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ORDINARY 1\fEE'rING, MAY 4w, 1868. 

THE REV. WALTER MITCHELL, M.A., _YrnE-PRESIDENT, IN 'I'HE 

CHAIR. 

The Minutes of the last Meeting having been read and confirmed, the 
Secretary announced the name of the following new member :-

Rev. George Roy Badenoch, Member of the General Council of Glasgc,w 
University, I, Whitehall Gardens. 

In the absence of the Author, the Hon. Secretary read the following 
Paper:-

ON THE NATURE OF HUM.AN LANGUAGE; THE NE
OESSI'PIES OP SOIENTIFIO PHRASEOLOGY, AND 
THE APPLICATION OP THE PRLNOIPLES OF 
BOTH TO THE INTERPRETATION OF HOLY 
SCRIPTURE. By the REV. JosEPH BAYLEE, D.D., Prin
cipal of St. Aidan's College, Birkenhead; Assoc. Viet. Inst. 

H UMAN language is the utterance of human thought. In 
a limited degree, the expression of feelings is indicated 

by sounds which have a natural connection with those feelings. 
These are chiefly interjections, and are remarkably similar in 
most languages-e.g., oh, ah, and such-like. Some names of 
animals are derived from their natural cries. But the num
ber of words derived from these sources is so small that they 
may be omitted from an outline discussion of the nature of 
language. 

Had we the means of forming a judgment, a very interesting 
inquiry would be whether there is any natural relation between 
Yocal utterances and intellectual ideas. In our present condi
tion; we may safely affirm that there is not. If we were in an 
animated assembly, where impassioned speakers poured out 
torrents of debating eloquence in a language wholly unknown 
to us, we might be greatly interested at the sight, we might 
even be excited by their manifested emotions, but we should 
be wholly nimble to catch any of their ideas. There is there-
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fore, at p1·esent, no known natural connection between vocai 
sound and intelligent meaning. 

The narrative in the second chapter of Genesis gives us 
invaluable suggestions respecting human language. Adam 
and Eve were created on the sixth day. Previous to the 
formation of Eve, the Lord placed Adam in Paradise, gave him 
instruction and admonition, and showed him all tho newly
formed beasts of the field and fowls of the air. Adam gave 
them names when he saw them. If we may assume that there 
is no natural connection between sound and sense, God must 
have bestowed upon Adam a language sufficiently extensive 
for his then present needs, with the power of enlarging it as 
new objects were presented to his senses, and new thoughts 
came into his mind. It was in this way that Adam gave 
names to all the animals presented to him. The Hebrew lan
guage, as now known to us, is probably an adequate repre
sentative of the original language spoken by Adam. 'rhe 
names of himself and his descendants, of Eve, of Abel, and of 
Cain and his descendants, are all significant in Hebrew; they 
are not so even in the cognate languages. Now, as we may 
be certain that the first who gave the name of George was a 
Greek, so we may assume that those who gave those signi
ficant names spoke Hebrew. In exa,mining the names of 
animals in Hebrew, we find that they do not describe their 
nature, but simply some one distinctive character. Some 
names are taken from their cries, others from similar causes. 
So it is with the names for man : Adam is man in the Divine 
image, from dc7mc"i, to resemble; ish is man as lord of the 
inferior creation, from the formative aleph, and yesh (an exist
ence), i.e. the principal being; ?!nosh is man in wretchedness, 
from the same formative aleph, and noosh, rendered "full of 
heaviness " in Ps. lxix. 20. .From these suggestive hints in 
Scripture we learn that the fundamental elements of language 
were God's immediate gift to Adam, with the power of enlarg
ing it as hiH wants or his circumstances demanded, 

In confirmation of this view there are two phenomena of 
Liblical Hebrew worthy of attentive consideration; one is the 
significance of some remarkable words, the other the modifica
tions of meaning in the usage of some words. In illustration 
of the former, let us take the words Earth, Deep, Firmament, 
Lights; and of the latter, Living Soul, Life, Priest. 

EARTH.-Y'J~ (erefa) is from y1, (rootz), to run, with the formative ~ 

(aleph). 
D1,Er.-oi:i:;, (th'i!-hoin) is from 01:i (hoom,), to agitate, to br.,ak up. It is 

the crust of the earth, and is distinguished from the sea in Job xxviii. 
14, ttlthough it is metaphorically used for the 8ea in various places, 



FrnMAMENT.-1')'~1 (ra-kee-ang) is a beaten-out thing, and so, an expanse. 
Contraction and expansion, solidification and fluidity, are idealized 
in this word, and exemplified in its usage. 

LIGHTS.-l"l'~? (mi! /5-roth) is not to be confounded with the simple word 
,;~ (ohr) light. "Lights" is rightly expressed in the Vulgate by 
Lnminaria and in the Septuagint by rpw,;rijpe~, lamps. 

As the receptacle of light the word is feminine, as the dispenser of light 
it is masculine. 

LIVING SouL.- 11.;!' 'al\?a (nephe$h chay-yah) is a bodily frame with life 
in it. Its historical usage exemplifies the modifications of the applica
tion of a word in the progress of a spoken language. In the Pentateuch 
the word nephesh is all but exclusively· applied to the body; in the 
Psalms it is invariably rtpplied to the soul. 

LIFE.-'IJ (chaee) seems etymologically to mean activity, ancl therefore 
motion. Hence the word was applied to running water. 

In its feminine form the word was joined with \ll~~ (nephesh), a bodily 
frame, to express a living animal ; but ,vhen we come to the times of 
Ezekiel, it is used without nephesh to express the living animals 
which Ezekiel saw in vision. Hence St. John describes the same 
symbolical creiiture8 as ~wa, living creatures, or beasts, in the old 
English meaning of the word. 

A very instructive use is made of the word life as applied to 
animals or to men. In the latter case it is almost invariably plural, 
in the former always singular. This implies two lives in a man, and 
but one in an animal. Body, soul, and spirit is the threefold com
plexity of man. 

Pnrns1•.-p:i (co-hain) is another illustration of the historical modifica
tions of language. In its earlier usage it applied to a public 
functionary, whether secular or sacred. In later times it was 
limited to the priesthood. 

·whether we assume language to be a divine gift 01• a 
human invention; it is remarkable that the most ancient 
language in the world should have words indicative of a more 
profound know ledge of natural phenomena than science could 
have discovered at so early a period. How could any one 
account for the most ancient language in the world giving such 
a name to the earth as the runner, except by Divine gift? This 
is the more striking when we remember that the name, without 
its significance, has found its way into other languages. Erctz 
is plainly the original of Erdc, earth. 

From these suggestive hints of the origin of language let 
us pass on to the consideration of the marvellous variety of 
languages. Here again a suggestion is given in one Scriptural 
phrase worthy of our most profound study: « Go to, let us go 
down and there confound their language, that they may not 
understand- one another's speech." The various languages are a 
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confusion, not a creation. Let us observe the attempt::; of 
children to imitate articulate sounds, and we shall find them 
involuntarily imbstituting one letter for another. This j::; 
caused by the imperfect development of the organs of speech. A 
comparatively slight modification of the organs of adults would 
produce similar results. This would be sufficient to produce 
the primary result at the tower of Babel. Climate, associa
tion, and various habits and circumstances, would produce the 
rest. These thoughts would fornish an additional clue to the 
modern philological inquiries which have already yielded such 
excellent fruit. 

It is well for the interests of biblical science that the inves
tigations of modern philologers have been carried on inde
pendently of any conjectural theory of language. 'l'hose inves
tigations were too long confined to the cultivated forms of 
language, as seen in written works. Philologers have at length 
discovered that there is a mine of hidden wealth in the once 
neglected speech of uncultivated tribes. This has produced 
almost a literary revolution. 

By an extensive comparison of languages, that great instru
ment of human thought is far better understood, and its prin
ciples more truly appreciated. The various contrivances to 
express the shades of thought have been more distinctly seen, 
and language, as au instrument of thought, has been brought 
more clearly under the investigation of true philosophy. 

The words by which ideas are expressed can never be clearer 
than the ideas themselves. Where the latter are undefined, 
the words must have a corresponding indefiniteness. 'rhe Bible, 
as God speaking to man in human language, must be dealt 
with on the principles of human language. It is God's infal
lible revelation conveyed to us through a fallible instru
mentality. The contrivances resorted to by Divine wisdom to 
secure the infallibility of His word are truly wonderful, and 
yet they are all within the sphere of human agency. In the 
first place, the language of the Bible is to be examined as we 
examine that of any other book. If we are interpreting an 
author, we consider the times nnder which he wrote, his own 
circumstances and character, the state of the language in his 
time, the subjects on which he was writing, and similar 
matters. A poet, a historian, a metaphysician, or a hwyer, 
would not use certain words in the same exact meaning. 'rhe 
metaphors of poetry would be out of place in the discussions 
of metaphysics. The alwv of Horner is not the alwv of Alex
andrine philosophy, nor again of the Rabbinical phraseoloO'y, 
I~ our own day the democrats of America are not to be clas~ed 
w1th the dP-mocrats of England. In France, a Unitarian is one 



255 

who wishes France to be a unity; in England, he is a denier 
of tho Divinity of Christ. The Latin sacramentuin has gone 
through three distinct meanings, preserving one fundamental 
idea. Sacredness runs through the three. With Cicero, sa. 
crarnentmn would include, if not express, the military oath. In 
the Vulgate it is the representative of the Hebrew H7.i;l (pele), 
a wonder, and of the Greek ,ivuT{ipwv, a mystery. It is applied 
to Nebuchadnezzar's dream, and to the woman who was sitting 
upon the beast. Since the scholastic writings, the word has 
included spiritual grace. 

From the Rabbinical writers the Greek alwv has acquired 
the meaning of the material world, as we see in Heh. i. and xi. 

On these principles we may lay down the general rule that 
the language of the Bible is to be interpreted on the principles 
of human language. 

In order to preserve the infallibility of Divine revelation in 
the use of so fallible an instrumentality as human language, 
God has given the revelation of His mind and will in various 
ways. History and biography exhibit, if I may use the ex
pression, principles incarnated. Ritual and Symbol are other 
forms of declaring the same truths. Ordinary didactic language 
combines with them to make doctrinal teaching infallibly 
clear. Another provision has been the gift of Divine revela
tion in two languages, by which many ambiguities are removed. 
It would be a work of surpassing interest to pursue this part 
of the subject at great length, but it does not directly come 
within our present purpose. I pass on, therefore, to the 
necessary principles of scientific language. 

As I have already said, human language can uever be clearer 
than human thought. Where ideas are uuavoidably obscure, 
language must be proportiouably so. A striking example 
is in the word person. "\Vho can tell what is the bond of con
nection between body, soul, and Rpirit, which we describe as 
personality ? We are conscious of being a unity, yet how great 
a complexity. Person, in Greek v1Tournat~, expresses a mode 
of being, without defining the mode. As God and man are 
united in Christ in one consciousness, we speak of Jesus Christ 
being one Person in two natures. In the Godhead, on the 
other hand, there is a threefold consciousness in one Being,
Father, Son, and Spirit, that we designate three Per~ons in 
one God. Further t!rnn that it is, at present at least, impos
sible for us to go. How convenient and how adapted to the 
need of indistinct conceptions is an indefinite war~ which 
describes a mode of existence without exactly declarmg the 
mode. 

In scientific matters we act on the same principle; indeed 
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we could not do otherwise. W o know nothing as it really is: 
we know it by its qualities and appearances; but the true reality 
is beyond our reach. If we endeavour to declare what gold is 
and what is silver, we can only describe one quality after 
another. We state in what things they agree, and wherein 
they differ; but at the end we have only been describing quali
ties or phenomena, not realities. Colour, specific gravity, 
ductility, and so forth, only describe properties. 'rhe same 
principles apply with equal, if not greater force, to what we 
generally call natnral phenomena. If some new appearance 
were now to be visible in the heavens, we should at once 
describe it by some distinctive phenomenon. Gradually 
scientific men would discover additional phenomena. The 
original name would imperfectly describe the new knowledge, 
but it would be found more convenient to retain it. Who 
would think of altering the terms comet, planet, fixed star ? 
Yet who believes that the comet is a hairy star, the planet a 
wanderer, or the fixed star immovable ? What confusion has 
been introduced into science by needless changes of terms. In 
consequence, older books become limited to the learned, 
through mere nominal change. This is especially the case 
in geology : Eocene, Meiocene, Pleistocene will probably 
soon become obsolete terms, and granite give up its claim to 
be always a primary rock. To attempt to describe things in
stead of phenomena in natural science would introduce endless 
confusion. On the other hand, where the phenomenon con
tinues the same, the retention of the same term is of ready 
adaptation to general use. The thing becomes the subject of 
scientific study, the name is only intended to describe the 
phenomenon. Would it be possible to invent two terms equally 
convenient with sunrise and sunset? Yet who believes that 
the sun really rise.s and sets? Let us then lay down the general 
principle that the language of science is that of phenomena, 
and apply the principle to the interpretation of Scripture. In 
doing so all confnsion would vanish. The famous objection to 
the sun and moon standing still would become changed into 
admiration of the Divine wisdom and goodness. 'rhe objec
tor asks, with an air of triumph, are we really to believe that 
God stopped the course of the solar system for the convenience 
of the Israelites when fighting a battle ? How many minds 
have been disturbed by the apparent difficulty. But let us 
examine the lanD"uage of the narrative : " So the sun stood 
still in the midst° of heaven, and hasted not to go down about 
a whole day." (Josh.x.13.) Let us ask the objector what does 
he mean in ordinary language by the sun goinO' down ? Doos 
ho describe a phenomenon or a reality ? 'rh~re can be but 
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one answer. Why then does he not apply the same principle 
here ? If sun-down means the apparent descent of the sun 
below the horizon, sun-still describes an analogous phenome
non. The one describes the reality no more than the other. 
Instead, therefore, of inquiring whether the whole solar system 
suddenly stopped, we are only required to believe that by 
some means unknown to us it pleased God to cause the sun to 
retain his apparent place in 'the heavens for twenty-four hours. 
We have no more need to inquire into the manner how than in 
the case of any other miracle. How were the loaves and fishes 
multiplied? how did Jonah breathe when in the whale's belly? 
how will the dead in one moment assume resurrection bodies ? 
One answer covers all-by the power of God. 

Let us examine this miracle of the sun and moon in another 
aspect, and we shall see in it abundant evidence of Divine 
wisdom and goodness. The nations of the world were rapidly 
casting off the worship of the one true God, and the inhabitants 
of Syria especially had given themselves up to nature-worship. 
The sun and moon were their principal deities. In His wisdom 
and righteous j udgment, God was allowing the nations of men 
to walk in their own ways and to choose their own delusions, 
yet He left not Himself without witness. He placed one people 
in the centre of the inhabited world, and committed to them 
a written revelation and an instituted worship. These were 
to be God's witnesses to all nations, and in order to be so, must 
themselves be preserved from all idolatry, By manifesting 
His power in that remarkable manner over the sun and moon, 
He gave public evidence, not only to Israel but to all nations, 
that He was supreme over all nature. Who can tell the 
amount of preservation to Israel, and of instructive admonition 
to all nations, from the Pillars of Hercules to the remote East, 
which resulted from that one transaction? As far as eternal 
interests exceed temporal ones, so far did the wisdom and love 
which granted that wonderful phenonemon exceed the agency 
by which it was produced. Down to the death of the elders, 
who over-lived Joshua, Israel continued steadfast in the wor
ship of the one and only God, 

Interpret the words of J·oshua as the language of phenomena, 
and science ha.s no objection to allege against the history. 

Let us now come to the much-cavilled-at chapter which gives 
us an account of the origin of all things and of the six days' 
work. There is no doubt that on a superficial reading of the 
first chapter of Genesis there is an apparent contradiction to 
what science teaches us respecting the true condition of this 
earth. Many contrivances have been made to harmonize the 
discoveries of geology with the supposed meaning of Moses's 
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words. They have deservedly failed, for they are founded on 
false assumptions. 'l'he Bible needs no such contrivances. 
It only requires to be dealt with as we do with the interpreta
tion of human writings. In the first chapter of Genesis all 
is historic narrative, and all should be interpreted as scientific 
history. In doing so we have only to keep close to the itsus 
loquendi of the Hebrew language, and everything is not only 
accordant with our true knowledge of natural phenonema, but 
the whole is full of most admirable suggestion. 'l'he narrative 
opens with the truly majestic statement : " In the beginning 
God created the heaven and the earth." Those who have 
studied the speculations of Greek and other philosophers re
specting the origin of aU things, and have been wearied with 
their interminable confusions, can best appreciate the glory of 
the Mosaic statement. 

Let us take it word by word, keeping strictly to the exact
ness of Hebrew usage. 

"In the beginning." Fanciful interpreters have endea
voured to draw mystical and cabalistic meanings from so 
simple a phrase as "in the beginning." .A Chaldee targum 
borrows an idea from the 8th of Proverbs, and interprets them 
of Divine wisdom-nr.,:,n:.i (be-cholc-miih)-By wisdom God 
created the heaven and Tt:h; ~arth. The opening of St. John's 
gospel has been supposed to give a meaning of remote 
eternity to the words, "In the beginning was the Word." 
Whereas, St. John simply declares that "Before anything had 
a beginning the Divine vVord was,"-i. e. pre-existed. The 
Jewish Cabala anagrams the letters n,~~-,:i into ,-,wn 1 ~ 1 ::i 
in the 1st of Tisri, making thus the origin of the world about 
our September; so that .A.dam might have ripened fruits ready 
for him. Such interpretations are unworthy of serious re
futation. If we look to the usage of the Hebrew language, 
there is no mystery in the words : they simply mean at first, 
and so declare that all things had a beginning by the creative 
power of God : " Through faith we understand that the worlds 
were framed by the word of God, so that things which are seen 
were not made of things which do appear." (Heb. xi. 3.) "He 
spake, and it was done : He commanded, and it stood fast." 
(Ps. xxxiii. 9.) 

"God created the heaven and the earth." Here again 
inattention to the usus loquendi has caused the loss of much 
invaluable truth. To create has been interpreted to mean 
giving mere existence out of nothing, as if Moses taught that 
at first God gave existence to the materials of heaven and 
earth, and then framed them in an admirable order. The 
Greek Chaos was a subsequent corruption, and not an original 
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doctrine: there is not a trace of it in Scripture. The contrary 
doctrine is taught here. Create is a term used three times 
in the Mosaic cosmogony, as given in the first chapter of 
Genesis :-1. For the origin of all things. 2. For the great 
wha.les and the moving things of the waters. 3. For man. 
If we examine the iisus lnquendi of the word, we arrive at the 
following conclusions :-

1. In the simple form of the word it is never applied to the 
work of man or of any creature. 

2. Never to God's work in process. 
3. Only to God's work in a complete state. 
Hence to create heaven and earth is a Divine work giving 

perfect existence to heaven and earth. Whether God's work 
was instantaneous or progressive, the word create was ap
plied to it only when complete, and not before. 'rhus it is said 
" Male and female created He them." That work was pro
gressive. God took dust and formed it into a human body : 
He then breathed into that body the breath of life. A man 
was thus formed : after that a woman was made out of the 
man. The man was said to be formed, the woman to be 
bnilded : but when completed, and only then, it is said "Male 
and female created He them." 

'l'he land animals are not said to have been created, and yet 
the aquatic ones are. The reason appears to me to be that 
the aquatic animals are perfecb in their kind, but the land 
animals are not : man is their perfection and head. 

Another usage of the word is in the Piail or intensive form, 
in which it is employed for destruction. The corresponding 
Sanscrit word has the same application, on the ground that only 
he who has the power to create has power to destroy: "He 
can create, and he destroy." In this, or an analogous sense, 
the word is three times found in Scripture. In the Hiphil, or 
causative sense and form, the word is once nsed, and only once. 
It is rightly rendered to make fat, 1 Sam. xx. 29 ; and so, 
as an adjective, we have ~'7=? (beree) fatness. Now if ~:;i:;;i 
(biir1i), to create, is never elsewhere used for any creature 
work, nor for giving existence in a chaotic state, nor for any 
work in process, but only for God's work when completed, 
surely the nsns loqnendi requires us to. believe _th~t it is 
similarly used here. We thus, on the strictest prmc1ples of 
philological investigation, arrive at the conclusion that the 
Mosaic statement is : 

1. That all things had a beginning. 
2. That their existence was the work of God. 
3. That they received not a chaotic but a completed exist

ence from Him. 
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Our resurrection is to be in a moment, in the twinkling of an 
eye. That glorious creation was similar. "He spake, and it was 
done." 

Having given us this magnificent account of the creation of 
Rll things, Moses proceeds to detail facts concerning ~his 
earth. His first statement is, " And the earth was without 
form, and void." It is nowhere said that heaven was 
without form, and void. The statement is limited to this 
earth. Upon the meaning of the phrase" without form, and 
void," the whole question of the Mosaic cosmogony turns. 
Happily Scripture leaves us in no reasonable doubt. The 
phrase occurs but three times in Scripture, and in two of 
these it undoubtedly means ruined. The first is Isa. xxxiv. 11, 
where the words are rendered confusion and emptiness :
" The Lord shall stretch out upon it (Idumrea) the line of 
confusion, and the stones of emptiness." 

The second is in J eremiah's lamentation over the ruin of 
his country :-" I beheld the earth, and lo it was without 
form, and void" (iv. 23). 

Although the whole phrase occurs but three times, the 
principal word ~i1h (thohu), occurs twenty times, and with 
the same results. Instead of translating the word, I shall 
retain the Hebrew one in two remarkable quotations : Isaiah 
describes the ruined city of Jerusalem as " the city of tholm" 
(xxiv. 10). 

He declares respecting God's creation of this earth, "He 
did not create it tlwhii " (xiv. 18). It is true that these 
words are rendered in most versions as if there were an 
ellipsis, :inh for :inh'? (le tholrn), in vain; but this is a con
jectural addition. ·The original words are r;t,.l-,::,, :inh t,\7 
(lo tliohii berriiih), He did not create it (the earth)Tth~hi1. 

Let us insert this declaration of Isaiah into the Mosaic 
statement. 

In the beginning God created the heaven and the earth. 
And He did not create the earth tholiii, and the earth was 

thoh1.i. 
Is it not evident that t.he thohu condition of the earth was 

a ruined one, and not its original state ? 
In the Zohar, as quoted by Ludovicus Capellus, there 1s 

a comment remarkably confirmatory of these views :-

ExcERPTA ex Zohar, fol. 24, 6, ad 
locum Genes. ii. vers. 4, 5, 6. 
1. I-Le sunt gcnemtiones cceli et 

teriw, &c. 

SELECTIONS from the Zohar, fol. 
24, 6, on Gen. ii. 4-6. 
1. These are the generations of 

heaven and earth, &c. 
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Ubicumque scribitur :ii.i (nem
pe cnm m,;,n profanantnr priom, 
(seu prrucetlentia). Et hru sunt 
generationes 1:,r, q uru significantur 
vers. 2. Terra erat 1:,J1 ,:i.,. Illa sunt 
de quibus dictum est qnod Deus 
benedictus creavit mundos et de
struxit eos, et propterea terra erat 
tohu va-bohu, desolata et vacua. 

Wherever there is written :i~t:t 
(ail-le) [these}-e.g. with ni,~n 
tholecloth J the former words are put 
aside. 

And these are the generations 
of thohu which are signified in ver. 2. 
The earth was thohu and bohu. 
These are the words of which it is 
said that the blessed God created 
the worlds and destroyed them, and 
on that account the earth was thohu 
and bohu, desolated and empty. 

The learned critic follows up this extract with an interesting 
statement of the cabalistic, or rather mystical, interpretations 
by the Rabbins. These do not belong to onr present purpose, 
which is simply to show that Jews-at or near the time of onr 
Lord-held that the tlwhn and bohii condition of the earth wn:-1 
not its primary, but its mined state. Were it needful, I could 
produce many similar Rabbinical interpretations of tholm 
nnd balm, proving that the words mean ruined. 

Let us now examine more in detail the important pm,sage 
in Isa. xlv. 18. Even without departing from the received 
versions, one result is undeniable-that tlwhu means ruin. 

"For thus saith Jehovah that created the heavens: GOl1 
Himself that formed the earth and made it : He hath esta
blished it; He created it not in vain. He formed it to he 
inhabited. I am Jehovah, and there is none else." 

We have here a distinctive use of created, made, formed, 
established, which is full of instruction. 

He created the heavens, for there is nothing said anywhere 
of' a process in their construction. 

He formed the earth, because a progressive formation is 
detailed. 

He made it-i.c. He put it together, as a workman does 
with materials ready to his hand. 

He established it-i.!?. He gave it such an existence as 
cannot be annihilated. 

Ho did not create it in vain (or for thohn). 
'l'his rendering supposes an ellipsis of a preposition, and in 

that sense the words would mean: He did not create it that it 
might go to ruin; which shows that tlwhn means ruin; and 
also that it does not describe the state of the earth at its 
creation. These observations result in the same conclusion 
as the more literal rendering of the passage : "He did not 
create the earth tholm." This latter is the rendering of Bishop 
,~alton :-

" Non inanitatern creavit earn;" and also of Jitringa :
"Non :"';''.'~Yit, earn rem inanem." 
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Having thus, I trust, fixed the meaning of tholm and bolt ,i 
as ruined, the next statement is, " And darkness was upon the 
face of the deep." 

Remembering that thohit and bohu mean a changed con
dition, the consequent darkness would be a change from a 
former state of light. If Jeremiah describes the ruined state 
of his country by saying, " I saw the heavens, and they had 
no light," Isaiah predicts of the future, " Arise, shine, for 
thy light is come, and the glory of the Lord is risen upon 
thee." 

After this darkness upon the face of the deep, God said, 
"Let there be light, and there was light." 

In this earlier description we read of the face of the deep
i.e. of the broken-up crust of the earth-furthermore : "'l'he 
Spirit of God moved upon the face of the waters." Here 
it is intimated that the deep was covered with waters. Con
sequently, the whole surface of the earth was then covered 
with waters. Afterwards God said, " Let the waters be 
gathered into one place, and let the dry land appear." In 
the 104th psalm we learn that this was effected by the agency 
of volcanic action:-" At Thy rebuke they fled; at the voice of 
Thy thunder they hasted away. The mountains ascend-the 
valleys descend into the place which Thou hast provided for 
them." 

In all volcanic countries the underground volcanic noises 
are called thunder. Now, according to this Mosaic statement, 
the upper strata of mountains must be aqueous; and so they 
are: but if aqueous, those strata must have been formed when 
the mountains were level, and so the ocean waters would 
cover them. 'rhis is exactly accordant with true science. But 
there is another remarkable statement. We have to resort to 
geology to account for the structure of the crust of the earth ; 
but geology can tell us nothing of the production of life. 
Moses does : "The Spirit of God moved upon the face of the 
waters." For what ? Let the I 04th psalm tell :-" Thou takest 
away their breath; they die, and return to pheir dust. Thon 
sendest forth thy Spirit; they are created,-and Thou renewest 
the face of the earth." (Ps. civ. 29, 30.) "Moved" is a 
word which occurs three times : here, and for an eagle :flutter
ing over her young (Dent. xxxii. 11); and for the shaking 
bones of a drunken man (Jer. xxiii. 9). 

That brooding movement of the blessed Spirit was instilling 
~ife into the yet unborn animal creation which was in embryo 
m the earth. It was a Divine operation in the darkness. We 
might subject the remainder of the chapter to the same 
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scrutiny with the same results. Everything is in accorc1ai1ce 
with true science. I may summarize them thus :-

1. In the beginning God gave a perfect existence to the 
earth. 

2. By some cause here unexplained the earth became 
ruined. 

3. The character of that ruin was a crust broken up, the 
mountains levelled, the waters covering the whole surface 
of the earth, the previous light turned into gross darkness. 

4. The Holy Ghost brooding over the whole, instilling a 
renewed life. , 

5. Through six successive stages God restored the earth. 
These five principles are in exact accordance with observa

tions and natural science. They are the only true account of 
geological phenomena which the world has yet seen. 

'rhey involve also another subject of inquiry and thought, 
which the non-theistic philosophers of the day would do well 
to ponder. 

Why all that ruin to which all geology bears witness ? 
The Bible furnishes a clue, if not an answer :-
If there was sin before .A.dam, there was ruin before .A.dam. 

May not the one have been connected with the other; and so 
this earth have been the battle-field between sin and holiness, 
-the theatre of probation-a spectacle to angelic worlds? 

The limits of this essay do not permit me to apply the same 
principles to the narrative of the Noachic flood, with all its 
interesting questions of the redistribution of animals, and of 
the families of men. That Mosaic narrative throws a flood of 
light upon these questions. Without it we could not tel1-

1. Why there are no historic nations south of the 'l'orrid 
Zone. 

2. Why there are no land animals south of the same zone 
which could not have crossed that zone. 

3. Why, with regard to language, philologers have been 
compelled to divide mankind into three great divisions. 

I pass on, how~ver, to another aspect of the scientific in
terpretation of Scripture: its suggestive character in the 
scattered notices of natural phenomena. It is often said that 
the Bible was not written to teach science, and therefore we 
need not look for infallibility in its scientific allusions. 'J'his 
principle would degrade the sacred volume to a human level. 
If the book be divine, all its statements must be true. The 
word of God, like the works of God, does not present truth in a 
scientific method but in separate phenomena, leaving to men 
the task of arrangement and systematizing. .As in the one, so 
in the other, we approximate to a perfect system from age to 
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age. Each separate statement or phenomenon is true: the 
human arrangement is necessarily imperfect in some of its 
parts. Each additional discovery modifies the previous 
human arrangement. Astronomy, geology, and chemistry are 
continually furnishing us with examples. So our Lord says of 
the Bible : "Every scribe which is instructocl unto the king
dom of heaven, is like unto a man that is an householder, 
which bringeth out of his treasure things new and old." The 
new things had always been in his exhaustless treasury; they 
are gradually brought out. The positive statements of the 
earlier knowledge are not contradicted by new discoveries. 
They are seen in new lights, and are filled with new lessons. 
In this aspect of the Bible, it is most blessed for the mass of 
mankind that the believer may be perfect in his faith, although 
unskilled in dogmatic theology. He who comes to the Holy 
Communion with a loving, trusting heart may bo utterly un
skilled in the doctrine of the Real Presence and yet realize in 
his happy experience Incarnate Deity in the depths of his 
spiritual consciousness. 

Laying aside all thoughts of deriving a system of natural 
philosophy from the Bible, it is most interesting and instructive 
to examine its innumerable suggestive hints. I shall select a 
few examples. 

Ps. lxxviiL 15, 16.-" He clave the rocks in the wilderness, and gave 
them drink as out of the great depths. He brought streams also out 
of the rock, and caused waters to run down like rivers." 

In a poetic passage such as this one would hardly expect 
the strictness of scientific phraseology, and yet it is here, with 
:marvellous correctness. 

We have two words for rock :-
C~j~ (tzuriiem), the generic word for rocks as lying in strata. 
lJ~l;,'(sclcing), a projecting rock. 
The great source of the waters was from the underground 

strnta, which contain such abundant reservoirs of water, 
Llescribed here as the great depths, i1i1'"J rifohi;, (the-ho-moth 
mbbiih), a noun plural, feminine, with an 8-djective singular; 
the feminine plural indicating their multitudinousness, the 
adjective singular their collectiveness. The strata were cloven 
that these waters might rise up. This is the principle of the 
modern Artesian well. The other word (selctng) is a projecting 
rock such as Moses could strike. From that rock flowed the 
smaller streams, from which they drank immediately, and 
the larger river which followed them: "They drank of that 
Spiritual Rock that followed them : and that Rock was 
Christ." (1 Cor. x. 0L) 
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The same accuracy is in Ps. cvi.: 41-" He opened the 
rock (-i:i'!t, tzoor, the stratum of rock), and the waters gushed 
out : they ran in the dry places (r,i~~i, batztzeeyoth,-in arid 
places,-not merely a wilderness, where pasturage might be, 
and therefore moisture)-a river." Again, let us look at a 
single metaphor in Job xxxvii. 16 :-

" Dost thou know the balancings of the clouds ? the wondrous works of 
Him which is perfect in knowledge 1 " 

The mysterious Elihu, like the ancient observers of the 
phenomena of nature, saw a greater evidence of Divine con
trivance and wisdom in a single cloud than men who looked 
upon them collecting and dissipating, but did not reflect upon 
one of their greatst marvels-why are they like the dishes of a 
balance, rising and falling? Elihu does not tell how or why 
the clouds so rise and fall, but he felt that they had something 
to do with weight, and he describes it as a wondrous work of 
God, to be sought out by man. How many ages intervened 
before Galileo discovered the cause. 

Three remarkable passages in the 40th chapter of Isaiah 
illustrate the scientific accuracy of even the poetic language of 
Scripture:-

" ·who hath measured the waters in the hollow of His hand, and meted 
out heaven with the span, and comprehended the dust of the earth 
in a tierce, and weighed the mountains in scales and the hills in a 
balance." (v. 12.) 

"It is He that sitteth upon the circle of the earth." (v. 22.) 
" Lift up your eyes on high, and behold who hath created these thing8, 

that bringeth out their host by number : He calleth them ltll by 
their names, by the greatness of His might, for that He is strong in 
power : not one faileth." (v. 26.) 

How remarkably all these words agree with the fullest dis
coveries of science. If this did not anticipate them, the science 
of the Hebrews far exceeded anything that we know of that of 
ancient nations. 

'rhe waters of the ocean are measured-,,~ (ma-dlid) the 
proper word for exact measurement. Let -;s compare thi;; 
statement with the law of evaporation, as given in Eccl. i. 7, 
and with the unity of all the seas in one ocean in Gen. i. 9; 
and we can form a just estimate of the scientific teaching of 
inspiration. 

"All the rivers rttn into the sea ; yet the sea is not full_: unto the place 
from whence the rivers came, thither they returri agahi." . 

"Let the waters nnclcr the hcawn be gathered unto one place, and let the 
dry land appear ... The gathering together of the waters called He ~eas." 
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It was God who declared that the waters of the whole cal'th 
made one great ocean, and that it was subdivided into sea::;. 
Isaiah was inspired to declare the exact adjustment of the pro
portion of land and water. 

Heaven is meted out with a span. 
The words here used express the utmost accuracy. A 

span, n1!. (zereth) is exactly the same as our own span, the 
space m~~ked out by the extended finger and thumb. 

Meted is 7;;,l;l (tilc-kain) applied to exact weight or measure-
ment, whether morally or materially:-

" The Lord weigheth the spirits." (Prov. xvi. 2.) 
"By Him actions are weighed." (1 Sam. ii. 3.) 
"Is not my way equal l" (Ezek. xviii. 25.) 
"He wei.gheth the waters by measure." (Joh xxviii. 25.) 
"They gave the money, being told." (2 Kings xii. ll.) 

What a glorious idea Isaiah gave of the omnipotence and the 
skill of God ! The, to us, immeasurable spaces of the heavens 
are measured by God's span, and accurately arranged. 'l'he 
stars of heaven have their assigned places. Job knew that a 
similar adjustment is in the wind and:water of the earth. " To 
make the weight for the winds : and He weigheth the waters 
by measure." 

He comprehended (~?, kiil, completed) the dust of the 
earth in a tierce (tv:,~· sltcilish, third part)-i. e., the arable 
part of the land is one of three great divisions:-

1. The mountains. 2. The arid land. 3. The arable land. 
He weighed the mountains in scales and the hills in a 

balance. 
He made an exact rtdjustment of the relative gravity of the 

mountains and hills to the whole crust of the earth. 
There is here a suggestion which far exceeds our present 

scientific knowledge. It will yet be found to contain a won
derful amount of scientific truth. 

"The circle of the earth" is an expression which shows 
that the Hebrews did not believe the earth to be a four
cornered flat thing, but a globe. 

The last statement is about the stars of heaven. 
God created them, i'..e. gave them a perfect existence. 
They are a host-;,:i~ (tzabii) an orderly arranged multitude. 
'l'hey are numbered,T;s if written down in a book in exact 

computation. 
They are continually brought forth-~\~;~ (miA?:1'e, caused 

to go). 
'l'hey are called by names. 
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God knows and cares for every one of them. 
A scientific system is not given methodically here ; but how 

marvellously all the statements agree with our profoundest 
knowledge of science, and even give important suggestions 
beyond our present knowledge. 

The book of Job and the Psalms are full of similar 
statements. Indeed, the old Testament Scriptures throughout 

. would well repay scientific investigation. I must, however, 
reme~ber my limits. 

Those who cavil at the scientific and natural statements of 
Scripture, have shown the most discreditable inaccuracy. 
Two examples are furnished from the ostrich and the hare. 

In Job xxxix. 14-16, God says of the ostrich, "Which 
leaveth her eggs in the earth, and warmeth them in dust, and 
forgetteth that the foot may crush them, or that the wild 
beast may break them. She is hardened against her young 
(C'~~ M-neem, offspring), as though they were not hers: her 
labour is in vain without fear." 

'l'he only statement here is about the want of care of her 
eggs, which is perfectly true. The cavillers bring examples 
of her care of her fledged young ones, of which the passage 
says nothing. Birds in general are remarkable for building 
nests for their eggs, and for carefully sitting upon them to 
give them warmth. They select such places as will shelter 
them from injury. The ostrich does nothing of that sort, but 
deals with her eggs exactly as is here described. 

The second case is that of the hare chewing the cud. 
Our English expression of chewing the cud implies that the 

food is cut a second time. The Hebrew is simply to bring up 
a cut thing, without any reference to chewing, and this the 
hare does. The inquiries, therefore, about the formation of 
the teeth of the hare were simply out of place. 

Even amongst careful commentators the want of accuracy 
upon those subjects has caused much misapprehension and 
difficulty; e.g., the curse upon the serpent in the narrative of 
the fall. 

Scripture distinguishes serpents into two great classes : 
those who spring at their prey, and those who crawl upon the 
ground. The former are called flying serpents, the latter 
serpents of the dust. 

Many commentators have conjectured that the serpent of 
which :Moses speaks had originally legs or wings, and that he 
was deprived of these and caused to go upon his belly. Moses 
says nothing whatever about legs or wings; so that all the 
difficulty is one caused by mere conjecture. The :;ierpent there 
spoken of had once been able to spring at his prey like the 
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flying serpents. Re was deprived of the elasticity of the fly
ing serpent, and degraded to the class of serpents of the dust. 
By this judgment his food became soiled with dust instead of 
the pure condition in which the springing serpents have theirs. 
There is thus nothing whatever unnatural in the Mosaic 
narrative. 

Another example of the inaccuracy of commentators is in 
the statement about the window in Gen. vi. 16. "A window 
shalt thou make in the ark, and in a cubit shalt thou finish it 
above." 

It is very remarkable how long an error remains uncorrected. 
The V ulgate stands alone amongst all the ancient versions in 
rendering the word -,iJ~ (tzohar), a window. 

The LXX. renders the word as an active participle
e71't<1uva,ywv-jointing; but the grammar of the passage requires 
a noun, and not a verb. 

The Ohaldee Targum, the Syriac, Samaritan, and Arabic 
versions, use words which signify shining, but none of them 
give the same word that is used for the window which Noah 
opened to let out the raven and the dove. 

The word occurs twenty-five times, and is everywhere else 
rendered noon, noon-day, or their equivalents. 

Yet with all this weight of testimony, the modern versions 
follow the incorrect rendering of the V ulgate. Even so 
eminent a critic as Gesenius has fallen into two or three errors 
in his short article upon this word. He gives:-

•T-? lumen. Gen. vi. 16. :itf:11 :i~0 '\~\? lumen facias arcre, h. e. fenestras, 
Gr. ,ptmc (cf. viii. 6). More collectivorum cum fem. constr., unde 
l"IJ!;)~ :,~"-·~~ usque ad ulnre longitudinem facias eas (fenestras). · 

Here Gesenius acknowledges the word to mean light. The 
noun is singular and masculine, and yet he grammatically 
deals with it as if it were feminine plural. He was compelled 
to do so by his false view of the meaning of " in a cubit shalt 
thou finish it above/' because the pronoun is feminine. Had 
he taken the feminine noun ark as the antecedent, all would 
have been clear. "In a cubit shalt thou finish the ark above;" 
i.e. thou shalt give a rise of one cubit to the central line of the 
roof, so as to cause the water to run off, 

Gesenius falls into another mistake in referring to Gen. 
viii. 6 as proving that the word tzohar means a window, for 
in that place tzohcir is not used, but challon, the ordinary word 
for window. The Greek word there is not rpwm; but !;;vp2~, 
He also errs in giving tpwTE~, which means men, instead of 
fj,wTa. 

It is thus that an error once introduced, often continues for 
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centuries. In the interpretation of Scripture, many errors 
would be avoided, and much difficulty removed, if com
mentators were more careful in examining Scripture's own 
use of its own phrases. We have another example from the 
New Testament. Medireval Europe was so restricted to the 
use of the V ulgate, that its phrases tinged the theology of the 
Western Church to a greater degree than is commonly sup
posed. Protestant and Romish writers have almost unani
mously accepted the meaning of " the gates of hell " to be tho 
power of the devil and his agents. It is utterly impossible to 
assign such a meaning to the phr!'),se, on any true exegesis: 
" Hell," ~i3ru;, was never the abode of Satan. It is limited in 
Scripture to departed spirits. The gates of Hades must there
fore mean the entrance into that place. Accordingly, Heze
kiah speaks of the then probably fatal results of his sickness, 
as, "I shall go to the gates of Hades" (or Sheol). How 
strangely his fellow-countrymen would have felt could they 
have heard a medireval theologian asserting that Hezekiah 
meant that his boil would send him to the devil! 

It is time, however, to draw to a conclusion. I trust I have 
pointed out the true method of the interpretation of the lan
guage of Scripture in general, and inclusively of its scientific 
language. I trust also I have shown that the Bible can bear 
the strictest scrutiny, provided its scrutinizers be them
selves qualified for the task. It is indeed f-lod's infallible 
word. Its statements and teaching connect themselves with 
every department of human knowledge, and every possible 
subject of human thought. In morals, in legislation, in philo
sophy, in science, in general literature, and human history, it 
is like the sun in the solar system, casting bright beams of 
light upon them all. It tells man whence he has come, whose 
he is, how he is to live in this life, and what is the hope of 
blessedness in the life to come. God in Christ and Christ in 
God are gloriously manifested in its holy pages ; and man in 
Christ and Christ in man are seen in all the truth of resurrec
tion humanity, filled with all the fulness of God. May we all 
more reverentially study its whole teaching, and under the 
guidance of the ever Blessed Spirit be kept in its holy paths 
onwards and upwards to the heavenly blessedness. 

On the motion of the CHAIRMAN, a vote of thanks was po.ssed to the author 
of the paper. · 

Rev. Dr. THORNTON.-! feel rather at a disadvantage in having to criticise 
a paper with the main object of which I so much agree. It is not necessary 
for me to subject the statements it contains to a minute criticism, and to 
point out where I differ from them ; but there is considerable doubt in my 
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mtnd as to the correctness of some of D1·. Baylee's derivations. For instance, 
he gives the derivation of the word earth, eretz, from rootz. Now, I, on the 
other hand, am inclined to think that rwa is the important root of the word ; 
and if you compare it with the Aramaic, and also with the Greek word fpni'.,, 

I think that impression will be confirmed. Again, in obtaining the derivation 
of thehorn, or deep, I should commence with the word thohu, which is after
wards so much discussed by Dr. Baylee. But it is hardly necessary to follow 
out this minute criticism. I think Dr. Baylee wants to point out that the 
language of Scripture is very peculiar, and that to get at a right understand
ing of it we must divest ourselves of all preconceived notions, and consider 
what the words of Scripture in their first literal and grammatical meaning do 
imply. We must go to the original words themselves, and when we have 
ascertained their etymological meaning, as well as their meaning according to 
the context, then, ancl not till then, can we approximate to what the 
Scriptures wish to reveal That I take to be the view with which Dr. Baylee 
starts ; and it is in consequence of neglecting that rule that a great many 
scientific men have been led to make attacks on the Scriptures, which have 
proved to be fatal to themselves ; because they have been attacking, not 
what the Scriptures really say, but what they have supposed the Scriptures 
to say. I brought this subject before you on a former occasion, in a paper 
"On the Logic of Scepticism;" hut I think Dr. Baylee may not have rea.d 
our Jonrnal of 'l.'ranscictions, or studied some of our previous papers and 
discussions. The question on that occasion was discussed, and a valuable 
interpretation of one disputed passage was supplied by Mr. Warington. In 
this paper I think Dr. Baylee assumes that we are unacqtminted with the fact 
that there is a science of comparative philology. One of the first papers 
delivered before this society was upon that subject, and I think it is scarcely 
fair of Dr. Baylee to teach us that which we may be fairly presumed to know 
already. He gives us a theory as to the primeval language, which he con
siders to have been Biblical Hebrew, but on that point I beg to differ from 
him. I am disposed to think that the language which it pleased God to give 
to us first was a language very similar to Chinese--a monosyllabic language 
capable of inflection and all sorts of richness, but still originally monosyllabic, 
derived from imitation of the sounds of animals, or from the result of man's 
action on himself, and on all around him. Dr. Baylee, however, apparently 
considers that the Hebrew tongue was revealed to mankind, and that the 
Biblical Hebrew in which the Pentateuch was written was exactly the 
language in which Adam conversed with Eve. If I went at any length now 
into the subject of comparative philology, I should have to detain you for a 
long time, and I fear I should exhaust your patience. Although I have 
made these criticisms on the paper, I cordially agree with the principle laid 
down by Dr. Baylee that we must be very careful, in interpreting the 
Scriptures, to ascertain simply, and without reference to any preconceived 
notions, what the words of the Scriptures do mean, and to adhere to that 
nterpretation, and to that alone, of the W orcl of God. 

Mr. WARINGTON,-l must say I do not agree with the view which 
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Dr. Thornton appears to take, that, when the r,uthor of a p:1pt:1· comes befor(! 
us and makes several mistiikes, we should let him off easily, because we 
happen to agree with some of the general principles which he lays down. If 
we find him making a large number of mistakes in his paper, that tends to 
the presumption that there may be something wrong in his conclusions, and 
we ought therefore to examine the foundations all the more carefully before 
we commit ourselves to those conclusions. Dr. Baylee gives us a curious 
argument to prove that Hebrew is the primeval language. He tells us that 
the names of Adam and Eve, of Cain and Abel, are all significant in Hebrew, 
and that they are not so even in the cognate languages. In order to test the 
validity of these derivations, assumed or stated, I turned up the highest 
authority I had access to-Fiirst's Hebrew and Chaldee Lexicon. I looked 
at the root which lies at the foundation of Eve, and I found it quite as 
significant in Persian, Greek, Arabic, Syriac, and Sanscrit. The root of 
Noah also was to be found in Sanscrit, in German, and in Arabic. I 
could not trace the root so well in the names of Adam and Abel, but 
I found sufficient to tell me that there is no evidence, from the 
peculiar significance of these names in Hebrew, that Hebrew was 
the language originally spoken. Then I find a very extraordinary de
rivation to which Dr. Baylee has committed himself. He tells us that 
Adam is derived from dama, to resemble, but any one who looks at the 
second chapter of Genesis will see at once that as God formed man out of the 
culamah, or ground, so he afterwards called his name Adam. It is plain that 
that was the derivation. In the Aryan tongues you get the same derivation 
for the name of man-in Latin, homo, a man, has the same root as hurmis, 
the ground. I pass over Dr. Baylee's derivation of earth and deep, but a 
little further on I find him giving nephesh as meaning the bodily frame. 
Now, that word is never so used in the Scriptures. It means simply a 
breathing, and I cannot conceive how Dr. Baylee can have taken it to mean 
a bodily frame. Passing from that point, we come to Dr. Baylee's criticism 
upon the word bara, to create, and we are told that that word is only used as 
a sign of work in a complete state. It would have been worth Dr. Baylee's 
while if he had turned to a passage in Isaiah, where the word "create " is 
used synonymously with "make" and "fashion." This is remarkable, because 
it upsets Dr. Ilaylee's rule that in the Scriptures those things are said to be 
created which are perfected, and those things made and fashioned which are 
incomplete. Here we find, that God rnade the light and created the darkness : 
He made the good and crecited the evil. Would Dr. Baylee say that darkness 
and evil are complete states, and that light and gootl are imperfect 1 Yet that 
is the result of his criticism on the word bara. Then he says that the word 
create is only used with regard to man and woman when both of them have 
been made, and so the work of their creation completed, the words "made" 
or "forn1ed" being used in the separate creations of each of them. But if he 
had quoted the whole text instead of only half of it, he wonld have refuted him
self; for the verse commences by saying," God created man in his own image," 
-the word being nsecl in the singular before "man'' alone, before it is put 
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before "them." Then as to the word thohu. It is true that is used in a sense 
signifying ruin, but it also means emptiness and desolation, and it does not 
follo1V that there could have been no emptiness and desolation arising from 
other sources than ruin. In Isaiah the usage of the word thohu differs consider
ably, and, looking through the latter half of the prophecy of Isaiah, which 
some think is by a different hand, I find six places in which thohu is used as 
meaning simply nothing,-nothingness, without the slightest trace of ruin. 
It also means empty, worthless. Thus the passage which Dr. Baylee quotes 
from Isaiah may be interpreted to mean that the earth was not created for 
nothing-that it was not created desolate. If the earth was not created 
for nothing, for what was it created 1 In order that it might be inhabited. 
Isaiah, then, is comparing this thohu with the end of creation as some
thing different. God did not create the earth in order that it might 
remain empty, but that it might be inhabited; which leaves out of the 
question whether the original condition of the earth was one of empti
ness or not. Further on we have a remarkable criticism upon thunder, 
with the suggestion that it is nothing more than volcanic action. We are 
told that in all volcanic countries underground volcanic noises are called 
thunder, and that in Hebrew poetry thunder is represented as the voice of 
God :-" At Thy rebuke they fled : at the voice of Thy thunder they hasted 
away." Taking these several points of criticism together, then, we shall 
have to alter Dr. Baylee's five principles as follows :-" 1. In the beginning 
God gave existence to the earth. 2. The earth was in a state of emptiness 
and desolation. 3. The character of that emptiness and desolation was that 
water covered the whole face of the earth. 4. The Holy Ghost was brooding 
over the whole, instilling life into it. And, 5, In six stages God fashioned (not 
restored) the earth." Then we come to the flood, and we are told that the 
flood accounts for the fact that there are no historic nations south of the 
Torrid Zone. But Dr. Baylee should first have looked at the map to see 
what field there was for their existence there. There is such au extremely 
small portion of dry land there that it is hardly reasonable to suppose there 
would be many historic races upon it. I have also yet to learn the fact, 
stated by Dr. Baylee, that philologers have been compelled to divide man
kind into three great divisions in order to bear out the account of the 
three sons of Noah. Then we pass on to the reckless way in which Dr. Bay lee 
treats the words tzureem and selang, as evidences of strict scientific phrase
ology in the Scriptures. I fail utterly to see the force of his argument, 
when I know that the word which he says signifies rocks lying in strata 
also means stones lying in a brook. We are told also that there is a very 
remarkable agreement between the fortieth chapter of Isaiah and the dis
coveries of modern science. But do we know as a fact from any scientific 
discovery that the waters have been measured, that the heavens have been 
meted out, that the dust has been measured, and that the mountains and 
hills have been weighed 1 I suppose my scientific knowledge roust be very 
backward, but I never heard of any scientific discoveries which proved these 
things. I fail utterly to see how the statement in the twelfth verse comes in 
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contact with science at all. The idea which Isaiah had was to give the people 
some notion of the immensity of God. The waters of the earth were no more 
to Him than a few drops were to a man, which he could take up in the hollow 
of his hand, and the earth itself no more than a span. We are told that 
" He comprehended the dust of the earth in a tierce," because that means 
a third part, and because the land was divided into three parts, of which the 
arable land was one. I suppose, if the prophet had written in English, 
and had used the word "quart," instead of tierce, Dr. Baylee would 
have discovered that the earth was divided not into three, but into four 
parts. It is so easy to adjust things, so as to meet your preconceived theo
ries ! I must confess that I do not see what is the aim or object of Dr. 
Bay lee's paper, and, not seeing it, I shall not venture to offer any rema.rks ou 
that head. Rut whatever it is that he proposes to prove, it seems to me that 
we shall require fuller and sounder evidence before we can receive it as 
truth. 

Dr. GLADSTONE.-! did hope, from the reputation of the author of this 
paper, that we should have heard something of great interest to-night. I 
have often paid attention to this subject, and ever since I was a little boy I 
have had a great fondness for philological research. I cannot discuss the 
paper before us at all minutely because of my small acquaintance with the 
Semitic languages ; but wherever I could form an opinion upon it I have 
found it wrong. When, for instance, we hear it said that Hebrew, or some
thing like the Hebrew of the Bible, was the language of Adam and Eve, it 
is utterly impossible for me to conceive that any language with grammatical 
inflections was spoken at that time. I will not go into the various points 
which have already been dealt with ; but my notions as to the philology of 
Dr. Baylee were at once set at rest when I came to the passage which ex
plains that the N oachic flood has compelled philologers to divide mankind 
into three great divisions. I suppose the three great divisions into which 
philologers would divide mankind would be that in which monosyllabic 
languages are spoken, that in which languages having the syllables agglome
rated together are spoken, and that in which languages having gramma
tical inflexions are spoken. But what all this can have to do with Shem, Ham, 
and Japhet I cannot possibly conceive. Dr. Baylee 'sremark can only arise 
from some idea that has passed out of existence a long while ago. I will not 
detain you with many rema.rks upon a matter into which Mr. W arington has 
already gone so fully ; but I should like to say a word upon the suggestion 
that if we closely examine the words of the Scriptures, we shall be able to 
arrive at the conclusion that the sacred writers had some knowledge of 
natural phenomena, and that that knowledge is in some way embraced in the 
very words they have used. If that were so, it would be a very interesting 
fact, and we should have scientific prophecies somewhat analogous to his
torical prophecies. But if that were not the case, and the sacred writers had 
only used the ordinary language of their own day, then we have not an 
evidence of the Divine authorship of the book, but we may have a proof of the 
antiquity of the book, and a means for looking into the we,y, and examining 
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into the period in which certain books were written. I have looked a little 
into that matter, and I confess it appears to me that Dr. Baylee's view is not 
carried out. Take that text from the fortieth chapter of Isaiah-" It is He 
that sitteth upon the circle of the earth." Now, in order to make that square 
with modern science, the modern idea has first of all to be put into the text, 
and then to be dragged out of it. Any one looking at the earth knows that 
it is a circle ; but that does not necessarily mean a sphere. There are many 
passages into which it is not at all difficult to put the ideas of modern 
science. Take that text which Dr. Baylee says states the process of evapo
ration-" All the rivers run into the sea, yet the sea is not full ; unto the 
place from whence the rivers came, thither they return again." But it is 
quite possible that at the time that was written there may have been some 
other theory as to the circulation of the waters between the sea, the rivers, 
and the air ; and possibly some of these ancient peoples knew more about 
these things than we give them credit for. But, then, we must look at the other 
side of the argument, and we find that expressions are used which, unless 
they are simply figurative, are altogether wrong. We must take all the 
evidence together, and we are led to the conclusion that the ordinary figura
tive language has been applied to the phenomena of nature, and in the few 
cases where the language will accord with the modern discoveries of science 
we must either conclude that the ancients knew a little more about these 
things than we had imagined, or else that the result arises from 1nere 
accident. I myself have come to the opposite conclusion to that tow11rds 
which Dr. Baylee seems to tend in this paper. One thing it is very 
necessary to do in all these studies. It is very necessary to avoid all pre
conceived notions, and to take the meaning of the words as they are set down, 
drawing out of each passage nothing more than it actually contains. Take 
the text, "Let the waters under the heaven be gathered unto one place, and 
let the dry land appear. . . . . The gathering together of the waters called 
He seas." Is that meant to teach us that all the various seas and oceans are 
in connection with one another? I am sorry I have been so critical in my 
remarks ; but we have little to do with this paper except to criticise the 
various statements in detail, because the general principles laid down are 
those which most students of the Bible would thoroughly acquiesce in, and 
which have been frequently laid down before. 

Rev. C. A. Row.-In the earlier part of Dr. Baylee's paper there is this 
passage :-"We are conscious of being a unity. Yet how great a complexity ! 
Person, in Greek t111'0<1raa11:, expresses a mode of being, without defining the 
mode." But it does not mean person or personality : there is a broad dis
tinction between the two. Close after that follows the curious statement, 
"God and man are united in Christ in one consciousness." Now, I look 
upon that statement with very considerable doubt, for it appears to me to 
approach the Monothelite heresy--

Mr. REDDIE.-You would not confound consciousness and will ; you 
would steer clear of that, I suppose 1 

Rev. C. A. Row.-Certainly. But if God and man have one consciousness, 
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I do not see how they are to have two wills. At all events, the assertion is 
a dnngerous one, and I did not like to pass it over without calling attention 
to it. I agree altogether with the general principle, that we should endeavour 
to ascertain the precise meaning of the words of the Bible as far as possible, 
and I only regret that Dr. Baylee has not always stuck to his text. There is 
one passage near the end of the paper which I cordially agree with, and that 
is where Dr. Baylee says, " Protestant and Romish writers have almost 
unanimously accepted the meaning of 'the gates of hell ' to be the power of 
the devil and his agents. It is utterly impossible to assign such a meaning 
to the phrase on any true exegesis." I only regret that Dr. Baylee has 
not gone further, and demanded the correction of numerous other errors in 
the English version ; and I think the so~ner we get rid of some of the 
notorious ones among them the better--

Mr. REDDIE.-Perhaps you would tell us whether yon would substitute, 
for" the gates of hell," Dr. Baylee's interpretation, "the g,ttes of hades," and 
then explain the meaning. 

Rev. C. A. Row.-I should substitute "the gates of the grave." In the 
well-known text I should put it, "The gates of the grave shall not hold My 
Church down ; " and that,' I apprehend, is a positive proof of the resur
rection. 

Rev. Mr. W AINWRIGHT.-I share in the disappointment which has been 
expressed by previous speakers with regard to the merits of this paper ; but 
still I think scant justice has been done to the author in some of the remarks 
which have been made. I think the paper would have been more valuable if 
we had had something more distinct and definite instead of an assumption 
with regard to the origin of language. The two conflicting and opposite 
theories-the one of Professor Max Muller, an<l the other opposed to it by 
Mr. Farrar-Dr. Baylee quietly passes by, siding with neither of them, and 
not showing any reason why we should not adopt the one or the other. I go 
some way with Mr, Warington in his criticisms on proper names, but I 
scarcely think his premises would sustain the conclusions he wishes to draw 
from them. Perhaps the first woman was named Eve or Zoe, because she 
was i;wov, a living creature; so called because she was the created spring of 
life to her descendants. But we cannot make the Scriptures fairly respon
sible for many of the statements contained in this paper, which assumes, 
that if the Scriptures be correct, Moses intended to tell us that Hebrew 
was the language spoken by our first parents. I do not understand that to 
be stated in the Bible at all. But let me note one circumstance. We know 
that the founder of the Hebrew people migmted from his fatherland, crossed 
Mesopotamia and the Euphrates, and settled in that country called Palestine. 
A short time after that emigration from Mesopotamia we find Jacob going 
to his unkind father-in-law, and coming back speaking the language of his 
own family. He designated a certain heap of stones by one name, and his 
father-in-law called it by another. The one calls it Galeed; the other, Jegar 
sahadutha, and the language of the father-in-law is precisely the language of 
Abraham's father. I do not think sufficient notice has been taken of the 
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fact that the Phrenician speech-the old Hebrew speech-was not the original 
speech of the Jewish family. The Phcenician was the language of Palestine 
when Abraham got there, and he adopted it. If that fact is borne in mind, 
in connection with the other fact, that an immense space of time elapsed 
between the creation and the deluge, to say nothing of the time from the 
deluge to the Abrahamic migration, you have a period sufficiently long to 
account for any change of language introduced and grafted upon the original 
stock of speech. But if it should be conclusively established that Hebrew 
was not the original language of the world, yon have not touched the 
integrity of the Biblical narrative at all The Biblical narrative does not say 
that it was the original language, and that has always been too much assumed 
and taken for granted. With regard to the word Eve, I must note, that, 
whatever was the original name in the original language, Moses, writing for 
the Hebrew people, would translate the word into its Hebrew equivalent, 
just as, if he had been writing in Greek, he would probably have called it 
Zoe. What we are required to hold is, that the names of Scripture stand in 
precisely the same relation to the language of the Bible that they would 
originally to the language in which they were given. With regard to the 
meaning of the words, I hold the view of the present Archbishop of Dublin, 
who, in his work on the Synonyms of the New Testament, says it is in pro
portion as we are acquainted with them that we get at the precise meaning 
of the New Testament. Dr. Gladstone has hinted that the Scriptural writers 
possessed more scientific knowledge than we have credited them with, and 
that they were scientifically in advance of their times. Now I think that 
was not the case, and that it is a mistake to suppose anything of the kind. 
Dr. Candlish put the matter in this way: the problem to be solved was how 
could the Divine mind, enlightened in everything and comprehending every
thing, convey to finite minds the revelation of spiritual and moral truth, 
which should be, with respect to other truths of revelation, the admiration of 
each succeeding age, and yet should be so couched as to be always in perfect 
consistency with other knowledge, and so that the expressions of the Holy 
Scriptures on scientific matters should teach nothing whatever. We are 
bound to arrive at the conclusion that we see the action of the Divine mind 
in this, that the language of the Bible was so framed as not to teach anything 
on these points more than was known at the time, while at the same time 
it was so large and elastic as to include all the developments of the scientific 
truths which have come to light. As to consciousness, Mr. Row will remember 
that the argument for the identity of the resurrectioned body is, that what 
proves the identity is the consciousness. 

Mr. REDDIE.- Strictly speaking, the paper before us is more a paper of 
exegesis than a scientific paper, but it would be impo$ible for us quite to 
exclude papers of this nature from the Institute ; and we should bear in 
mind that it is of great importance to have views of this kind brought 
forward in a society like this, where they will be met with such opposing 
criticisms as we have had offered upon the paper read this evening. I find it 
contains a great deal of what Dr. Baylee has already put forward in his 
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published books, and it is evidently of the greatest consequence, that if the 
views are inaccurate which the author enunciates, they should be met with 
adverse comments such as we have had to-night. But, as Dr. Thornton 
has already observed, several of the points noticed by Dr. Baylee have been 
previously discussed here, though Dr. Baylee has not thought it necessary 
to notice those discussions. I think, however, that any gentleman sending 
us a paper, should, as a rule, take up the subject from the point at which we 
have left it, and either accept or refute what appears before to have been 
put forward; for it is only by pursuing such a course that we can make any way 
at all. Dr. Baylee has probably had little time at his command, or he may 
have thought it preferable not to notice our,former discussions upon these 
subjects. In one portion of his paper an extraordinary remark is made about 
the shape of the earth, assuming that there was once a theory that the earth 
was a flat, four-cornered body. But the earth, even if supposed to be flat, is 
obviously circular, and I do not know that those who believed it to be flat 
ever believed that it was four-cornered--

Mr. W ARINGTON.--There was such a theory at one time. 
Mr. REDDIE.-Well, at any rate, it is not in Scripture. This is a subject 

dealt with in some of our previous discussions,* when it was pointed out 
that in the book of Job the expression occurs "God stretcheth out the 
north over the empty place, and hangeth the earth upon nothing "-thus 
showing that the inspired writer considered the earth to be a suspended 
globe. After the criticisms we have had from Mr. W arington there is not 
much left to add to the discussion. Dr. Baylee seems to think thut the 
earth is called in the Hebrew "a runner," because it runs round the sun ; 
but even so lately as his own time, Lord Bacon did not believe this, und I 
am not at all sure that we shall go on believing it. Some of the author's 
arguments are peculiar. For instance, with regard to the sun standing still, 
he says:-

" By manifesting His power in that remarkable manner over the sun and 
moon, He gave public evidence, not only to Israel, but to all nations, that He 
was supreme over all nature. Who can tell the amount of preservation to 
Israel, and of instructive admonition to all nations, from the Pillars of 
Hercules to the remote east, which resulted from that one transaction I" 
Now who, indeed, can tell? I never knew that any nation except the 
Jews ever heard anything about it ; and I do not know whether even the 
Talmudists wrote of the sun standing still. One interpretation, however, of 
the passage is, that Gori merely suspended the light of the sun by obscuring 
it in darkness.t With regard to the creation of chaos, I think Dr. Baylee 
has involved himself in manifest contradictions. In one part of his paper he 
states that we had light created, and then that thoh1i and bohu meant a 
changed condition, and that the consequent darkness would be a change 
from the previous state of light. Yet he goes on to tell us that light was 
created afterwards. But I will not go on with these minute criticisms. I 

* Vide Journal of Transactions, vol. I. p. 410. 
·t Ibid., vol. II. p. 162. -
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l'l,111 glacl the paper has been so thoroughly discussed, as we shall also have 
Dr. Baylee's reply, and such discussions are a valuable portion of the trans
actions of this Institute. 

The CHAIRMAN.-! agree with Mr. Reddie that the paper has elicited a 
valuable discussion. There are several, I will not say errors, but apparent 
misinterpretations in Dr. Baylee's paper. Upon the point as to whether 
Hebrew is to be considered the parent of all languages or not, I think there 
is nothing in Scripture to warrant us in coming to that conclusion. On the 
contrary, the Scriptures themselves, I think, would lead us to consider that 
Hebrew formed no exception upon the confusion of languages at the building 
of the Tower of Babel There may, however, be a question as to what was 
the nature of that miraculous confusion of tongues. 

The meeting was then adjourned. 

REPLY BY DR. B.A. YLEE. 

I shall reply to the criticisms on my paper se1,iatim :

I.-Dr. THORNTON. 

(i.) The derivation of the word y,~ (eret,), from y1~ (rootz). Dr. Thornton 
thinks that ara is an im1)ortant root of the word, and if you compare it with 
the Ammaic and also with the Greek •pa,E he thinks that the impre8sion will 
be confirmed. 

Reply.-Ara could not be the root, inasmuch as there is no such root in 
the Hebrew ; and if there were, the radical :i would be unaccounted for. 
With regard to the Aramaic, the testimony is decisive that :i or its cognate 
forms part of the root : e. g.--Syriac l.l"\'l Chaldee ~ Samaritan :"ll.l"1N. 

Further, the Arabic is .)_;\ (a.r.d.). The formation \"'1N from Y,'1 is the or
dinary rule of Hebrew formatives: e.g.--p!;l (eben), a stone ; "-1} (baniih), 
to build ; ":!2~ ( aguddah ), a knot ; ,1, (gooi[), to press. The reference 
to ,pa,E (earthwards) must be a mistake, for the ,£ is merely adverbial, and 
no part of the root. This reduces the word to Epa, which gives no account 
of the radical ::l. A Greek root would in any case be au improbable 
original for a Mosaic word. 

(ii.) Dr. Thornton says :-In obtaining the derivation of thehom, or deep, 
I should commence with the word thohu. 

Reply.-Adverbs are formed in Hebrew by the addition of c (m), e.g.-
amnain, verily. But nouns are not ; and unless Dr. Thornton can show some 
case in which a noun is so formed, he is not at liberty to derive thehom from 
thohit. Ou the other hand, the formation of a verbal noun by prefixing 
r, is the ordinary character of the language : e.g.- o11Nri (tha-a-vah), desire, 
from mN (a-vah), to desire; N1:ll1 (theboo-ah), produce, NiJ (boh), to bring 
forth. 



(iii.) Dr. Thornton says :-I think that Dr. Baylee wants to point out that 
the language of Scripture is very peculiar. 

Reply.-The leading object of my observations on the Hebrew language 
was to deal with it on the same principles as other languages, viz.,-to 
examine its structure, and its usus loquendi. 

(iv.) Dr. Thornton thinks that the question of language was fully discussed 
on a former occasion, when he read a Paper on the Logic of Scepticism ; and 
that Dr. Baylee cannot have read the Journal of Transactions. 

Reply.-! read that Paper carefully, but-do not think it would be quite in 
place to criticise it here, as my sole object is to defend my own statements. 
Nothing was further from my thoughts than to, assume any previous writer's 
ignorance of the science of comparative philology. I am thankful to say I 
had in view a much higher object. 

(v.) Dr. Thornton thinks "that the language which it pleased God to give 
to us first was a language very similar to Chinese, a monosyllabic language 
capable of inflection, and of all sorts of richness, but still originally mor:osyl
labic, derived from the imitation of the sounds of animals, or from the result 
of man's action on himself, and on all around him." 

Reply.-This is a conjecture wholly unsupported by any known language, 
and at variance with all ascertained facts. 

(vi.) Dr. Thornton says :-Dr. Baylee, however, apparently considers that 
the Hebrew tongue was revealed to mankind, and that the Biblical Hebrew 
in which the Pentateuch was written was exactly the language in which 
Adam conversed with Eve. 

Reply.-! do not think that God revealed a language to Adam beyond 
such limits as to enable Adam to receive the necessary admonitions and in
structions which belonged to his primeval state. I consider the language of 
the Pentateuch to be a considerable modification and enlargement of that 
limited primeval language, retaining its original features. 

II.-Mr. W ARINGTON, 

(vii.) Mr. Warington says;-" Dr. Baylee gives us a curious argument to 
prove that Hebrew is the primeval language. He tells us that the names of 
Adam and Eve, of Cain and Abel, are all significant in Hebrew, and that 
they are not so even in the cognate languages." 

Reply.-ln attempting to deal with the argument, Mr. Warington could 
only find two names which he even alleged to have cognates. Mr. Waring
ton's failure in all the rest confirms the validity of my assertion. The following 
test will enable the reader to judge for himself :-Adam: man in the divine 
image. Seth : substituted by. Enosh : man in misery. Cainan : lamenting. 
Mahalaleel : the Blessed God. Jared: shall come down. Enoch: teaching. 
Methuselah : his death shall send. Lamech : to the smitten. N oa.h : conso
lation. Mr. W arington has referred to Persian, Greek, Arabic, Syriac, 
Sanscritj and German. Let him write out those proper names in any one 
of these languages and show them to make a significant sense, and then, but 
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only then, will he have answered me. The proper names of the Bible are 
more or less found in all languages, but are significant only in Hebrew ; con
sequently Hebrew was their original George is significant only in Greek; 
therefore Greek was its original This is the argument which is left un
touched. 

(viii.) Mr. Waringion objects to the derivation of Adam from dama, to re
semble. He shows that homo and humus are closely connected, and so 
Adam and Adama may be. 

Reply.-Adam is not a grammatical derivative from Adamah: the reverse 
would be the case. On the other hand, I have shown in No. 1 that Adam is 
grammatically formed from dama. 

(ix.) Mr. Warington asserts, that nephesh is never used for a bodily frame. 
Reply.-In Num. xix. 11, nephesh is used for the dead body of a man. 
(x.) Mr. Warington asserts, that in Isaiah xlv. 18, bara (create) is used 

synonymously with "make" and "fashion." 
Reply.-No expressions of Scripture are tautological 
(xi.) On the passage "the Lord creates evil," Mr. W arington asks, would 

Dr. Bay lee say that darkness and evil are complete states, and that light and 
good are imperfect 1 

Reply.-" Evil" and "darkness," in Isaiah xlv. 7, are usecl for what we 
call " the ills of life." God claims them as His creatures, and they are per
fectly adapted for their assigned work in His providential dealings. 

(xii.) I confess myself unable to see what Mr. Warington meant by quoting 
the whole verse in Gen. i. 27 : "So God created man in His own image, in 
the image of God created He him : male and female created He them." 
Surely "create" means the same in both parts of the passage. 

(xiii.) On the word thohu, Mr. Warington thinks he disproves my asser
tion that it means ruin by producing the following translations of the word : 
-nothing, nothingness, empty, worthless, emptiness, desolation. 

Reply.-Let us substitute those translations for the received one:
the earth was nothing ; the earth was nothingness ; the earth was empty ; 
the earth was worthless ; the earth was emptiness ; the earth was desolation. 
Is that not a state of ruin 1 I should have been glad if Mr. Warington had 
answered my real arguments :-1. Thohu and bohu are found only three 
times, and twice confessedly for ruin, the consequence of sin : why not the 
third time 1 2. The ruined state of Jerusalem is described as the city of 
thohii. 3. God expressly declares that He did not create the earth thohii. 
4. Why is thohu never applied to heaven 1 

(xiv.) Mr. Warington ascribes to me the idea of confounding thunder with 
volcanic action. 

Reply.-! simply stated the fact that in all volcanic countries the rumbling 
noise of earthquakes is called thunder, in illustration of "at the voice of Thy 
thunder they hasted away." 

(xv.) In reply to my statement that there are no historic nations south of 
the Torrid Zone, Mr. W arington says, " Dr. Bay lee should have first looked 
at the map to see what field there was for their existence there." 
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Reply.-In looking at the map, we see Australia, New Zealand, a large 
part of South America, and part of South Africa. These are not an ex
tremely small portion of the earth, and they are well fitted for the habitation 
of man. The remarkable facts therefore remain untouched :-1. There are 
no historic nations south of the Torrid Zone ; and 2. No terrestrial animals 
are found in the same parts which could not have crossed the Torrid Zone. 

(xvi.) Mr. Warington further ascribes to me the statement that philologers 
have been compelled to divide mankind into three great divisions in order to 
bear out the account of the three sons of Noah. 

Reply.-As I neither said nor believe that they did so, I need only refer 
to the paper for what I did say. . 

(xvii.) Mr. Warington speaks of" my reckless way of treating tzooreem and 
selang" : and asserts that the word which indicates rocks lying in strata is 
also applied to stones lying in a brook. 

Reply.--The word is never so applied. But if it were, my illustration of 
that beautiful passage would not be affected by it. Mr. W arington does not 
deny that selang means a projecting rock such as Moses could strike, and 
that tzoor is the proper name for a rock lying in strata. Consequently the 
exposition remains untouched. 

(xviii.) Mr. Warington's next three questions are somewhat remarkable:-
1. Do we know as a fact from any scientific discovery that the waters have 
been measured 1 Or, 2. That the heavens have been meted out 1 Or, 3. That 
the mountains and hills have been weighed ? 

Reply.-With so eminent a scientific gentleman present as the one who 
occupied the chair, I cannot conceive how such a question should have been 
left unanswered. Had Mr. W arington asked for the information before the 
meeting assembled, he would have been saved the trouble of asking the ques
tions and have ascertained that these are facts. 

(xix.) I hardly know whether I should give a reply or a rebuke to the 
manner in which Mr. W arington speaks so lightly of inspiration, in his 
observations about a tierce or a quart. Surely when the Omniscient One 
inspired Isaiah to speak of a third part, he meant a third part. 

III.-Dr. GLADSTONE, 

Dr. Gladstone gives a theory of monosyllabic primeval languages, which I 
have already sufficiently answered, Baseless theories are the bane of true 
science. 

(xx.) On Isaiah xl. 22, "He that sitteth upon the circle of the earth." 
Dr. Gladstone observes, that any one looking at the earth knows that it is a 
circle ; but that does not necessarily mean a sphere. 

Reply.-The general charge against the ancients is, that they thought the 
eiuth to be flat. I do not think it natural to say of a man sitting in a vast 
plain, that he is sitting on the circle of the earth, 

(xxi.) Dr. Gladstone asserts that there are only a few cases where the 
figurative language of Scripture will accord with the modern discoveries of 
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science, and even ascribes error to some expressions of Scripture unless 
figuratively taken. 

Reply.-This is a statement which I am grieved to find uncorrected in a 
meeting of the Victoria Institute. It is wholly contrary to fact. It is no 
answer to the scientific accuracy of Genesis i. 9, and Eccl. i. 7, that there 
may have been some other theory at that time. The true question is, do the 
inspired words there employed agree with true science ? 

IV.-Rev. C. A. Row. 

(xxii.) Mr. Row asserts that the Greek v1ro<1ra<1r,;; does not mean person or 
personality, and that it approaches the Monothelite heresy to say that God 
and man are united in Christ in one consciousness. 

Reply.-Were our translators wrong in rendering v1ro<1ra<1•,;; person in 
Hebrews i. 2 :-" The express image of His person" l Or the ecclesiastical 
statement:-" Three Persons and one God"? 

V.-Rev. Mr. WAINWRIGHT. 

(xxiii.) He asserts that Abraham learned Phrenician in Canaan, and gave 
up his native language. 

Reply.-The only proof he offers is that Laban used an Aramaic dialect. 
I think we may safely reject a theory founded on such a basis. 

VI.-Mr. REDDIE. 

(xxiv.) He says that I spoke of a second creation of light. 
Reply.-This use of the word "creation" appears to me to be a good illus· 

tration of the difficulty which originates from not attending to the accuracy 
of Scripture phraseology. The creation of light was at the primary creation 
of all things. Not in the universe, but upon earth, there was subsequent 
datkness when the earth became thohu and bohii. At the renovation of the 
earth in six days, the first act was " Goel said, Let there be light." There 
was, then, in this earth intermingled light and darkness. The second act 
was, "God divided the light from the darkness." The one was evening : the 
other, morning. This does not prove that there had been no pre-existing 
light on earth, much less that the universal light was extinguished. The six 
days' work is an earthly scene. We have two beautiful parallels from the 
Scripture itself,-one from Jerusalem, the other from the human soul. J eru, 
salem, in David and Solomon's clays, was in light and peace. Her people's 
sins had reduced the iand to darkness, her Saviour's return will more than 
restore the land to light. The second condition is described by Jeremiah, in 
the very terms employed by Moses :-" I beheld the earth, and, lo ! it was 
without form and void ; and the heavens, and they had no light." The third 
condition is thus predicted, "Arise, Shine; for thy light is come, and the glory 
of the Lord is risen upon thee." Regarding humanity as a whole, the Bible 
history of the human soul is parallel. First, Goel created man in His o,vn 
iinage, which surely was a state of light. The condition of fallen man is 
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this :--Darkness hath covered the land, and gross darkness the people. His 
renewed condition is this :-God, who commanded the light to shine out of 
darkness, hath shined in our hearts, to give the light of the knowledge of the 
glory of God in the face of Jesus Christ. The last parallel may be carried 
farther. Our present spiritual life is intermingled light and darkness. The 
resurrection state will be the morning. The account of the fourth day's work 
is not of the creation of light, but of assigning to the sun and moon their 
functions in an atmosphere. It would occupy too much space to enter into 
'the verbal criticism of the Mosaic statement there. 

VII.-THE CHAIRMAN, 

(xx.v.) He made a general statement that Hebrew formed no exception to 
the confusion of languages at Babel. He offered no proof of this. 

Reply.-! should have been very glad if Mr. Mitchell had stated what he 
considers misinterpretations, for his papers in the Journal of the Institute 
I have found always valuable and instructive. May he long continue to 
render equal service to Divine truth and to real science. 

I have now answered in detail all the criticisms on my paper, and I must 
conclude by expressing my great disappointment that the general principles 
of the paper have been so little criticised. Where so much has been said, I 
hope I may take this fact as an indirect proof that they are correct. In my 
opinion, the truth and the interpretation of Scripture should always be 
handled with reverential earnestness ; and even in human science, we should 
remember that national history, human language, and natural phenomena 
are all God's work. 
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