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THE SCIENTIFIC VIEW 7

Philippic? In either case, we would ask him to
look once again at the text, and see if he can there
find the wonderful ‘statement’ which he justly
derides. Will he believe us when we tell him that
he will look in vain? Mr. Laing is not, we believe,
a practical geologist, nor do we ask him to be a
practical Hebrew scholar; but it needs no Hebrew
scholarship to realize that there is a difference
between ‘bara’ and ‘asah’—between to creafe and
to make. That difference may appear to Mr. Laing
to be very trifling, but in the eyes of Science the
two terms are separated by the widest of all gulfs—
the gulf which divides ‘the Knowable’ from ‘the
Unknowable.” The term ‘to create’ (by which is
meant ‘to produce something out of nothing’) is
characterized by Mr. Herbert Spencer as the
attempt to express a process which, though ‘verbally
intelligible,’ is mentally ‘inconceivable’; ‘to make,’
on the other hand (by which is meant to construct
out of some pre-exlsting material '), represents a
process which is tolerably well understood, and
which is everywhere in active operation at the
present day.

Now, if we refer to the text, we shall find, as
regards the earth, that it is not only not stated to
have been creafed on the third day, but, on the
contrary, 1s expressly stated to have been created
‘in the beginning —at a date probably prior to,
and by no possibility later than, the first day ; while,
as regards the sun, moon, and stars, the fact stated
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words which we have already quoted at the com-
mencement of this work :

“As regards Adam’s fall, the discovery of Palzolithic man is
that which has really given the greatest shock to received theo-

logical opinions. . . . The two statements cannot both be true—
one that man has fallen, the other that he has risen.

This is a good instance for our purpose, for the
judgment which Mr. Laing is here pronouncing is
one of peculiar solemnity. It is based, not upon
mere statements of facts, which may or may not be
correct, but upon pure reasoning, which admits of
no two opinions. He does not say that, as a matter
of fact, man has not both fallen and risen, but that,
as a rational necessity, it is impossible that he
should have done so. The proposition is grounded,
not upon historical denial, but upon logical prohibi-
tion. In the very nature of things, the two state-
ments cannol both be true.

It is scarcely necessary to remark that Nature
furnishes innumerable instances in illustration of the
fact that it is not necessarily mpossible for an
individual to advance in two diametrically opposite
directions simultaneously. The principle which
regulates the growth of every member of the
vegetable—and, indeed, of the animal—kingdom
bears witness to the truth of this assertion ; and the
Bible is strictly scientific when it speaks of striking
root downwards, and bearing fruit upwards.” We
do not, of course, assert that the growth of a plant
affords a complete analogy to the actual or possible
























THE SCIENTIFIC VIEW 17

misunderstood. We are not accusing Science of a
misnomer, nor do we dispute for a moment the title
of Neolithic or even Paleolithic man to be classed in
the gexnus *homo.” We are prepared to be told that
the answer to our question is to be found in the
undoubted fact that the Palwolithic, as well as the
Neolithic, remains exhibit unmistakable signs of being
the productions of human design, the handiwork
of intelligent and, in the case of the more recent
specimens, even skilful workmen ; and that hence it
is not only just, but unavoidable, to conclude that
at the period referred to man must have existed.
All this we grant; but now we call for the scientist’s
definition of ‘man.’

[t 1s not a little remarkable how readily philo-
sophers fall into the errors which they so ably
expose in others. Mr. Laing, in the supplemental
chapter to * Modern Science and Modern Thought'
(from which we have already quoted) attacks Pro-
fessor Drummond’s ¢ Natural Law in the Spiritual
World " on the ground (amongst others) that it con-
tains no attempt to define the ‘spiritual world —a
definition, by the way, which, as we understand Mor.
Drummond’s argument, was wholly unnecessary for
his purpose. But in the same book which contains
this attack, Mr. Laing has, we venture to think,
himself been guilty of that very error of which he
accuses the Professor. At the opening of his chapter
on the ‘Antiquity of Man,” after referring to the
fact that recent geological discoveries have estab-
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26 THE ANTIQUITY OF MAN

scientists, guided by the same motives, and pursuing
the same methods, might conceivably construct two
very different classifications, each equally defensible
and equally rational, how more than probable was
it that two authorities, differing so widely from each
other both in object and method as do Science and
Religion, might—nay, would—arrive at conclusions
widely different, though each for her own purposes
equally true! There is nothing surprising in such
a result. In the very nature of things it was in-
evitable. And it is for this reason that we justly
complain that Mr. Laing, while accusing Religion
of an anachronism which, if proved, must be fatal
to the dearest hopes of mankind, has utterly ignored
the one consideration which lies at the very root
and core of the whole matter. His ‘calm and
unimpassioned reasoning’ is, we submit, entirely
vitiated by the fallacy of an amébiguous muiddle.
Granted that Science has deliberately and, from the
scientific point of view, correctly determined that,
for her own purposes—which she cannot transcend
—these prehistoric beings, including the earliest
Palaolithics, shall be classed as ‘man,’ is Religion
under any necessity, is she even under any obliga-
tion, when dealing with these creatures for /%e» own
purposes, to accept the terminology of Science ?
May it not even be that such an acceptance would
in the nature of things be not only unnecessary, but
actually impossible? These are questions which
deserve a recognition and an answer.
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For, consider. When Science proclaims that man
existed on earth a million years ago, what does she
really mean? Is she, with Cuvier, asserting the
existence of a * mammiferous two-handed animal,” or,
with the Scholastics, of a ‘rational animal,” or, with
the Duke of Argyll, of a ‘tool-making animal’?
What are hands or breasts to a Religion which teaches
that it is better to enter into Life halt or maimed
rather than having two hands or two feet to be cast
into everlasting fire 7 What is Reason to a Theology
whose boast it is that it hides its mysteries from the
wise and understanding, and reveals them unto
babes ? We do not suggest that the beings for
whom Religion claims humanity will—or even could
—be wanting in these attributes. But what right
has Science to assume, and, in the face of express
declarations to the contrary, to insist that they are,
for the purposes of Religion’s classification, Zke dis-
tinguishing features ? And if they are not, what
could be more irrational, what could be more un-
scientific, than to seek to force upon Religion a
classification based upon traits which she disregards,
and attributes which she sets at naught ? Yet this is
what Mr. Laing, in the name of Science, is doing.
He requires that the first man of the Bible shall be
the first man of Science: and when we reflect that
Religion claims for the beings whom s/e classes as
man a place so high in the scale of Evolution as to
involve the possession of a faculty incomparably
transcending in subtlety and sublimity even the





















34 THE ANTIQUITY OF MAN

material Universe, including the material parts of
the vegetable and animal inhabitants of our planet,
were subsequently formed ; the second part, which
comprises the remainder of the chapter, narrates
the mode and chronological order in which out of
those factors the formation of the Universe was
effected. In other words, the first two verses relate
‘the Creation’; the last twenty-nine verses narrate
‘ the Formation.’

That a proposition so persistently ignored—and,
indeed, by the majority of readers so little sus-
pected—requires some justification we freely admit ;
but that it can be fully justified will, we think,
become clear upon a moment's reflection. For in
the whole of the first chapter of Genesis, which
purports to give an account of the origin not only of
our planet, but of the whole Universe, Sun, Moon,
and Stars included, so far as the material part of the
Universe is concerned, one and only one act of
creation is related—that, namely, contained in the
first verse, ‘ In the beginning God created . . . the
earth.” It is true that the word ‘create’ occurs
twice again in the chapter, namely, in the twenty-
first verse :

¢ And God created great whales, and every living creature that
moveth, which the waters brought forth abundantly, after their
kind, and every winged fowl after his kind’;

and again in the twenty-seventh verse :

“So’ (Revised Version, ‘ And’) ¢ God ¢reafed man’;
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but it is clear that the acts of creation mentioned in
these two passages do not relate to the material
parts of the organisms referred to, for the nineteenth
verse of the second chapter represents that the
‘moving creature,” so far as its material body i1s
concerned, was not created, but formed out of a then

already existing material :

“ And ouf of the ground the Lord God forned every beast of the
field and every fowl of the air’;

and, similarly, the seventh verse of the second
chapter states that man’s material part had a similar
origin :

* And the Lord God formed man out of the dust of the ground.’

We will consider hereafter, when we come to
deal specifically with the Bible account of the origin
of man, what was the attribute in the respective
organisms that was the subject of each of these two
acts of creation; at present we would merely point
out (which is all that our immediate argument re-
quires), that they have no relation to any material
subject-matter ; whence it follows that so far as
‘matter’ is concerned, one, and only one, act of
Creation is recorded, that, namely, contained in the
first verse.

But if this be so, then it appears almost neces-
sarily to follow that ‘the Earth’ of the first verse
means not merely our planet, but * Matter” generally.
As we have just remarked, the chapter purports to






























THE BIBLE VIEW 45

effect that which His command had failed to pro-
duce ? If the latter interpretation is the true one,
what is the »atie for the distinction drawn between
the mode of origin of this phenomenon and that
of the three other phenomena already referred to ?
If on the other hand, the former of the two inter-
pretations is permissible, it will obviously have this
to recommend it, that it represents the agency
employed in the production of ‘ the expanse’ to have
been the same as that by which the phenomena of
light, of the division of the sea and dry land, and of
the origin of the vegetable kingdom, were severally
brought into existence.

In choosing between these two interpretations it
will be observed that they are radically distinct.
The former treats the command as the operative
agent, and represents the ¢ God said ' as being the
narrative proper, the subsequent ‘ God made’ being
added incidentally &y way of explanation of what
was the mechanical result of the previously narrated
‘ God said.” For this reason we shall, for the sake
of convenience, distinguish this interpretation as
‘the explanatory interpretation.” The other inter-
~ pretation, which is that adopted by those who speak
of the ‘ Carpenter-theory of Creation,’ or the ‘Special-
Creation Hypothesis,’ represents that the passage
relates to some mechanical act of construction, and
makes the ‘God made’ the essential part of the
narrative, giving to the preceding ‘ God said’ little
or no meaning. This interpretation we will there-
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Equity that she does nothing in vain; and it may
be safely assumed that the Author of Genesis
would scarcely have represented the Deity as utter-
ing a series of vain and ineffectual commands. We
have also seen that the explanatory interpretation is
further recommended by the circumstance that it
would attribute the origin of all phenomena to one
and the same cause—namely, the word of God;
while the constructive interpretation is further dis-
credited by the circumstance that it would draw a
distinction, grounded apparently on no rational basis,
between the origin of some phenomena and that of
others. But there are certain words in the text
which appear almost conclusive in favour of the
explanatory interpretation.

Consider once more the eleventh and twelfth
verses :

*And God said, Let the Earth bring forth grass. . . . And it
was s0. And the Earth brought forth grass. . . .

Here the words ‘And it was so’ appear to con-
clusively indicate that the writer intends that the
sole operative agent in the production of the
vegetable kingdom was the command ‘Let the
Earth bring forth.” If there had been room for
any doubt as to this, the ¢ And it was so’ must be
taken as conclusively deciding the question. What,
then, is the meaning of the added words ¢ And the
Earth brought forth grass,’ etc.? It seems indis-
putable that they are added by way of explanation ;
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‘6. And God said, Let there be an expanse in the midst of
the waters, and let it divide the waters from the waters. 7. And
God made the expanse, and divided the waters which were under
the expanse from the waters which were above the expanse: and

it was so.

For to what do the last four words relate ? Clearly
to the ‘God said’ of the sixth verse, and not to the
‘ God made ' of the seventh verse; for if referred
to the latter they would be meaningless. There is,
perhaps, a slight apparent inversion in the order of
the sentences contained in the seventh verse, but
the construction is the same as before; and -even
the apparent inversion disappears when viewed by
the light of our foregoing remarks on the copula
“and.” For, bearing those remarks in mind, and
further considering that the primary object which
the writer of Genesis had in view was, doubtless,
not so much to explain scientifically the mzode of
genesis of the phenomena which he describes as to
emphasize the fundamental principle which underlies
all Religion that it is God who is their Author, it
will probably be very generally admitted that the
meaning of the sixth and seventh verses will be not
inaccurately rendered by the following paraphrase :

¢ And God said, Let there be an expanse, etc. . . . Zhus it is
God who made the expanse and divided the waters from the
waters, for it came to pass as He commanded.’

Here, once more, the substitution of the specialized
copulas ‘thus’ and ‘for’ for the then comprehensive
copula ‘and,” whilst further illustrating our previous






















































[ 69 ]

CHAPTER LIl

THE TWO VIEWS RECONCILED.

Wuat, then (to sum up the somewhat elaborate
argument contained in the last chapter), are our
conclusions as to the narrative contained in verses
three to twenty-seven inclusive of the first chapter
of Genesis? We have found that the history of the
Formation of the Universe described in these verses
is divided into six days; that on each of those days
God is represented to have pronounced one or more
commands, to have enunciated one or more laws; that
the word of God, enunciating those laws, was the sole
and only operative agent in the production of the
various phenomena described; that the effects of the
pronouncing of those laws in the production of such
phenomena are explained in some detail, and with the
repetition characteristic of early writings, but that it
is not represented that such effects were fulfilled on
the same days on which the respective laws were
pronounced ; on the contrary, that in respect of the
only two days (the fifth and sixth) in which the
writer has explained such effects with sufficient
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elaboration to give us any clue as to what is his
meaning upon this point, it is certain that he means
that such was not the case ; for he clearly represents,
in the case of Woman, that she was not produced
until after an interval, the length of which is not
defined ; while, in the case of water-life and land-
life, he represents the laws which were pronounced
on the fifth and sixth days to have been still in
active operation, and responsible for the effects which
were still taking place, at the date at which he was
writing. From which considerations it appears to
us that not only is Mr. Herbert Spencer’s ‘car-
penter-theory of Creation’ altogether inconsistent
with the Bible narrative, but also that the first
chapter of Genesis flatly negatives the commonly-
accepted notion that the work of the Formation of
the Universe, as we know it, was physically accom-
plished in six days-—was finished, that is, in any
other sense than that in which the word ¢ finished’
is used in the first verse of the second chapter :
“Thus’ (Revised Version ‘And’) *the heavens and the earth were
finished, and all the host of them. And on the seventh day God
ended His work which He had made; and He rested on the
seventh day from all His work which He had made.’

In the six days God pronounced all the laws upon
which the production of phenomena depends; and as
those laws were (as we have seen) the only operative
agents of production, the work of producing was
clearly complete as soon as the laws had been pro-
nounced. Nothing more remained to be done, but
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for the Deity to rest and allow the laws, which He
had pronounced, time to take effect, and bring into
existence the various phenomena which they have
produced, and are still producing to-day. How
long an interval elapsed between the pronouncing
of the laws and the first appearance of the resulting
phenomena is not stated in the Bible ; and if Science
avers that countless ages must have passed between
the first appearance of Light and the first appearances
of vegetable and animal life on our planet, she tells
us nothing that is contradictory to the teaching of
the Bible, for the Bible is simply silent on the
subject.

It will have been observed that in referring to the
fact that the first chapter of Genesis represents all
phenomena (apart from Creation) to have been pro-
duced by the word of God and nothing else, we have
for ‘ word ® occasionally substituted the term ‘law.’

In doing this we have not been arbitrarily bor-
rowing the terminology of Science. The Bible itself
lends a special and somewhat curious sanction to
the employment of this term.

The opening words of St. John's Gospel (which
we have already cited) are familiar to all :

“In the beginning was the Word, and the Word was with God,
and the Word was God. The same was in the beginning with

God. All things were made by Him, and without Him was not
anything made that was made.’

In this passage it should be noted that the word
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less toil she arranges, orders, classifies; and it is by
this process that she is slowly but surely unravelling
a portion of the tangled web which veils the mys-
teries of the Universe. That in pursuing this method
Science has lighted upon a fundamental truth cannot
be doubted. Experience shows that in whatever
direction her researches extend, whether she ex-
amines the phenomena of to-day or peers into the
darkness of the past or future, by pursuing this
method, she comes—or seems to come—at last upon
a something which remains fixed amidst all that is
fleeting, unaltered amidst all that is changing, a rock
upon which is built the perishable fabric of existence.
This ultimate basis of all phenomena Science terms
‘ Law,” and she attributes to Law a reverence little
short of idolatry. Law, in the eyes of Science, is
the supreme and universal Factor, the final goal of
every inquiry, the ultimate of every analysis. Law,
in fact, is to Science what (according to St. John)
the Adyoc is to Religion.

Now, the word ¢ Law ’ is derived from the English
word ‘Lay,’” the primary idea of Law being that
which is laid in order, or laid down as a com-
mand ; and ¢ Lay’ is the same word as the German
‘ Legen,” and the Greek Aéyar (Legein); and Aéysar
again stands to Acyoc in the same relation as that in
which ‘Lay’ stands to ‘ Law'—the two words are,
in fact, philologically identical. Hence we find that
Adyoc is philologically the same word as ‘ Law.’

Now, the coincidence here is well worth marking.
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Science traces all phenomena back to Law; Re-
ligion traces all phenomena back to Adyoc; and Law
and Asyoc are philologically one and the same
word.

We do not suggest that in the passage which
we have just cited from St. John’s Gospel the term
“Law,’ although the philological equivalent of Adyoc,
would afford an adequate translation of that term.
The Aéyoc, as there used, may, and doubtless does,
connote much that is excluded from the narrower
meaning to which we have now confined our word
“Law’; but it can scarcely be disputed that its
philological relationship justifies the conclusion that
that meaning is included among others, especially
when we interpret it by the light of St. John's
own explanation of it,'as equivalent to an ‘Amen,"
and further compare this explanation with. the
several ‘Amens’ narrated in the first chapter of
Genesis. |

We see, then, that man, according to the Bible, is
the product not of a mechanical, carpenter-like
process, but of Law. What is that Law? The
Bible gives it no name; but the facts revealed by
the Bible exactly tally with the Law which Science
calls Evolution. Space does not permit us to point
out here the many and exact points of coincidence ;
and we must therefore for the present content our-
selves with remarking that there is nothing in the
first chapter of Genesis inconsistent with the law of
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with man, and similarly distinguished him from the
lower animals ? On seeking an answer to these two
questions, it becomes clear that in either case the
subject of the act of Creation was not the material
part of the new organism: for as we have already
seen,* these are represented to have been not crealed,
but formed out of a then already existing material.
And, further, as regards man, it is clear that in his
case the subject of the act of creation was not his
conscrons animal life, for the text represents that this
was at the date of man’s creation already existent,
and was the subject not of creation, but of Zuspira-
tion.t

These considerations almost force upon us the
inference that the new attributes represented by the
Bible to have been introduced by the two acts of
creation referred to were the two distinguishing
characteristics already alluded to—namely, in the
case of the animal kingdom, consciousness ; and in
the case of Man, spirituality.

The reasonableness of this conclusion will be seen
at a glance, if, in the light of the foregoing remarks,
we tabulate the characteristic features which the
Bible attributes to each of the several classes into
which it divides the Cosmos in their successive
order of production, as follows :

* See page 35. t Gen. ii. 7.
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man cannot be for a moment sustained ; all that
Religion does do in relation to those prehistoric
beings is to deny to them the possession of that
spiritual attribute which she claims as the essential
basis of /er classification of man.

Before closing these pages we must advert for a
few moments to an objection which may possibly be
advanced to the foregoing argument,

[t may perhaps be objected that the argument
assumes that all existing human beings are the
descendants of a single pair of individuals, who lived
not more than six thousand years ago ; such a space
of time, it may be urged, is wholly insufficient to
account for the development of the wide variations
which are found in the numerous races of mankind
in existence at the present day.

Before attempting to answer this objection we
would make a few preliminary observations with
reference to the considerations upon which it is
based.

On a priori grounds it was, perhaps, not im-
probable that Science would exhibit a tendency to
underestimate the probable effects of such a period
as sixty centuries in the production of even wide
variations. To a palzontologist, accustomed to
measure years by millions,* a period of six thousand

* At the British Museum is a slab of sandstone from one of the

oldest formations ; this, according to Mr. Laing, ‘was probably
deposited more than a hundred million years ago.
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years may seem of little account ; yet it is, after all,

a long time ; and it is indisputable that vast changes

may, and frequently do, take place in a hundred,

nay, in fifty or even twenty years. Under favour-

able conditions of environment evolution works with

great rapidity. Twenty or thirty years, according

to Mr. Darwin, are sufficient to effect *an astonish-.
ing improvement in many florists’ flowers” without

any variation of environment, and in circumstances

in which the only precaution taken by the florist is

to pull up the ‘ rogues,’ so as to ensure not breeding

from his worst specimens. Fifty years’ unconscious

selection in the case of two flocks of Leicester sheep,

purely bred, produced such effects that at the end of
the period the sheep of either flock ‘ had the appear-

ance of being quite different varieties.” If, then, in

such cases, without any modifying influence derived

from differences of climate, or from variations of
food, temperature, or habits of life, twenty or fifty

years’ unconscious selection could, unaided, produce

such marked changes of structure, who can say

what modifications would be effected by five or six

thousand years’ exposure to differences of climate

(with resulting differences of mode of life, feelings,

and ideas) as wide as, say, those of Iceland and
China ?

In one of the most delightful of his odes Horace
playfully protests the constancy of his affection by
asserting that it was proof even against the influences
of scenery or climate :
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All other considerations apart, the supposed objec-
tion stands, as we submit, self-condemned; for
it is vitiated by the same fallacy which underlies
Mr. Laing’s main argument as to the antiquity of
man—a fallacy founded upon a total misconception
of the nature of those characteristics on the basis of
which Religion formulates her classification of man.

In the explanation which we have thus en-
deavoured to propound of what has often been
regarded as a glaring discrepancy between Science
and Religion, is there anything fanciful or unreal ?
Surely not. With a different definition of man, and
a different ratio dividends, it was almost impossible
—it was certainly infinitely improbable—that Science
would draw her dividing line at the same point as
Religion. And it is a significant fact that Science
has drawn her line at a lower and not a higher point
than Religion. All Evolution teaches that the lowly
forms of life come before the higher, the simple
precede the more complex. And if spirituality
really is a far higher form of life than mere intel-
lectuality, must it not follow as a necessary corollary
that the standard which Science sets up as the dis-
tinguishing mark of man would, in the course of
Evolution, be reached long before that infinitely
higher standard which is proposed by Religion ?
Probably few will be disposed to dispute the pro-
position that the most valuable, as it is the most
subtle, trait in the human character is Affection.
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Laing himself supplies us with something very like
actual proof when he states that the lowest known
forms of man even at the present day, ‘such as the
Australians, the Bushmen, the Mincopies and the
Fuegians . . . cannot be said to have any Religion
at all.” For what does this prove? Surely, if it
proves anything, it tends to confirm the Bible
chronology. For does it not show that man may
exist for many ages, and advance far along the
paths of intellect and civilization, before attaining
any perception of—may we add, any capacity for—
God ? And what is this but to give us an actual
demonstration of a state of things which the voices
of Religion and Science unite in proclaiming, that
Rational Man preceded —aye, long preceded—
Spiritual Man ? Is it not to remove our conten-
tion from the region of speculation to the region of
fact? Is it not to state in terms of actual history
a proposition which Mr. Laing affects to deride as
an impossible myth ?

In closing these pages we would remind our
readers that we are under no obligation either to
define or prove any of the Bible terms or state-
ments. The question which we have thus en-
deavoured to answer is not ‘ Is the Bible inspired '
but ‘Can it be inspired " Religion is accused of
an inconsistency with Science, and we are simply
concerned to show that the Bible statements as #key
stand, whether we accept them as true or reject them
as false, are not in conflict with the facts of Science.
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