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language appropriate to this staudpoint. As Calvia in

his commeutary on Genesis 1 says: "Moses wrote in the

popular style, which, without instruction, all ordinary

persons endowed with common sense are able to under-

stand. . . He does not call us up to heaven; he only

proposes things that lie open before our eyes." It does

not follow that because the Bible does not teach modern

science, we are justified in saying that it contradicts it.

What 1 see in these narrafves of Genesis is that, So

true is the standpoint of the author, so Divine the

illumination with which he is endowed, so unerring his

insight into the order of nature, there is little in his

description that even yet, with our advanced knowledge,

we need to change. You say there is the **six days"

and the question whether those days are meant to be

measured by the twenty-four hours of the sun's revolu-

tion around' the earth—I speak of these things popularly.

It is .lifficult to see how they should be so measured

when the sun that is to measure them is not introduced

until the fourth day. Do not think that this larger read-

ing of the days is a new speculation. You find Augus-

tine in early times declaring that it is hard or alto-

gether impossible to say of what fashion these days

are, and Thomas Aquinas, in the middle ages, leaves the

matter an open question. To my mind these narratives

in Genesis stand out as a marvel, not for its discordance

with science, but for its agreement with it.

Time does not permit me to enter into the details of

the story of man's origin in Genesis, but I have already

indif-ated the general point of view from which I think

this narrative is to be regarded. It would be well if

those who speak of disagreement with science would look

to the great truths embedded in these narratives which
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