional Associat ion of Professors of Hebrew 
(1952) . Several groups have been parented by the Society, notably, the Am erican Schools of 

Oriental Research and the Am erican Academ y of Religion.  



The story of the establishm ent  and developm ent  of the ASOR has been told elsewhere and 
need not  be recited here.5 Nonetheless, the SBL story m ust  acknowledge proudly the diligent  

work of Joseph Henry Thayer, who in his president ial address of 1895 called for the 
establishm ent  of an "Am erican School of Oriental Studies in Palest ine."  A com mit tee of 

twenty-nine was appointed " to take all needful m easures to br ing such a School into existence 
and provide for its m aintenance."  Five years later the dream  becam e a reality:  the School for 
Oriental Study and Research in Palest ine was founded in Jerusalem  in affiliat ion with the SBL, 

the AI A, and the AOS. The original const itut ion was com piled from a series of resolut ions 
passed by the SBL in 1896. With the support  of twenty founding inst itut ions, excavat ions 

began at  the site of the ancient  city of Sam aria, under the direct ion of Jam es B. Nies. Since 
then the School has becom e the single m ost  im portant  center for archaeological work on the 

ancient  Near East . Addit ional centers at  Baghdad (1923) , Amman (1970)  and Carthage (1975)  
were established as the work progressed. I n 1980 the Jerusalem  School, now known as the W. 

F. Albr ight  I nst itute of Archaeological Research in Jerusalem , and the Am erican Center of 
Oriental Research in Am m an were carrying on busy program s, m ade possible by foundat ion 

and governm ent  grants. Proposals were under considerat ion for new centers in Dam ascus and 
Nicosia. SBL representat ives have always served on the board of t rustees of the Jerusalem  

School and since 1920 on the execut ive commit tee.  

The Am erican Academy of Religion emerged out  of a Conference of Biblical I nst ructors in 
Am erican Colleges and Preparatory Schools, which is ment ioned in the proceedings of the SBL 

m eet ing of 1915, but  apparent ly  

5 See P. J. King, History of the ASOR ( in press) .   
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convened first  in 1908 at  the call of SBL m em bers I .  F. Wood and I .  J. Peritz. Sessions were 
held during or following the annual m eet ings of the SBL. I n 1932 Peritz becam e the first  editor 

of the Journal of Bible and Religion, published by the organizat ion known as the Nat ional 
Associat ion of Biblical I nst ructors. With the growth of departm ents of religious studies in 
pr ivate colleges and state inst itut ions, that  t it le became ill suited to describe the scope of 
teaching in the wide area of ancient  and m odern religions;  hence in 1963 a reorganizat ion 
took place in which the nam e was changed to the Am erican Academ y of Religion. With the 

except ion of a four-year period, the AAR and the SBL have held their annual m eet ings 
together since 1941. Many SBL members belong also to the AAR and part icipate in programs 

of both groups at  their  annual m eet ings.  

At  the init iat ive of Kenneth W. Clark a sem inar on NT textual cr it icism  was organized with the 
approval of the Society in 1946 under the t it le Am erican Textual Crit icism  Sem inar (although 

from  the outset  the em phasis was alm ost  exclusively on the NT) . A few years later (1948)  the 
sem inar agreed to part icipate in a m ajor internat ional project  to prepare a new and 

comprehensive textual apparatus to the Greek NT (above, p. 52) . I n keeping with the new 
program  st ructure authorized in 1970, the sem inar was incorporated as the Textual Crit icism  

Sem inar, affiliated with the I nternat ional Advisory Com m it tee on NT Textual Crit icism  and 
cont inuing its relat ionship with the Am erican editorial board of the Luke Project  of the 

I nternat ional Greek New Testam ent  Project . With the autom at ic expirat ion of the sem inar 's life 
in 1975, the group reorganized as a sect ion to cont inue its act ivity. An OT text  cr it icism  

consultat ion met  in 1979 and 1980 in ant icipat ion of moving into a program unit . I n part  OT 
text  cr it icism interests are sat isfied by the present  affiliat ion of the Society with the newly 
organized (1978)  Ancient  Bible Manuscript  Center for Preservat ion and Research, based in 

Clarem ont , which includes in its m icrofilm  library the m anuscript  film  collect ion of the 
I nternat ional Greek New Testam ent  Project .  

Over the years the Society's work has been st rengthened by its relat ionships with a num ber of 
kindred research organizat ions, am ong them  the Am erican Oriental Society, the Canadian 



Society of Biblical Studies, the SociŽtŽ Biblique Canadienne, the Chicago Society of Biblical 
Research, the Catholic Biblical Associat ion, the Brit ish Society of Old Testam ent  Studies, the 
Studiorum  Novi Testam ent i Societas, the I nternat ional Congress of Old Testam ent  Studies, 

and the Study Com mission of the World Council of Churches.  

Under the aegis of the ACLS, seven professional societ ies including the SBL organized a 
Council on the Study of Religion in 1969 to " init iate, coordinate, and im plement  projects 

designed to st rengthen and advance scholarship and teaching in the field of religion. "The CSR 

Bullet in (1972- )  carr ies reports by SBL officers and announcem ents of interest  to SBL 
m em bers. A second publicat ion, Religious Studies Review  (1974- )  surveys literature in  
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the field of study. For several years, 1972-1975, the cent ral office in Waterloo, Ontario, 
handled bookkeeping and m em bership services for the Society unt il they were t ransferred to 

Scholars Press in Missoula.  

I n the first  quarter century of its history the Society m aintained relat ionships with other 
research societ ies in the hum anit ies and social sciences principally through joint  m eet ings. But  
the realizat ion that  the other groups were less interested in the results and m ethods of biblical 

research, coupled perhaps with an innate disposit ion toward isolat ionism , led the Society to 
cult ivate an inner life, m ore part isan in nature, to its own det r iment . An im portant  cont r ibut ion 

toward reversing that  t rend happened in 1929 when the Society became the sixteenth 
member of the Am erican Council of Learned Societ ies. Founded in 1919, the prest igious 

Council today has forty- three m em ber societ ies, represent ing the full range of the hum anit ies 
and som e of the social sciences.  

For m any years the Society was the only organizat ion in the Council from  the field of religious 
studies, a dist inct ion now shared with the AAR. The Council has served the Society and the 

field of study in m any valuable ways over the years. SBL m em bers have served on the 
Com m it tee on the History of Religions and as annual lecturers in the com m it tee's lectureship 

program . They have been recipients of honors and prizes� in 1960 Frederick C. Grant  was 
awarded ten thousand dollars for dist inguished cont r ibut ions to the hum anit ies� and financial 
assistance in the form  of t ravel grants and fellowships. The annual m eet ing of the Council in 

1960 was devoted to the theme The Bible and the Humanit ies. Five invited papers were 
published under the t it le Five Essays on the Bible (ACLS, 1960) ;  three of them  were prepared 

by m em bers of the Society, Erwin R. Goodenough, Morton S. Enslin, and Nelson Glueck. An 
ACLS grant  supported the research and publicat ion in 1971 of the study of Graduate Educat ion 

in Religion:  A Crit ical Appraisal by Claude Welch and an advisory com m it tee.6 The role of the 
Council in the establishm ent  of the CSR and the venture into scholarly publicat ion through 
Scholars Press has been acknowledged elsewhere as well as the substant ial grant  of fifty 
thousand dollars that  helped m ake possible the 1972 congress. The st ructural changes in 

organizat ion and program m ing that  set  the Society t raveling in new direct ions in 1970 were 
the results of the discoveries by Execut ive Secretary Robert  W. Funk of how other learned 

societ ies in the Council were operat ing. The new biblical scholarship is m ore interdisciplinary in 
intent ion and nature. As literary cr it icism , st ructuralism , anthropology, sociology, and 

archaeology are viewed as cognate disciplines whose research m ethodologies and conclusions 
are applicable to biblical studies, it  is both inevitable and necessary that  biblical studies 

becom e engaged in crossover act ivit ies. The ACLS can facilitate that , but   

6 CSR Bullet in 2 (1971)  3-9;  3 (1972)  4-23;  C. Welch, Graduate Educat ion in 

Religion:  A Crit ical Appraisal (Missoula:  University of Montana Press, 1971) .
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other avenues that  can m ake encounters possible with scholars in other fields need to be 
explored. Facult ies of sem inaries are not  alone as vict im s of academ ic apartheid;  departm ents 

of religious studies in colleges and universit ies have not  m ade not iceable use of their 
opportunit ies for scholarly com m unicat ion with colleagues in other fields. I n this interchange, 

there is m uch to be given and m uch to be gained.  
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VI I  

BROTHERS AND SI STERS 

Honorary Mem bers 

The 1889 const itut ion provided for a category of honorary m em bership, persons outside of the 
United States who were "especially dist inguished for their  at tainments as Biblical scholars"  

(Art .  I V) . The list  of 108 scholars elected by the Society over the years contains the nam es of 
som e of the best  known European scholars of the late nineteenth and twent ieth centuries.1 

The Journal contains occasional notes and art icles subm it ted by Thom as Kelly Cheyne, 
Eberhard Nest le, and especially Karl Budde, and others. I n acknowledgm ent  of his elect ion to 

membership in 1922, Rudolf Kit tel dedicated the final volume in his Geschichte des Volkes 

I srael (1929)  to the Society. Kurt  Aland inscribed his study of infant  bapt ism , Die 

Säuglingstaufe im  Neuen Testam ent  und in der alten Kirche (1961) , "To the Society of Biblical 
Literature and Exegesis in warm  appreciat ion of m y elect ion as honorary m em ber."  The second 
volum e of Claus Westerm ann's Com m entary on Genesis, Chapters 12-50 (1975)  is dedicated 

to the SBL.  

Occasional lectur ing visitat ions of these honorary mem bers have enriched the annual 
program s of the Society and served to st rengthen an internat ional scholarship beyond nat ional 

and polit ical rest r ict ions. One rem em bers, for example, the visits of Oscar Cullmann and 
Rudolf Bultmann in 1959 and Gerhard von Rad in 1960. Scholarship in all the main branches 

of human knowledge recognizes only one, indivisible world.  

I t  is appropriate to note here the enorm ous indebtedness of the Society to a considerable 
num ber of European scholars who have m ade the United States and Canada a second hom e 

and have worked in the Society as act ive m em bers. To nam e a few is to be rem inded of what  
they have m eant  and cont inue to m ean to the guild:  Markus Barth, Arthur Vööbus, Kendrick 
Grobel, W. Woellner, Ot to Piper, Erich Dinkler, Bert il Gärtner, Helm ut  Koester, Dieter Georgi, 

Krister Stendahl, Gösta W. Ahlst röm , Ernest  Findlay Scot t , Jam es Moffat t , F. J. Foakes-
Jackson, Kirsopp Lake, J. Y. Cam pbell,  T. R. Glover, Reginald Fuller, Nils Dahl, Norm an Perr in, 

W. D. Davies. The list  is only a sam pling. I n a let ter to the writer, W. D. Davies recalled his 
early  

1 See Appendix I I ,  Honorary Mem bers. 
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experiences in Am erica in the fift ies and the consciousness of imm ediately feeling "at  hom e" in 
the Society:  "This aspect  of the life of the SBL as t radit ionally form ing a point  of t ransit ion or 

adjustm ent  between Am erican and European scholarship needs to be recognized in this and in 
other broader ways."   

The internat ionalizing of Am erican-Canadian biblical scholarship was in process from  the 
incept ion of the Society. Many of the early m em bers had done graduate study in the 



universit ies of Germ any, France, Switzerland, and Great  Britain, and som e of them  devoted 
considerable t im e to m aking Germ an theological literature in books and periodicals available 
through t ranslat ions to their  students. A regular feature of the first  annual m eet ings was the 

oral reviews of recent  European literature in the field. That  process was extended by the 
acceptance into act ive m em bership of scholars em igrat ing from  European count r ies.  

Although it  is often charged that  Am erican and Canadian scholarship has been only a feeble 
echo and repet it ion of scholarly views originat ing elsewhere, especially in Germany, a more 
thorough assessm ent  will put  to doubt  that  naive judgm ent . I n any event , there has been a 

growing self-consciousness and spir it  of independence in Am erican-Canadian scholarship since 
the last  World War. So m uch so that  one execut ive secretary could observe that  North 

Am erican scholarship has been vir tually untouched by Germ an research since World War I I .  
I ncreasingly influent ial today are I sraeli biblical scholars and archaeologists. New direct ions 

rather than rehearsals of the views of others are being m arked out .  

Mem bership Profiles 

For those stat ist ically m inded it  m ay be noted with m erciful brevity that  the first  fifty years of 
its history saw the Society in a slow growth process. I n the sem icentennial year m em bership 
had reached 450 with the greatest  gains com ing in the twent ies. I n sharp cont rast  the second 

half century has witnessed a veritable explosion -  thousands of new m em bers swelling the 
ranks to a total of 4,936 by 1980, with m axim um  growth of 2,100 occurr ing in the last  

decade.2  

Of m ore interest  and m eaning than gross figures are the profiles of the burgeoning com m unity 
over the years. A few illust rat ions m ay suffice. One notes that  the circle of New England 

gent lemen of the original eight ies included Caspar R. Gregory of Leipzig;  A. L. Long and G. 
Washburn of Constant inople, Turkey;  A. D. Hail of Osaka, Japan;  and H. C. Thom son of San 

Luis Potosi, Mexico. The pract ice of an open m em bership has cont inued over the years;  today 
a substant ial num ber of scholars around the world hold relat ionship with the Society.  

2 From 1889 to 1951 a system was employed to give each member a serial number 
indicat ing the order of accession as well as the year of elect ion.   
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From  the outset , Canadian scholars were represented. The Reverend Canon Maurice S. 
Baldwin of Mont real held pr ide of place, received into membership in 1881. For nearly forty 

years the Canadian Sect ion was an im portant  link in the chain of regions -  notwithstanding the 
unpremeditated humor of regarding that  vast  Dom inion as a region. Though represent ing less 
than 10 percent  of the total m em bership, Canadians have cont r ibuted five presidents to the 

leadership of the Society:  Theophile J. Meek, Fred V. Winnet t , Frank W. Beare, R. B. Y. Scot t ,  
and Harry M. Orlinsky, the lat ter two of whom  were t ransplants to educat ional inst itut ions in 

the United States. The double port ion of a Canadian president  presiding over the first  m eet ing 
held in Canada proved too overwhelm ing for Frank W. Beare, who, like Zechariah, was st ruck 

dum b by the occasion. Fortunately another Canadian, Harry M. Orlinsky, never without  a 
word, became Beare's voice at  the business meet ing. (Zechariah had only a writ ing tablet .)   

Jewish scholars early m ade their presence felt  in the life and affairs of the Society. Rabbi 
Marcus Jast row of Philadelphia becam e a m em ber in 1886 together with Rabbi Gustav Got theil 

and his son Richard J. H. Got theil. The younger Got theil became president  in 1902. Morr is 
Jast row, Jr.,  joined in 1891. I t  would be im possible to conceive of the Society apart  from  

dom inant  figures like Max L. Margolis, Julian Morgenstern, Nelson Glueck, Ralph Marcus, Louis 
Finkelstein, Solom on Zeit lin, Harry M. Orlinsky, Jacob Neusner, or H. Louis Ginsberg -  to single 

out  a few from  the m any. I n recent  years, with the extension of research interests into 



Judaism  of the Greek and Rom an periods of Palest ine, younger Jewish scholars are finding 
new opportunit ies for collaborat ive studies with colleagues. The centennial year program , for 
exam ple, listed the following research team s current ly at  work:  Masoret ic Studies, Septuagint  

and Cognate Studies, Early Rabbinic Studies, Targum ic Studies, Qumran, Pseudepigrapha, 
Jewish Christ ianity, and Hellenist ic Judaism .  

We have noted already the increasing role played by wom en in the life and work of the 
Society, st ill disproport ionate to their num bers in professional teaching ranks in colleges, 

sem inaries, and universit ies across the count ry today. Fourteen years after its founding, the 
m ale bast ion was breached with the elect ion of Anna Ely Rhoads ( listed later as Mrs. William  

C. Ladd) . Two years later Rebecca Corwin of Mount  Holyoke College joined the Society 
followed by Mary E. Woolley of Wellesley College in 1898. From approxim ately the turn of the 
century, sm all num bers of wom en were regular part icipants in the Society. Most  of them  were 

em ployed to teach biblical studies in wom en's colleges. Though records are not  com plete, it  
appears that  Eleanor D. Wood was the first  wom an to present  a paper before the Society, 

reading in 1913 on "The Weliyeh of Bedriyeh at esh-Shâphát ."  A scanning of the m em bership 
lists of later years ident ifies such prom inent  and published scholars as Laura H. Wild, Lucet ta 

Mowry, Margaret  B. Crook, Mary E. Andrews, Mary Ely Lym an, Silva Lake. Louise  
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Pet t ibone Sm ith, who joined the Society in 1915, published a study on "The Messianic I deal of 
I saiah" in JBL 36 (1917)  158-212. She served as Secretary in 1950-1951, but  she had been 
preceded on the execut ive com m it tee by Mary I .  Hussey of Mount  Holyoke College, who held 
the post  of t reasurer from  1924 to 1926. At  ninety- three years of age in the centennial year, 

Professor Sm ith was the only liv ing scholar of twelve whose names were ident ified with awards 
m ade to contem porary scholars at  the anniversary banquet  in six categories of professional 
achievem ent . With the rapid increase in the num ber of wom en in clergy and teaching posts 

during this last  decade, the next  century of the Society's history will be shaped by both 
wom en and m en in the range of research act ivity and in adm inist rat ive leadership.  

The character of the m em bership m ay also be defined in term s of inter-confessional and 
ecum enical relat ionships. Conservat ive scholars were solicited and welcom ed from  the outset , 

though the advocates of the new liberalism , in the t radit ion of Nathaniel Taylor and the 
Beechers, form ed the ruling spir it  in research and discussion. Nonetheless, scholars like 
Princeton's Benjam in B. Warfield, N. B. Stonehouse, John Gresham  Machen and, m ore 

recent ly, A. T. Robertson and Carl F. H. Henry have shared in the life of the Society, which has 
steadfast ly eschewed a party line over the years. The em ergence today of a new scholast ic 
conservat ism  in biblical studies, dist inguished from  Fundam entalist  views, presents a fresh 

opportunity in the m inds of m any m em bers for a product ive dialogue on the nature and 
authority of scr ipture as well as on the historical and philological issues. We have already 

observed the debate on the legit imacy of this problem  reflected in a num ber of president ial 
addresses.  

I n the late fift ies Catholic scholars were act ively involved in the regional program s. The 
encyclical Divino Afflante Spir itu of Pope Pius XI I , prom ulgated in 1943, encouraged Catholic 

scholars to accept  and apply the principles of the so-called higher cr it icism in biblical study. I n 
the years following this, growing num bers of Catholic scholars began to part icipate in the 

Society. Official delegates were exchanged with the Catholic Biblical Associat ion in 1959. The 
Council appointed an ad hoc com m it tee in 1963 to explore a closer relat ionship between the 
Catholic Biblical Associat ion and the Society;  a year later John L. McKenzie becam e the first  

representat ive of the CBA to the SBL. I n the last  two decades Catholic scholars have becom e 
m ainstays in the research projects of the Society, and several have been dist inguished leaders 

of the guild -  John L. McKenzie (president , 1966) , George W. MacRae (execut ive secretary, 
1975-1976) , Raymond E. Brown (president , 1977) , and Joseph A. Fitzmyer (president , 1979) .  



Clergy as well as academ ics have been represented in the m em bership from  the earliest  days 
of the Society, not  sim ply as auditors but  also as full part icipants, cont r ibut ing scholarly 

studies in the m eet ings from  t im e to t im e. A review of the rolls discloses well-known figures of 
the hierarchy, for  
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exam ple, Methodist  Bishop I van Lee Holt ,  who was voted into membership in 1908, and Greek 
Orthodox Archbishop I akovos, who qualified in 1945.  

Such relat ionships am ong Jewish and Christ ian scholars, conservat ive evangelicals and 
liberals, Catholic, Orthodox, and Protestant  scholars have enriched the cam araderie of workers 

in this field of knowledge and assuredly have advanced the search for t ruth, which has been 
largely unham pered by denom inat ional labels, doct r inal differences, and part isan loyalt ies, As 
m ight  be predicted, this kind of collaborat ion developed earlier and has proceeded further at  

local levels in the regional groups, a guarantee of its durabilit y.  
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VI I I  

OF THE MAKI NG OF BOOKS 

Com m entaries and Translat ions 

The quality and value of a scholarly society m ust  be m easured finally by the character of its 
research work and the dissem inat ion of it  through publishing as the principal form  of scholar ly 

com m unicat ion.1 This m ay be tested by the encouragem ent  it  gives individual m em bers to 
produce scholarly writ ing and by the publishing programs developed by the Society itself.  

The influence of the SBL on the creat ive output  of individual m embers is som et im es intangible, 
but  by their test im ony m any have recognized the st im ulat ion of the Society to their research 
program s. H. J. Cadbury often referred to the inspirat ion the m eet ings gave him  to im prove 

his scholarship. We have noted earlier the involvem ent  of m em bers in the earliest  days of the 
Society in collect ive enterprises such as the Ellicot t  Com m entary for English Readers, the 

Schaff-Lange Com m entary on the Holy Scriptures, the I nternat ional Crit ical Com m entary, the 
Moffat t  NT Com m entary, the I nterpreter 's Bible, The I nterpreter 's Dict ionary of the Bible,  the 
Harper 's NT Com m entaries, The Jerom e Biblical Com m entary, and Herm eneia -  a Crit ical and 
Historical Com m entary on the Bible, the lat ter a direct  outgrowth of planning begun in the NT 

Colloquium . Serials such as the Journal for Theology and Church and New Front iers in 

Theology  were designed in discussions within the Society. Most  of the twenty-six scholars who 
developed the monumental Beginnings of Christ ianity  were SBL m em bers.  

I n the area of Bible t ranslat ions and revisions, the Society has been well represented. I ts 
m em bers served on the Am erican Com m it tee of Revision of the Authorized Version, which 

gave counsel on the Revised Version of 1885 and produced the Am erican Standard Version in 
1901, regarded by m any as the best  Bible of all t ime in its faithfulness to the Hebrew and 

Greek or iginals. H. J. Cadbury once observed that  in a certain sense the Am erican Revision 
Com m it tee begat  the Society:  about  half of the original m em bers served on the com m it tee, 
thir teen to be precise. Jewish m em bers were involved in the developm ent  of the Am erican 

Jewish Version in 1917 and A New Translat ion  



1 A provocat ive restatement  of this axiom  with a discussion of journals and books 
appears in the ACLS publicat ion, Scholarly Com m unicat ion (Balt im ore:  Johns Hopkins 

University Press, 1979) .
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of the Torah According to the Masoret ic Text  in 1963. The Society was well represented on the 
Com m it tee of Thirty-One, the so-called Standard Bible Com m it tee, and the Advisory Board 

that  resulted in the Revised Standard Version of 1952. The editor ial board that  t ranslated the 
Confraternity of Christ ian Doct r ine's edit ion of the Bible published in 1966 included Roman 

Catholic scholars with joint  m em bership in the Catholic Biblical Associat ion and the SBL. New 
t ranslat ions and revisions of the scriptures in the light  of new m anuscript  finds and 

archaeological evidence and exeget ical aids will cont inue to engage Am erican biblical scholars 
in the future.  

The Journal 

"The Journal"  said Corresponding Secretary George Dahl in his 1928 report , "stands as a 
bulwark of Am erican Biblical scholarship and, to a real degree, as its index. I t  provides a 

channel through which creat ive thought  m ay find expression."  Recent ly one of the 
t ransplanted Brit ish scholars wrote, "The JBL gives to the SBL a profound influence on 

European scholarship. This is of im m ense im portance."  With com m endable self-confidence, the 
Council voted at  the fourth meet ing on 29 December 1881 to pr int  a Journal and Proceedings, 
with direct ions to pr int  papers read at  the June m eet ing in full in the am ount  of five hundred 
copies. With that  inst ruct ion the first  volum e of the Journal was born, dist r ibuted to members 
and available to the general public at  a cost  of three dollars for the year.2 The following year it  

was ruled that  the Council,  act ing as an editor ial comm it tee, should select  the papers to 
appear in the Journal.  Som e concern about  appearance and preservat ion problem s m ust  have 
led to the Council's em powerm ent  of the secretary several years later " to im prove the quality 

of the paper of the Journal as he saw best ."   

From  the outset  the Journal set  a high standard in art icles and typography. With am usem ent  
members heard the secretary in 1916 read a communicat ion from  the Third Assistant  

Postm aster General of the United States refusing to give the Journal second-class rates "on 
the ground that  it  was not  scient ific."  They knew bet ter.  

The Journal appeared annually from  1882 to 1905 (but  in 1886 and 1887 it  was sem iannual) ;  
sem iannually from  1906 to 1911;  quarter ly from  1912 to 1914;  and quarter ly or sem iannually 
since 1916. At  first  papers, like this history, knew no bounds. Ezra Abbot 's "Rem arks on Rom  

9: 5" in volum e 1 (1881)  ran to sixty-seven pages. Secretary Hinckley G. Mitchell's "The 
Preposit ion el"  extended to seventy-seven pages (with a concordance) . Rest raints had to be 
im posed both on the t im e for reading, usually a half hour, and on the length of the printed 

text . I n addit ion to papers published in  

2 Proceedings and abst racts of papers read at  the first  two meet ings in 1890 were 
printed in a pamphlet  under the t it le, The Society of Biblical Literature and Exegesis. 

They were reprinted in JBL 50 (1931)  xxiv-xlix.
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full the Journal early began the pract ice of including abst racts of other papers presented at  the 
m eet ings. Brief notes were also included. The all- t im e record bolder for art icles and notes 

cont r ibuted was Paul Haupt  (president , 1906) , whose nam e appears over seventy- five pieces. 
From  1880 through 1960, full accounts of the annual m eet ing proceedings were included, with 



reports of officers and delegates, and for m any years, a m em bership roster, new m em bers, 
regional reports, and memorial m inutes. Since 1961 these materials are no longer found in the 

Journal to the relief of the editor but  to the dism ay of the historian. Abst racts and t it les 
together with som e reports have appeared since 1970 in a pre-m eet ing booklet  known as the 

Book of Abst racts, but  one m ust  search other sources, the CSR Bullet in, Scholia,  and 
occasional m im eographed m aterial, to learn about  the organizat ional life of the Society. With 

the advent  of cr it ical book reviews beginning in volum e 55 (1936) , the Journal extended a 
valuable service to scholars. I n leaner years of scholar ly cont ribut ions, it  has been said that  to 
the European and the Am erican scholar the book review sect ion alone was worth the price of 

the Journal.   

The outbreak of host ilit ies in Europe in 1914 threatened the publishing of the Journal,  but  
through the war years Haag-Drugulin Com pany of Leipzig cont inued the print ing begun in 

1913, though volum es 33 (1914)  and 34 (1915)  were delayed in shipm ent  for m any m onths. 
Despite the inconvenience the cont ract  was renewed and the Leipzig firm  cont inued to print  

the Journal unt il 1935, when a long and happy relat ionship began with Maurice Jacobs and the 
Jewish Publicat ion Society of Am erica and later with the Maurice Jacobs Press. The cont ract  

was extended for the next  thir ty- five years, its term inat ion m arked by a test im onial banquet  
to Dr. Jacobs at  the 1970 annual m eet ing. Since then, Scholars Press has been the publishing 

agent .  

A long line of em inent  scholars has shaped the editor ial policy and established standards that  
have brought  the Journal to a posit ion of dist inct ion in scholarly literature.3 Am ong those who 
served five years or m ore at  the exact ing post of editor have been George Foot  Moore (1889-
1894) , David G. Lyon (1894-1900) , Max L. Margolis (1914-1921) , George Dahl (1922-1929, 

1934) , Erwin R. Goodenough (1935-1942) , David Noel Freedm an (1955-1959) , Morton S. 
Enslin (1960-1969) , Joseph A. Fitzmyer (1971-1976) , and John H. Hayes (1977- ) . Of them all,  

Morton Enslin ident ified himself with the Journal for a decade in a colorful and com petent  
m anner that  won both accolades and cr it icism s. The raspy-voiced, iron-willed editor was 

convinced that  the editor ial policy m ust  "center on philological and histor ical aspects of biblical 
study rather than on theological or hom ilet ical"  and he never deviated from  it .  Though som e 

quest ioned the exclusion of theological or ethical interests (he himself wrote a major study on 
the ethics of Paul) , there  

3 See Appendix V, Editors of the Journal of Biblical Literature. 
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was an adm irat ion and affect ion for Enslin that  has m ade the Enslin epoch a m em orable one in 
the history of scholarly publicat ion.  

I n m ore recent  years the wise guidance and rem arkable and skillful edit ing achievem ents of 
Joseph A. Fitzm yer have brought  this periodical to a posit ion of excellence that  has won 

internat ional acclaim . " I n our count ry there are num erous religious publicat ions but  in its field 
the Journal stands alone in its record of the ranges and the results of biblical scholarship."  

With that  appreciat ive judgm ent  by an SBL m em ber there is com m on concurrence. The 
indexes of O. H. Gates (vols. 1-40) , Ralph Marcus (vols. 41-60) , T. H. Gaster (vols. 60-79)  

and John C. Hurd (vols. 80-99 forthcom ing)  facilitate a m ining of the collect ion of essays and 
reviews. The Journal now has a junior partner. Sem eia is defined as "an experim ental journal 

for biblical cr it icism ."  Begun in 1974, it  features front ier studies in st ructuralist  cr it icism , 
herm eneut ics, oral t radit ion, literary crit icism, literary analysis from  a psychoanalyt ic 

perspect ive, and group studies of special literary types, such as gnom ic wisdom , m iracle 
stor ies, pronouncem ent  stor ies, and apocalypses. Often cast  in the esoteric vocabulary of 

advanced linguist ics, the essays have been dubbed by som e as "academ ic glossalalia."  But  a 
sober judgm ent  will recognize here the experim ental work of highly t rained scholars exploring 

alternat ives to historical cr it icism  in the interpretat ion of ancient  texts. The text  as text , not  



sim ply as an expression of a part icular cultural circum stance, requires dissect ion into its 
const ituent  parts for literary classificat ion and the disclosure of potent ialit ies of m eaning.  

I n 1931 editor Carl H. Kraeling proposed a series of Beihefte to the Journal.  The idea was 
readily accepted, but  efforts to secure financing failed unt il 1946 when the monograph series 

was inaugurated with C. C. Torrey's The Lives of the Prophets.  To date twenty-six volum es 
have appeared.  

Concerns about  scholarly com m unicat ion and publicat ion in the face of the cr isis posed by 
ast ronom ical pr int ing costs by com m ercial houses and the reluctance of com m ercial houses to 

handle lim ited edit ions of technical works led to an inquiry into alternat ives by a CSR task 
force in 1971. Some societ ies in the humanist ic disciplines had already begun to experiment  
with publishing ventures of their  own, a m ore daring breakaway than that  of the university 
presses som e years earlier. The report  of the task force the following year art iculated the 

problem s clearly and called to at tent ion the changing roles of learned societ ies. They 
recom m ended that  the m em ber societ ies of the Council "explore and develop ways to serve 

their const ituencies as publishers, not  only of journals and m onograph series, but  of 
dissertat ions, collect ions of essays, books of all kinds." 4 Without  doubt  the m ost  enthusiast ic 
and energet ic advocate of this expansion of the SBL's role as publisher was a m em ber of the 

task force, Robert  W. Funk, who was then execut ive  

4 Scholar ly Com m unicat ion and Publicat ion (ed. G. W. MacRae;  Missoula:  University 
of Montana Press, 1972)  12.
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secretary of the Society. He had challenged the Council in 1969 to consider ventures in m icro-
publicat ion to meet  the needs of the Society beyond what  its publishing program  had ever 

been able to do in the past . Approval was given in 1971 to develop a program  which may be 
said to have been launched with a Festschrift  offered to Norm an Perr in by the m em bers of the 

NT Colloquium , Christology and a Modern Pilgr im age, edited by Hans Dieter Betz. This was 
followed by a num ber of m onograph- type studies related to the work of the SBL sem inars and 

groups.  

Scholars Press was founded in 1974, a creat ion of the AAR and the SBL growing out  of their 
developing research programs and publicat ion needs. Under the leadership of its director, 

Robert  W. Funk, a dissertat ion series was inaugurated followed quickly by Texts and 
Translat ions with plans on other fronts. There was no t im e for a slow start . New t it les were 

offered for sale, it  seem ed to m any, as soon as the Society press started at  the University of 
Montana. I n the centennial year, there were thir teen publicat ion projects serving the growing 
num ber of sponsoring societ ies of the Press. I t  was an achievem ent  that  would cause even a 

veteran ent repreneur to m arvel. The predict ion of the indust ry was that  it  would be short -
lived. Theological librarians held their breath. And behind it  all were the energies and the 

daring of Bob Funk, funct ioning in the kaleidoscopic roles of editor, advert iser, adm inist rator, 
scholar, purchasing agent , stock boy, technician, t roubleshooter, and prophet . Koheleth and 
Gutenberg would have been dum bfounded. I n 1975 the Press was incorporated into a Center 

for Scholarly Publishing and Services, based at  Missoula, and present ly located in Chico, 
California.5  

I n the centennial year, the following sets com prise the publicat ion program of the Society. The 
dates m ark the init ial volum e in each case:   

Monograph Series (1946)   
Dissertat ion Series (1972)   

Texts and Translat ions  



Pseudepigrapha Series (1972)   
Early Christ ian Literature Series (1974)   
Graeco-Rom an Religion Series (1976)   

Sources for Biblical Study (1974)   
Septuagint  and Cognate Studies (1972)   

Masoret ic Studies (1972)   
Semeia Studies (1975)   

Sem inar Papers and Abst racts (1970)   
Aramaic Studies (1976)   
General Series (1976)   
Festschriften (1971)  

5 Funk describes the history of Scholars Press in Scholia 9 (1970)  17-22 and 10 
(1980)  18.  
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Genres of Religious Literature in Western Ant iquity (1976)   
SBL Centennial Publicat ions (1976)   
Journal of Biblical Literature (1881)   

Sem eia:  An Experim ental Journal for Biblical Crit icism  (1974)   
Publicat ions related to groups and sem inars 

I nterpret ing the outcom es and t rends of biblical research to the general public has never been 
a m ajor concern of the Society, though from  t im e to t im e it  has been proposed as a needed 

service. Others m aintain it  would com prom ise scholar ly goals and im pede pure scient ific 
research, but  few quest ion the excellence and value of a popular journal like The Biblical 

Archaeologist ,  published by the ASOR. I n the early years, m any of the best -known SBL 
scholars, as we have seen, vigorously defended the new biblical cr it icism  in popular 

ecclesiast ical journals such as Bibliotheca Sacra,  the Bapt ist  Review,  the Andover Review,  the 
Presbyterian Quarter ly,  and others. Moreover, through the years other SBL m em bers have 

skillfully shared the results of biblical scholarship with a wider audience:  I ra M. Price, Charles 
Foster Kent , Edgar J. Goodspeed, Laura H. Wild, Julian Morgenstern, R. H. Walker, E. W. K. 

Mould, F. C. Grant , Howard C. Kee, Bernhard W. Anderson, Raym ond E. Brown, Harry M. 
Orlinsky, and John Bright � to nam e only a few of those whose writ ings are known to 

generat ions of college students and the laity of church and synagogue. I f,  as senior officials of 
the Nat ional Endowm ent  for the Hum anit ies iterate, hum anist -scholars have been guilty of 

elit ism  and discr im inat ion, preferr ing their own com pany to that  of others, there are signs of a 
new sense of social responsibilit y among the members of the guild.  
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I X 

THE VOI CE OF MI RTH 

Learned societ ies are m ade up of the light -hearted as well as the heavy-headed. With som e, 
wit  and humor are studied. More often it  is unintent ional:  the slip of speech, the am biguity of 
the writ ten word, the accret ions that  gather about  colorful figures, half legendary, half real. 

Here are a few item s culled from  the dusty sobriety of the Journal or the lively, often 
em broidered, m em ories of m em bers. They m ay verify that  they, like Dives in Jesus' story, live 

" in m irth and splendor." 1  



At  the June meet ing of 1883 held at  Berkeley Divinity School, with Willis Beecher presiding, a 
m essage was read from  A. M. Shaw, M.D., invit ing the Society to visit  the Hospital for the 

I nsane in Middletown. "The invitat ion was accepted with thanks by the Society."  (This appears 
only in the manuscript  record;  it  was om it ted from  the pr inted account  in the Journal.)  I t  m ust  

have m ade for a full day.  

A note in volum e 8 (1888)  carr ied this apology from  a dist racted secretary:  "The paper [ of J. 
Rendel Harr is] , read in June, should have form ed a part  of this num ber;  but  when it  was 

wanted, it  could not  be found. The author, now in the East , will probably, on his return, be 
able to discover its whereabouts."   

Am ong the subscribers to the Journal listed in 1900 and 1901 are the Mechanics' I nst itute in 
San Francisco and the Mercant ile Library in St . Louis� the m arketplace at tendant  upon the 
ivory tower!  And for a clue to a half- rem em bered or totally forgot ten world, consider this 

advance not ice of the m eet ing in New York City in 1896:  " I t  is hoped that  m em bers of the 
Society will take dinner together on Tuesday evening at  a restaurant , with which the 

com m it tee has arranged, at  a pr ice of fifty or seventy- five cents each" (see also figure 6) .  

At  t im es papers and t it les can be a source of am usem ent  as well as inst ruct ion. Of a paper by 
Prof. Beecher it  was noted "The second paper on � The Historical Situat ion in Joel and 

Obadiah' was read by Prof. Beecher. Though longer than papers have usually been, it  held the 
at tent ion of the members to the end and seemed to produce convict ion."  I t  m ay have been 
sheer coincidence that  at  the second session President  Gardiner urged the need to increase 

the number and quality of papers presented.  

1 Lk 16: 19 (ASV) .
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Financial problem s were m et  in various ways. I n 1918 Treasurer George Dahl announced that  
the Society would probably run into debt  during the com ing year. The Council was asked to 
consider ways and m eans of m eet ing the deficit .  On m ot ion it  was voted that  the recording 
secretary (H. J. Cadbury)  should t ransfer his balance to the t reasurer. Whether this covered 

the deficit  is not  clear.  

I n t im es of sky- rocket ing budgets it  is start ling to discover the sim ple financing of the 
preinflat ionary period. I n 1944 the Pacific Coast  Region "voted that  the Sect ion authorize the 
secretary to write to the t reasurer of the SBLE request ing that  the Society pay $4.59 to the 

Sect ion, this being one half of the expense of the m eet ing which was arranged in cooperat ion 
with the Pacific Coast  Associat ion of Religious Studies."  Treasurer Robert  C. Dentan reported a 

financial cr isis in 1953. The next  year the Council reported that  $131.90 had been raised in 
response to the special appeal for funds. Five years later a $2.50 increase in dues was 

authorized. Evident ly the m assive response to Dentan's appeal did not  stave off the creditors.  

I n m odern colloquial speech the t it le of Benjam in Bacon's paper, " I s John 14 Displaced? And 
What  Of I t?"  carr ies a quizzical touch lost  in the revised t it le of his published art icle, "The 

Displacem ent  of John 14."  Here are som e papers read at  annual and regional m eet ings, known 
only by their t it les, which deserve to be rem em bered by nam e if not  by content :   

"Did Noah Eat  the Apple?"  
"Alcohol in the Bible"  

"A Doubt ful Sum erian Paradise"  
"Mr. Goodspeed and the Ethiopian"  

"How Moses Failed God"  
"How Tradit ion Failed Moses"  



"Solut ion of Hosea's Marital Problem s by Crit ical Analysis"  
"What  Shall We Do With Docum ent  Q?"  

"The New Very English NT"  
"The Markan Sandwiches -  Som e Food for Thought :  But terbrot , Ham  and Cheese, Dagwoods"  
"NT Research Has No Regard for the Special I ntent ions of the NT, and Thus Should No Longer 

Be I dent ified with Reference to I t "   

Anecdotes and legends about  leaders of the past  const itute a t reasured part  of a society's 
m em orabilia, though these are seldom  preserved in archives. The m em ories of som e of our 

m em bers have brought  to m ind quips and com m ents about  persons and situat ions that  ought  
not  be lost .  

Of George Barton it  was alleged that  his fam ous book Archaeology and the Bible went  through 
thir ty-seven edit ions without  any verbal changes, only the insert ion of addit ional pictures.  

C. C. Torrey inspired vivid recollect ions of his perform ances.  
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I t  was not  long after this period [ late 1920s]  that  the notorious clashes occurred at  
meet ings of the SBL between Torrey on the one hand and Goodspeed and Riddle on 
the other over Torrey's views on the Aramaic origins of a number of the NT writ ings. 

Torrey, slight  in stature but  acid in debate, could be very perem ptory in refusing 
further discussion with those who, he averred, knew only one of the two languages 

in quest ion. After one of these jousts which I  was unable to at tend an observer 
reported to me that  of the three protagonists the Society could recognize two 
scholars and one gent lem an. Since Goodspeed was undoubtedly always the 

gent leman that  leaves only one category undecided.2  

A histor ic collision occurred at  the sevent ieth meet ing in 1934 when Goodspeed, Cadbury, and 
Riddle dealt  with the recent ly published m ajor work of Torrey, The Four Gospels, A New 

Translat ion,  which had received an affirm at ive review by Jam es A. Montgom ery. Som e would 
have it  that  once again " the Hellenists m urm ured against  the Hebrews,"  Paul in a standoff with 

Jam es -  history repeat ing itself in a new form . Though m em orable this was not  the only 
instance of im passioned debate on scholarly issues. One m ight  recall the r igor and vigor with 
which an existent ialist  reading of history was discussed by Morton S. Enslin, Kendrick Grobel, 

and Jam es M. Robinson, or again the mat ter of "saving" history drawn and quartered by Enslin 
in rhetorical com bat  with Ot to Piper and F. V. Filson. Nor will t im e ever erase from  m em ory 

the devastat ing content ions of Solom on Zeit lin that  the Dead Sea Scrolls were m edieval 
forgeries.  

A Harvard Divinity School student  rejoiced over the prospect  of being the only student  who 
signed for a course with George Foot  Moore, relishing the opportunity to get  to know this 

dist inguished scholar personally. Alas, for the ent ire term  Moore entered the classroom  at  the 
appointed hour, lectured, and left  without  a word of conversat ion exchanged.  

One respondent  reported an old quip that  Cadbury had obtained his doctor 's degree by 
depriving Luke of his.  

B. H. Branscom b's own test im ony, confirm ed by his students, was that  he was the only 
Am erican scholar who could speak Hebrew with a north Georgia accent .  

Of the m any stor ies that  cluster about  that  scholarly giant , Robert  H. Pfeiffer, one of the m ost  
delight ful centers in his occasional difficulty with the English language. At  the m eet ing at  

Hebrew Union College in Cincinnat i in 1949, celebrat ing the seventy- fifth anniversary of that  



school, President  Pfeiffer rose to announce that  m em bers who had not  yet  paid for their board 
and lodging should do so. I n his own inim itable style he said, "Please don't  go without  set t ling 

your accounts, if you have slept  here, with Miss Aaronson."  One m an who rem em bered the 
incident  offered the appropriate com m ent , " I t  was the best  and m ost  successful president ial 

address ever m ade!"   

2 A. N. Wilder, "NT Studies, 1920-1950:  Rem iniscences of a Changing Discipline,"  
Journal of Religion ( in press) .   
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SI GNS AND PORTENTS 

Reviewing the history of a learned society m ay turn out  to be an exercise in nostalgia, an act  
of t r ium phalism , or by good chance a reasonably accurate assessm ent  of the past  and a 

plausible est im ate of things to com e. Histor icism  can affect  any exam inat ion of the past  and 
convert  the histor ian into ant iquarian pure and sim ple. Not  wishing such a fate, we conclude 
the present  account  with som e new direct ions, a few already begun, others in the planning 

stage, as the second century opens.1  

A variety of issues had been addressed in the first  century. Established in a period that  
m arked the beginnings of scient ific histor ical cr it icism  applied to the biblical materials, the 

Society was soon em broiled in st ruggles associated with the new Pentateuchal crit icism . We 
have watched the developm ent  of archaeological research act ivity and observed the frequent  

r ivalry between text  and art ifact  as a means of discovering the past . The Aramaic quest ion 
becam e a persistent  and cont roversial issue in NT studies. New m ethodologies such as form  
cr it icism  gave hope of unlocking the preliterary period and chart ing the history of t radit ion 

unt il it  assum ed the form  of literature. Neo-orthodoxy's concern to develop theology out  of the 
Bible as its pr incipal source pulsed a problem  for m any scholars who feared that  studies in the 
religion of I srael or the faith form ulat ions of the early Christ ian church would com prom ise the 

object iv ity of historical study and m ake apologists out  of scholars. The result  of textual and 
archaeological work brought  an enorm ous am ount  of pr im ary material to bear on the study of 
earlier form s of biblical docum ents and the cultures within which they arose, requir ing crit ical 
assessm ent  and the rethinking of previous conclusions. To accom plish these tasks it  becam e 
necessary to revam p drast ically the form  in which the Society had done its work, and a new 

organizat ional st ructure, winning plaudits and reproaches, came into being.  

1 The forecast ing here is perforce a com posite of m any views and proposals. Of 
special usefulness were four statements:  "1980 and Beyond,"  in R. W. Funk's "Report  

of the Execut ive Secretary, 1968-1973,"  CSR Bullet in 4 (1973)  20-26;  "The 
Changing Role of Learned Societ ies,"  in Scholar ly Com m unicat ion and Publicat ion 

(ed. G. W. MacRae;  Missoula:  University of Montana Press, 1972) ;  Paul J. Achtemeier 
and Gene M. Tucker, "Biblical Studies:  The State of the Discipline,"  CSR Bullet in 11 

(1980)  72-76;  R. D. Hecht , "Research Needs in the Study of the Hebrew Bible and in 
the Study of Judaism,"  CSR Bullet in 11 (1980)  137, 139-145.
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The centennial m eet ing in 1980 was deliberately designed to encourage reflect ion on the 
present  state of the discipline and to ant icipate som e of the tasks that  const itute unfinished 

business at  the m om ent . To invest igate approaches to the Bible by new form s of social 



analysis drawing upon the behavioral sciences, by language analysis using tools of 
contem porary linguist ics, by raising afresh the basic quest ions of intent ion and meaning, and 

by intensifying histor ical and archaeological research -  them es of that  m eet ing -  is to t race 
direct ions in which research is now being pursued or ant icipated. I n the years ahead the 

Society conceivably m ay be m oving an several fronts.  

(1)  Purpose and scope.  The purpose of the Society, defined first  in the const itut ion of 1884 
and enlarged and redrafted in 1962, remains essent ially the same:  " to promote the creat ion 

and dissem inat ion of scholarly knowledge pertaining to biblical literature and ancillary fields."  
As others have noted, the form al nam e of the Society suggests a lim itat ion to canonical 

literature. To be m ore accurate, it  has been proposed that  the nam e should declare the aim  to 
study religion and religious inst itut ions in western ant iquity. But  this would alter the histor ical 
focus on biblical m aterials. I n any event  the scope of the inquiry cont inues to widen to include 

para-canonical and nonbiblical religious literature of the ancient  world. Nathaniel Schmidt 's 
plea at  the fift ieth anniversary that  m ore at tent ion be given to deuterocanonical and 

apocryphal literature has been m et  beyond his im aginings, thanks to new m anuscript  finds. I n 
recent  years it  has becom e evident  that  there is an increasing interest  in rabbinical literature 

and postbiblical Judaism . But  the scope of inquiry as yet  does not  embrace adequately the 
literature of the early pat r ist ic period, an essent ial part  of the context  of the Christ ian 

m ovem ent . The work of Robert  M. Grant  is a notable and welcom e except ion. Just  as surely 
the Ebla m aterials will push back the horizons of OT study to incorporate the second 

m illennium B.C.E.  and perhaps the late third. Widening ranges of histor ical research are 
necessary and prom ising.  

(2)  Art ifacts and texts.  Despite the acknowledged fallacy in assum ing a com pet it ive 
relat ionship between archaeology and docum entary study it  remains t rue that  the analysis of 

texts and the digging of ancient  ruins are carr ied on st ill as discrete act ivit ies. This is the m ore 
astonishing in view of the interests of the newer archaeology in such quest ions as populat ion 

dist r ibut ion, urban planning, social and religious inst itut ions, and econom ic program s, and 
textual study's concern with cultural factors and the social-cultural m at rix in which literature 

m ust  be set . This vir tual isolat ionism  can cont inue only to the det r im ent  of the basic task. 
Team  research involving specialists from  a variety of cognate disciplines cont r ibut ing their 

com petencies would seem  to be the necessary way to proceed in the future. Such 
collaborat ion can be m utually fruit ful as experim ental projects already test ify.  

(3)  Relat ionships with other groups.  The problem  of the learned society is a m icroform  of the 
problem  of the m ult iversity in today's higher educat ion. How can specialized knowledge be 

integrated into larger configurat ions? How  

98 
 

can the m ult iversity becom e a university? I t  is a dism al sign of our t im es that  the joint  
m eet ings the Society once held with other groups engaged in hum anist ic studies have 

disappeared. I t  is considered a m ajor achievem ent  these days to hold a congress of specialists 
in the study of religions let  alone to arrange converse with scholars in folklore, languages, 

history, or m usicology. I n his int roduct ion to the collect ion of essays ent it led The Study of the 

Bible Today and Tomorrow,  published in 1947, H. R. Willoughby pointed out  the variety of 
disciplines and techniques now drawn upon in biblical research:  docum entary cr it icism ;  

t radit ion crit icism ;  study of the cultural environm ent , social funct ion, ethics, world view, cult , 
and organizat ion;  apologet ics;  t ranslat ion;  m anuscript  study;  textual crit icism;  religious 

psychology;  social history;  and iconography. Program s of study today and in the future are 
and will becom e increasingly cross-disciplinary in approach. At tent ion is paid to rhetor ical 

cr it icism, st ructural analysis, new forms of literary cr it icism, cultural anthropology, and 
analyt ic psychology. I t  is a disturbing paradox that  this widening interdisciplinary approach 

occurs at  the sam e t im e that  the Society itself has less and less interact ion with other learned 
societ ies in the hum anit ies and the social sciences. The future holds possibilit ies for 



discovering new ways of carrying on dialogue with the hum anit ies and social sciences beyond 
one official delegate's at tendance at  the annual m eet ing of the ACLS or the im port ing of a half 
dozen professors from  foreign parts to speak at  an annual m eet ing. Sovereign disciplines are 

just  as obsolete as sovereign states in a global village.  

Dialogue relat ionships m ay also m ove in another, albeit  m ore cont roversial, direct ion. The 
renascence of theological conservat ism  at  the outset  of this second century is m arked by a 

feature not  to be overlooked;  what  m ay be term ed a conservat ive scholast icism . This has been 
an element  within our pluralist ic Society from  the very outset , as we have seen. As a vital part  
of Am erican biblical scholarship the presence of this conservat ively oriented intelligentsia m ust  

be acknowledged, many believe, and provision made to expand their part icipat ion in the 
com m unity of debate.  

(4)  Com puterized research and publicat ion. The last  quarter century has seen the int roduct ion 
of vast  new technologies in the pr int ing indust ry which have revolut ionized com m unicat ion and 

accessibilit y to scholarly inform at ion. Photographic processes and com puterized typeset t ing 
are developm ents in m odern research program s that  depend increasingly on com puters for 
access to source m aterial and the classificat ion and storage of data. The quest ion facing the 

theological librar ian today is not  hard cover versus soft , but  m icrofilm  versus opt ical disk as a 
m eans of preservat ion. To the new breed of scholars the use of com puter term inals to ret r ieve 
out -of- the-way inform at ion and word processing m achines to com pose technical papers will be 
as natural as the reference library and the typewriter have been to their forebears. Microform s 
-  fiche and reel -  enlarge the scholar 's personal library and expand enorm ously the capability 

of sem inary and  
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university librar ies. One is hesitant  to predict  the future of the book in its convent ional form . 
Obviously scholarly literature of the past  will cont inue to be consulted in the pr inted form at  in 

which it  is preserved, whether on paper or film , but  just  as surely a m uch wider range of 
writ ing in the form  of notes, reports, essays and m onographs will play a large part  in what  

happens on the scholar 's desk. Com puters will assist  in the ret r ieval and correlat ion of data, 
but  in the face of a knowledge explosion greater burdens than ever face the cr it ical facult ies of 
the researcher. There is lit t le likelihood that  the invent ive and imaginat ive skills of the human 
brain will be eclipsed by the com puter brain. The new technologies will expand and accelerate 
research processes and extend the range of availabilit y of the results in an ext raordinary way. 

One can only hope that  the quality of the scholarly program  will m atch the quant itat ive 
extension of the m aterials.  

There is need to br ing to com plet ion quickly the long-delayed project  of com piling an inventory 
of basic research inst rum ents required in the field. I nspired by an ACLS proposal to the 

Nat ional Endowm ent  for the Hum anit ies for a long- range program  to ident ify research tools, 
the CSR has been engaged in developing an I nventory of Needed Research I nst rum ents in 

Religious Studies. Since the project  was announced in 1973, some progress and reports have 
been m ade, but  in 1980 it  had not  yet  been concluded.  

(5)  Specializat ion and integrat ion.  Widening horizons of biblical research with the 
intensificat ion of analysis perm it ted by com puter-assisted work inevitably foster specializat ion 

in ever-narrowing fields of inquiry. This is already a reality, comm ented upon sadly by a 
num ber of senior scholars who deplore the growth of subdivisions in the annual m eet ings, not  
a few of which exhibit  esoteric concerns and technical vocabularies that  m ake com m unicat ion 

with other specialists sem i- intelligible at  best . I ndeed such hyper-specializat ion drast ically 
reduces the num ber of those com petent  to cr it icize, thus weakening the comm unity of 

cr it icism  which is essent ial to excellence. A m ajor problem  facing the Society in its second 
century will be to facilitate the process of com m unicat ion between groups and individuals to 



develop languages of synthesis rather than separat ion and to em phasize the larger schem es 
and issues that  will integrate atom ized research act ivity.  

(6)  Regional groups and the nat ional Society. The dem ographic growth of the Society poses 
severe logist ical problem s about  the frequency, housing, and costs of the nat ional m eet ings. I t  
is probable, therefore, that  the regional groups will fulfill a greater funct ion in the future than 

they have in the past . Thus far there has not  been any planned program  change in the 
regional m eet ings com parable with the reformat ion of 1969 in the parent  Society. On the 

whole the m eet ings follow the t radit ional pract ice of voluntary cont r ibut ions in a forum  set t ing. 
Secretary Achtemeier, in his final report  in 1980, speculated that  the regional meet ings m ight  

becom e centers of m ore specialized study and the annual m eet ings m ight  m ake m ore place for 
invited speakers and symposiums combined with voluntary program  units. Biennial  
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m eet ings of the whole Society with annual regional meet ings m ight  then prove feasible.  

(7)  Teaching guild and professional society. We have noted occasional concerns to define the 
public audiences to which the work of the learned society is addressed. Obviously the prim ary 
concern is with the academ ic com m unity. Truth for t ruth's sake and the scholar ly enterprise 

answerable to itself have been the custom s of the confraternity of experts. But  the ivory tower 
m entality and pract ice have been under heavy at tack in recent  t im es. I n the Society this has 

prompted proposals to share research results with a wider public, at  least  with church and 
synagogue if not  with the realm s of polit ical, econom ic, and social st ruggle. Otherwise the 
Society becom es (som e would say, has becom e)  an ant iquarian associat ion m ore closely 

resem bling an English gent lem en's club than a laboratory. Do the Cabots speak only to the 
Lodges and the Lodges speak only to God? Som e think so.  

I n a t im e of hurr ied social change, the learned society like the university m ust  redefine the 
role it  plays in the larger society. Neither can afford to becom e act ion t raining centers or think 
tanks in the service of m ajor indust r ial, polit ical, or ecclesiast ical agencies without  sacrificing 

fidelity to histor ic purposes. For biblical research to accept  its agenda from  the religious 
establishm ent  would be intolerable, a throwback to the capt ive scholarship of the precrit ical 

era. But  it  has been said that  the herm eneut ical task is incom plete unless it  is concerned with 
the contem porary m eanings of ancient  texts. I n a t im e when an ant icr it ical at t itude is 

cham pioned in the religious com m unity in favor of a literalist  reading of the Bible has not  the 
Society a responsibilit y to enter the debate? Or does it  rem ain aloof and distant  from  those 

who st ruggle to find a bet ter way? I n a culture that  generally regards the Bible as an " iconic"  
book, to use Mart in Marty's phrase, where the book is respected but  unread, those for whom  it  

is the subject  of their teaching and cr it ical study have as m uch responsibilit y, it  would seem , 
to interpret  its significance to the nonspecialist  as the Shakespearean scholar has to m ake the 
Bard of Avon intelligible to the general public -  the m ore when it  is either ignored or abused. 
The popular Biblical Archaeology Review, Scient ific Am erican, and Psychology Today  provide 

paradigms.  

(8)  I ndividual and cooperat ive research.  The developm ent  of new and very expensive research 
tools such as com puter hardware together with the extension of biblical scholarship into larger 

and larger areas confirm  the decisions of 1969 to organize research work increasingly on a 
group basis. " I f scholars are willing to sacrifice a sm all am ount  of individual glory, the future 
looks ext rem ely br ight  for large research projects which need doing but  have failed to reach 
com plet ion or even to find full concept ion because no base for ongoing work has existed." 2  

2 Scholar ly Com m unicat ion and Publicat ion, 17.   
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(9)  Theological and philosophical interests.  Throughout  its history the Society has unanim ously 
espoused histor ical,  archaeological, and philological approaches to the study of biblical 

literature but  rem ained hesitant  and divided on the suitability of theological and philosophical 
concerns. Text  m ust  be exam ined r igorously as text , but  can it  also be invest igated as 

scripture? We have listened to president ial addresses that  are sharply divided in their response 
to the quest ion. I s a view of the Bible as normat ive for faith incom pat ible with the aim s of 

scholarship? The house is and no doubt  will cont inue to be divided, but  the issue will certainly 
cont inue to be faced. I t  m ay be significant  that  Bernhard W. Anderson, president  of the 

Society in its centennial year, chose to speak on "Tradit ion and Scripture in the Com m unity of 
Faith."  And the Journal that  carr ied that  address included a sharply crit ical review by Walter J. 
Harrelson of Brevard S. Childs's I nt roduct ion to the OT as Scripture.3 Historical cr it icism m ay 

not  be bankrupt  but  the quest ion of theological m eanings of t radit ion and scripture both in the 
ancient  situat ion and in the situat ion of the interpreter will cont inue to sue for recognit ion.  

(10)  Changing m em bership pat terns. The second century for the Society will certainly secure 
and extend the broadened base of part icipat ion int roduced in the reorganizat ion of 1969. 

Wom en will play a larger role in the presentat ion of papers, pr inted art icles, and in the 
adm inist rat ive sector. This developm ent  reflects the larger num ber of wom en teaching in the 
field and the changing pat terns of social organizat ion. I t  also results from  a firm  intent ion to 
encourage full and equal part icipat ion of all scholars in the com m on tasks. Though wom en 

were num bered on som e college facult ies in religious studies in the early days of the Society 
and som e becam e m em bers, they have never represented m ore than 8 percent  of the total 

SBL m em bership. According to a study by Dorothy C. Bass, the low point  was in 1970, when 
wom en totaled only 3.5 percent  of the m em bership. I t  is clear, however, that  the future will 
not  be a repet it ion of the past . Women are entering the academ e in increasing numbers and 

will surely influence the future of all learned societ ies.  

Ethnic and racial m inorit ies have been m eagerly represented in the SBL. The establishment  of 
a joint  com mit tee with the AAR on Professional Standards and Developm ent  is significant  in its 
recognit ion that  there is som ething m ore than an open adm issions policy at  stake. There is the 
realizat ion that  the Society has a responsibilit y to populate the professional species, to use its 

influence to assist  the recruitm ent , t raining, and placem ent  of scholars represent ing ethnic 
and racial m inorit ies. Biblical and religious studies internat ionally have been dom inated in the 
past  by North Am ericans and Europeans. The next  century m ay see a new global form  of the 

discipline with scholars from  the Orient , South Am erica, and the Third World  

3 JBL 100 (1981)  1-21;  99-103.  
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taking part . To be t rue to its purpose and com m itm ents the Society will use its power to help 
m ake that  possible.  

I n a let ter to Kenneth W. Clark in 1965, Leroy Waterm an wrote, " I  can only say that  m y 
associat ion as a m em ber of the SBLE has been one of the great  influences in m y work and 

life."  Com m ented Am os Wilder, "The SBL has played an indispensable role in safeguarding the 
cont inuity of the always endangered higher disciplines of our field and its texts, and providing 
incent ives for devot ion to them  in each new generat ion."  I t  could not  be put  more simply and 

incisively by any of us who have shared in this comm unity of learners and learning.  
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New York, Jan. 2nd 1880. Several gent lem en m et  by previous agreem ent  in the study of the 
Rev. P. Schaff,  D.D. 42 Bible House, to take into considerat ion the format ion of a Society for 

the prom ot ion of study in Biblical Literature and Exegesis. 

There were present  Drs Briggs, Goodwin, Mombert , Schaff, Short , St rong, Washburn, and 
Gardiner. 

The Rev. D. R. Goodwin, D.D. was called to the chair, & the Rev. F. Gardiner, D.D. was 
appointed Secretary. 

After inform al discussion it  was 

Resolved:  that  steps be taken to form  a Society of Biblical Literature & Exegesis for the 
purpose of prom ot ing a thorough study of the Scriptures by the reading and discussion of 

or iginal papers. 

Resolved:  that  this Society shall consist  of Prof. E. Abbot , LL.D., Prof. C. A. Briggs, D.D., Rev. 
Thom as Chase, LL.D., Prof. T. J. Conant , D D., Prof. Geo. E. Day, D.D., Prof. F. Gardiner, D.D., 

Prof. D. R. Goodwin, D.D., Rev. E. Harwood, D.D., Prof. C. M. Mead, Rev. J. Mom bert , D.D., 



Prof. A. Oliver, D.D., Prof. Geo. Prent ice, D.D., Prof. P. Schaff, D.D., Prof. Charles Short , LL.D., 
P. H. Steenst ra, Prof. James St rong, D.D., and Rev. E. A. Washburn, D.D., together with such 

other persons as m ay be invited by a Com m it tee to be appointed for that  purpose. 

Resolved:  that  this Com. consist  of Drs Gardiner, Briggs, Short , and St rong. 

Resolved:  that  the Society shall hold its first  m eet ing in New York on Friday, June 4th, at  such 
place and hour as this Com . shall determ ine, of which they shall give due not ice to the 

m em bers. 

Resolved:  that  this Com. be requested to secure at  least  two or three brief papers for reading 
& discussion at  that  m eet ing, & to m ent ion in the not ice of the m eet ing the subjects of such as 

are likely to be offered. 

Resolved:  that  the sam e Com . prepare a draft  of a Const itut ion & by- laws to be presented at  
that  m eet ing.       Adjourned 

Frederic Gardiner, Secretary.

*   The Historical Note included in the account  of the sem icentennial celebrat ion in 
1930 (JBL 50 [ 1931]  ii,  iii)  differs in several respects from  this or iginal record.
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Honorary Mem bers 

1891 Carl Paul Caspari 1924 Karl Mart i 

 Thom as Kelly Cheyne  Jam es Moffat t  

 August  Dillm ann 1925 Bernhard L. Duhm  

 Charles John Ellicot t  1926 Herm ann Gunkel 

 Frédéric Godet   Hugo Gressm ann 

 Abraham  Kuenen 1928 Alfred Bertholet  

 William  Sanday 1930 Stanley A. Cook 

 Eberhard Schrader  Adolf Deissmann 

 Bernhard Weiss  Mart in Dibelius 

 Brooke Foss Westcot t   Ernst  Lohm eyer 

1892 F. J. A. Hort   Ernst  Sellin 

 J. J. S. Perowne  Burnet t  H. St reeter 

 C. P. Tiele  L. P. Hugues Vincent  

1893 Heinrich Julius Holtzmann 1932 Johannes Hempel 

 Robert  Payne Smith 1933 Walter Bauer 

1894 A. B. Davidson  Maurice Goguel 

 George Salmon 1937 Ot to Eissfeldt  

1895 Friedrich W. A. Baethgen  Hans Lietzmann 

 Samuel Berger 1938 F. M. Abel 

1896 Samuel Rolles Driver  Albrecht  Alt  

 George Adam Smith 1940 Paul Kahle 

1897 A. Ceriani 1941 Walther Eichrodt  



 Solom on Schechter  Frederic G. Kenyon 

1898 Karl Budde 1942 Charles Harold Dodd 

 Adolf Jülicher 1946 Sigm und Mowinckel 

1904 Adolf von Harnack  Johannes Pedersen 

 A. H. Sayce 1947 Teófilo Ayuso 

1906 Francis C. Burkit t  1948 Thomas Walter Manson 

1913 Ernst  von Dobschütz  Theodore Henry Robinson 

 Marie-Joseph Lagrange 1950 Rudolf Bultmann 

 Julius Wellhausen  Anton Fridrichsen 

1922 Rudolf Kit tel 1951 Kurt  Galling 

 John Skinner 1952 Harold Henry Rowley 

 Gustaf Dalman  Johannes de Zwann 
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1955 Joachim  Jerem ias 1972 Günther Bornkam m  

 Roland de Vaux  Jean Duplacy 

1956 Giovanni Cardinal Mercat i  Georg Fohrer 

 Mart in Noth  Torgny Säve-Söderbergh 

1957 Mat thew Black  Rudolph Schnackenburg 

 Albert  Debrunner  George Widengren 

1958 Benjam in Mazar  Robert  McL. Wilson 

1960 Kurt  Aland  Yigael Yadin 

 Gerhard von Rad 1975 Karl-Heinrich Rengstorf 

1961 Pierre Benoit  1976 Joseph Ziegler 

1964 Willem  C. van Unnik 1977 Werner Georg Kümmel 

1967 Ernst  Käsem ann  I saac Leo Seeligm ann 

 G. W. H. Lampe 1978 Charles K. Barret t  

1968 Charles F. D. Moule  Dom inique Barthélemy 

 Walter Zimmerli 1979 Claus Westermann 

1969 Oscar Cullm ann  Harald Riesenfeld 

 Artur D. Weiser 1980 Karl Mart in Fischer 

1970 Bonifat ius Fischer  Hartmut  Gese 

 Wilhelm  Rudolph  Claude Schaeffer 

1971 Michael Avi-Yonah  Hans-Mart in Schenke 

 Herbert  Braun  Eduard Schweizer 
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Sym posium s and Collaborat ive Research Com ponents 
of Annual Meet ing Program s 

1918 Crit ical Method in the Study of the OT 
George A. Barton, Kem per Fullerton, C. C. Torrey, A. T. E. Olm stead, Julian 

Morgenstern 

1919 The Crit icism  of Acts as Related to the History and I nterpretat ion of the NT 

Edgar J. Goodspeed, Jam es Hardy Ropes, H. J. Cadbury, C. C. Torrey, F. J. 

Foakes-Jackson 



1921 Eschatology 
Nathaniel Schm idt , A. V. W. Jackson, Louis Ginzberg, E. F. Scot t ,  Benjam in W. 

Bacon, Frank Cham berlain Porter  

1922 Prim it ive Christ ianity and Judaism  
F. C. Porter, C. C. Torrey, Jam es Hardy Ropes, Benjam in W. Bacon, Sam uel S. 

Cohon, E. F. Scot t  

1929 Backgrounds of the Fourth Gospel 
Millar Burrows, Carl H. Kraeling, G. H. C. Macgregor  

1930 Palest inian Judaism  in the First  Century 
Louis Ginzberg, F. C. Porter, Am os N. Wilder, E. W. K. Mould  

1936 Judaism  and Hellenism  
Robert  H. Pfeiffer, Ralph Marcus, Erwin R. Goodenough, Louis Ginzberg 

1939 I deas of Salvat ion in the First  Century A.D.  
A. C. Purdy, H. J. Cadbury, B. Cohon, Ralph Marcus  

Form  Crit icism  and Eschatology 
C. T. Craig, B. H. Branscom b, F. C. Grant , Carl H. Kraeling, D. W. Riddle 

Northwest  Sem it ic Epigraphv and the OT 
H. L. Ginsberg, C. H. Gordon, Harry M. Orlinsky, W. F. Albr ight  
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1940 The I dea of God in the Ancient  Near East  
L. Bull,  Ferr is J. Stephens, H. L. Ginsberg, Herbert  G. May  

1941 The Present  Status of Studies in the Psalms 
Joseph Reider, T. H. Gaster, R. B. Y. Scot t   

1948 The Jerusalem Hebrew Scrolls 
Millar Burrows, William  H. Brownlee, John C. Trever   

The Reconst ruct ion of the Persian Period of Biblical History 
Ralph Marcus, W. F. Albr ight , Sheldon H. Blank, Elm er A. Leslie, Robert  H. 

Pfeiffer, William  F. St inespring 

1949 The Jewish Messiah and the Pauline Christ  
Ralph Marcus, Sam uel S. Cohon, Morton S. Enslin, P. Schubert   

1950 Jewish and Christ ian Ethics in the First  Century 
John W. Flight , Am os N. Wilder, Frank Zim m erm an  

1951 I sraelite Religion and Society Under the Judges 
G. Ernest  Wright , W. F. Albr ight , H. L. Ginsberg, Robert  H. Pfeiffer  

1952 Rudolf Bultm ann� s I nterpretat ion of NT Eschatology 
Paul S. Minear, Floyd V. Filson, Kendrick Grobel, P. Lehm ann  

1953 The Present  Status of Pentateuchal Crit icism  
O. R. Sellers, J. Coert  Rylaarsdam, C. A. Sim pson, Fred V. Winnet t   

1954 The Dead Sea Scrolls and the NT 
Millar Burrows, William  H. Brownlee, Sherm an E. Johnson, William  L. Reed  

1957 Problems in Biblical Hermeneut ics 
Walter J. Harrelson, Jam es Muilenburg, J. Coert  Rylaarsdam , Krister Stendahl  

1958 Recent  Developm ents in the Study of the Text  of the Bible 
Bruce M. Metzger, Pat r ick W. Skehan, Harry M. Orlinsky  

1959 The Son of Man Problem in the OT, the NT, and Judaism  
Jam es Muilenburg, Eduard Schweizer, Sam uel Sandm el, Morton Sm ith  

1960 A Let ter At t r ibuted to Clement  of Alexandria and Containing Quotat ions from  a 
Secret  Gospel At t r ibuted to St . Mark 



Jam es A. Sanders, Morton Sm ith, Pierson Parker  
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1961 Method in Bibical Studies 
J. Moreau, Davd Noel Freedm an, Floyd V. Filson, George E. Mendenhall  

1962 Language in Biblical I nterpretat ion 
C. T. Fr itsch, Jam es Barr, H. A. Gleason, Helm ut  Koester 

1963 Biblical Studies and the Classics 
Krister Stendahl, Erwin. R. Goodenough, Gösta Ahlst röm , Jam es M. Robinson  

1965 The Problem  of the OT Canon 
R. B. Y. Scot t ,  R. Murphy, Albert  C. Sundberg  

1966 Nag Hammadi Studies 
John L. McKenzie, Jam es M. Robinson, Robert  A. Kraft , R. A. Bullard  

1967 Apocalypt ic Literature and Thought  
Frank Moore Cross, Moshe Greenberg, Davd Noel Freedm an, Hans Dieter Betz, 

Robert  W. Funk  

1968 Prophecy and Prophets in Ancient  I srael 
Jam es Muilenburg, Rolf Knier im , H. Huffm on, E. von Waldow  

1969 Mythology and the OT 
Harry M. Orlinsky, T. H. Gaster, R. J. William s, Brevard S. Childs  

1970 Approaches to Bible Translat ion 
Lawrence E. Toom bs, Raym ond E. Brown, J. Philip Hyat t , Harry M. Orlinsky, 

Keith R. Crim   

Eschatological Language 
Mart in J. Buss, William  C. Doty, T. J. J. Alt izer, Am os N. Wilder  

1971-1980 Collaborat ive research has been organized about  the following topics:  NT Textual 
Crit icism , Gospels, Form  Crit icism  (Hebrew Scriptures) , Paul, Pseudepigrapha, 
Midrash, Lexicography, Nag Hammadi, Early Christ ian Prophecy, Parables, 
Linguist ics, Ugarit ic Studies, Greco-Rom an Religions, Social World of Early 
Christ ianity, Ancient  Epistolography, Process Herm eneut ic and Biblical Exegesis, 
NT Form s and Genres, Social World of Ancient  I srael, Relat ionships of the 
Gospels, Hellenist ic Judaism , Ancient  Near Eastern and Biblical Law, Form at ion of 
the Prophet ic Books, Hellenist ic Mystery Religions, Gospel of Mark, Luke-Acts, 
Jewish Christ ianity, St ructuralism  and Exegesis, Pauline Ethics, Thessalonian 
Correspondence, Social Roles of Prophecy. 
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Regions  
A Chronological List ing by Organizat ional Meet ings 

 Midwest , 1936 

 Canadian, 1939;  dissolved, 1977 

 Pacific Coast , 1941 

 Southeastern ( form erly Southern) , 1948 

 New England, 1950 

 Southwestern, 1957 

 Middle At lant ic, 1958;  divided into 

 Hudson-Deleware, 1969

 Chesapeake Bay, 1969



 Eastern Great  Lakes, 1970 

 Pacific Northwest , 1971 

 Rocky Mountain-Great  Plains ( formerly RockyMountain) , 1972 

 Upper Midwest , 1972 

 Missouri-Kansas, 1977 
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APPENDI X  V 

Editors of the Journal of Biblical Literature*  

1880-1883 Frederic Gardiner 

1883-1889 Hinckley G. Mitchell 

1889-1894 George Foot  Moore 

1894-1900 David G. Lyon 

1901-1904 Lewis B. Paton 

1905-1906 James Hardy Ropes 

1907 Benjam in W. Bacon 

1908-1909 Julius A. Bewer 

1910-1913 James A. Montgomery 

1914-1921 Max L. Margolis 

1922-1929 George Dahl 

1930-1933 Carl H. Kraeling 

1934 George Dahl 

1935-1942 Erwin R. Goodenough 

1943-1947 Robert  H. Pfeiffer 

1948-1950 J. Philip Hyat t  

1951-1954 Robert  C. Dentan 

1955-1959 David Noel Freedman 

1960-1969 Morton S. Enslin 

1970 John Reum ann 

1971-1976 Joseph A. Fitzmyer 

1977-  John H. Hayes 

 

*  The t it le editor has been used since 1938. Prior to that  the secretary or corresponding 
secretary fulfilled editor ial responsibilit ies. 
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APPENDI X  VI   

SBL Presidents*   

1880-87 Daniel Raynes Goodwin 1922 William  R. Arnold 

1887-89 Frederic Gardiner 1923 Max L. Margolis 

1889-90 Francis Brown 1924 Clayton R. Bowen 



1890-91 Charles A. Briggs 1925 Julius A. Bewer 

1891-94 Talbot  W. Chambers  1926 Shir ley Jackson Case  

1894-95 Joseph Henry Thayer  1927 I rving F. Wood 

1895-96 Francis Brown 1928 Loring Woart  Bat ten 

1896-97 Edward T. Bart let t   1929 James E. Frame 

1898-99 George Foot  Moore 1930 William  Frederic Badè 

1900 John P. Peters 1931  Burton Scot t  Easton 

1901 Edward Y. Hincks  1932 J. M. Powis Sm ith 

1902 Benjam in W. Bacon 1933 Jam es Moffat t  

1903 Richard J. H. Got theil  1934 Frederick C. Grant  

1904 Willis J. Beecher 1935 Elihu Grant  

1905 William  Rainey Harper 1936 Henry J. Cadbury 

1906 Paul Haupt  1937  George Dahl 

1907 Jam es Hardy Ropes 1938 Wm . Henry Paine Hatch 

1908 Frank Chamberlain 
Porter  

1939 William  F. Albr ight  

1909 Henry Preserved Sm ith  1940 Chester C. McCown 

1910 David G. Lyon 1941  Julian Morgenstern 

1911 Ernest  DeWit t  Burton 1942-43 Kirsopp Lake 

1912 Lewis B. Paton 1944  Theophile James Mock 

1913 George A. Barton 1945 Morton Scot t  Enslin 

1914 Nathaniel Schm idt  1946 Leroy Waterm an 

1915 Charles Cut ler Torrey  1947 Ernest  Cadm an Colwell  

1916 Morr is Jast row, Jr. 1948 John W. Flight  

1917 Warren J. Moulton 1949 Floyd V Filson 

1918 Jam es A. Montgom ery 1950 Robert  H. Pfeiffer 

1919 Edgar J. Goodspeed 1951 Erwin R. Goodenough 

1920 Albert  T. Clay 1952  Sheldon Blank 

1921 Kemper Fullerton 1953 S. Vernon McCasland 

 

* Years indicate period of tenure. 
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1954 Millar Burrows 1968 James Muilenburg 

1955 Am os N. Wilder 1969  Frank W. Beare 

1956 J. Philip Hyat t  1970  Harry M. Orlinsky 

1957 Sherman E. Johnson 1971 Bruce M. Metzger 

1958 William  A. I rwin 1972 Walter J. Harrelson 

1959 Robert  M. Grant  1973  Norman Perr in 

1960 R. B. Y. Scot t  1974  Frank M. Cross, Jr. 

1961 Samuel Sandmel 1975  Robert  W. Funk 

1962 Herbert  G. May 1976  David Noel Freedman 

1963 John Knox 1977  Raym ond E. Brown 

1964 Fred V. Winnet t  1978  James A. Sanders 

1965 Kenneth W. Clark 1979 Joseph A. Fitzm yer 



1966 John L. McKenzie 1980 Bernhard Anderson 

1967 Paul Schubert  1981  James M. Robinson 
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Honorary Presidents 

1969 H. Louis Ginsberg G. Ernest  Wright  

1970 Paul S. Minear  

1971 Ot to A. Piper William  F. St inespring  

1973 Theodor H. Gaster  

1976 John Bright   

1977 W. D. Davies  

1978 Pierson Parker  

1979 Nils A. Dahl  

1981 Ernest  W. Saunders Sam uel Terr ien 
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SBL Secretar ies  

1880-1883 Frederic Gardiner  

1883-1889 Hinckley G. Mitchell  

1889-1890 Charles Rufus Brown*   

1890-1915 William  H. Cobb 

1916-1933 Henry J. Cadbury  

1934-1946 John W. Flight  

1947-1950 Kenneth W. Clark  

1951-1952 Louise Pet t ibone Sm ith  

1953-1961 Charles F. Kraft   

1961 Albert  C. Sundberg, Jr.,pro tempore  

1962-1965 Kendrick Grobel *  *   

1965 Richard T. Mead, pro tem pore  

1966 Lawrence E. Toom bs 

1967 Walter J. Harrelson 

1968-1974 Robert  W. Funk 

1975-1976 George W. MacRae  

1977-1980 Paul J. Achtemeier  

1981-  Kent  Harold Richards  

 

*  The t it le recording secretary was used from  1889 to 1963. 
* *  The t it le execut ive secretary has been used since 1964.  
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