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744 THE CHRONOLOGY OF BUNSEN. [Oct.

cloud and falls in floods before us; his life and Jove in the
love and life that warm our hearts. Direct, quick, unwa-
vering, must be the flight of the soul heavenward. Unless
we accept it fearlessly we cannot beat this spiritual atmos-
phere or rise in it.

e ARTICLE VI.

THE CHRBRONOLOGY OF BUNSEN.

BY REV,. E. BURGESS, LATE MISSIONARY OF "A. B. C. F. M. IN INDIA.

WHEN we read the account of the last hours of Bunsen in
the interesting obituary notice of him which was published in
our journals soon after his death, we should have entertained
from it a far higher idea of his Christian character than we
did, had we not previously read his ¢ Egypt's Place in Uni-
versal History.” But having read that work we were puz-
zled to understand how one who treats the holy scriptures as
he does, should even appear to be an evangelical Christian.
It was altogether contrary to our observation, and we thought
contrary to the observation and experience of the world, that
one who adopts principles of interpretation such as Chevalier
Bunsen does in the work above alluded to, should give evidence
of such a heartfelt reception of the Saviour as is implied in
the language of his obituary notice. And we could remove
the difficulty only by the supposition that that language, as
coming from his lips, had less than its usual meaning, or his
mind had undergone a transforming change between the
time of his last great literary work going from his hands and
his death. Perhaps either supposition is possible. The lat-
ter is more agreeable to entertain, though we have seen no
evidence of its being fact. Bunsen professes to regard the
holy scriptures as of divine authority, and to treat them as
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criticized. 'We have often found literary lumber-houses very
valuable; so much so that we will put up with an author
who shows a little vanity in collecting lumber.

We have said the conception of Bunsen’s work is a vast
one. ‘“Egypt’s Place in Universal History!”” Egypt! that
land of pyramids — whose kings are enumerated in history
under thirty distinct dynasties; whose monuments antedate
. the oldest historic records; whose language has consumed
the lives of some of the greatest scholars; the source whence
the wisest of the ancient Greeks drew their wisdom ; whose
empire had extended from the Nile to the Indus, before
Greece and Rome had even a name! And can Egypt's
place in history be determined and described ? Bunsen has
attempted it. He has placed himself on her ancient monu-
ments and surveyed the immense periods of her historic
existence, and, as he thinks, ascertained her ¢ place ” in the
history of man.

To his own great industry and learning he has joined that
of all the learned Egyptologers from Champollion to Lepsius;
in short what human learning and industry could do to fix
Egypt’s place in history, it would seem has been done by
Bunsen in these five volumes. He maintains that her lan-
guage was in the process of formation as early as 14,000
B.Cc. At that time it had reached the stage of ¢ complete
parts of speech beyond the distinction between full words
(nouns, verbs, and adjectives) and formatives.” At 13,000
B.C. it had “ declensions and conjugations, with affixes, suf-
fixes, and endings.” At 12,000 B.c. was the * commenece-
ment of symbolical hieroglyphies, i.e. picture-writing” ; and
“ primitive syllabications,” with some other improvements,
at 11,000 n.c. Then at 10,000 sB.c., or thereabout, happened
Noah’s flood (see Synopsis of the Four Ages of the World,
below).

It is not our design to review Bunsen’s work as a whole.
It is teo deep in monumental lore for us to attempt such &
task. We only design to set before the readers of the Biblio-
theca Sacra his system of Chronology, with a few friendly
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criticisms thereon. It will be seen from the above statements
that he sets aside entirely the commonly received opinions
respecting the creation of man, as derived from the Hebrew
sacred scriptures. While he professes great reverence for
those scriptures, by & curious principle of philesophical inter-
pretation, he deduces conclusions that destroy their authen-
ticity and value. If plain language can be made to mean
what Bunsen makes of it, it can be made to mean anything
or nothing, to suit the interpreter’s purpose. The Christian
geologist can admit, without violence to the principles of
interpretation or controverting scripture, that the earth las
existed for millions of years, but he cannot in the same man-
ner admit that man has existed on the earth more than six
or seven thousand years.! And just here is the point of
attack on the Bible where infidels are making their most
strenuous efforts. During the past few years there have
been numerous alleged discoveries of * flint implements, the
works of human art,” found in such geological formations as
prove their existence before the Mosaic date of man’s crea-
tion on any received system of chronology.

Again, the bones of man are found in connection with
those of * extinet species of animals,” and in * undisturbed
geological formations,” where they must have been deposited
before the date assigned by Moses to man’s creation.? And

1 Yet still, should conclusive evidence compel us to admit that man has existed
on the earth for a longer period than the Mosaic account allows, even according
to the Septuagint, it would scarcely affoct the general anthority and correctness
of the Bible. The data on which rests the epoch of man’s creation in our re-
ceived chronology are stated in a comparatively brief space which would be occu-
pied by a few lines in an ordinary volume (Gen. v. 3-32 and xi. 10-18). The
data consist of a genealogical record of the patriarchs, from Adam to Abraham,
the essential pars comsisting in numbers. Now shonld irrefragable evidence —
as yet snch evidence has not been prodaced — compel us to admit that this rec-
ord as we now have it, does not give the true time since the creation of man, the
admission does not necessarily affect the divine anthenticity of the Bible. The
passage may have been corrupted, something may have been left out which was
in the original record. '

_21tis sufficient to refer the reader to Sir Charles Lyell's reoent work on the
« Antiquity of Man > for these general statements.
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now Bunsen, the great German scholar and antiquarian,
and a Christian, comes out with an immense array of learn-
ing to show that man existed on the earth 20,000 (perhaps
40,000) years before Christ. It is with Bunsen’s system,
that of chronology, that we are now concerned. We shall
give that system, and the principal facts and reasons on which
it rests, as near as we can, in the author’s own words. In
general, we think, these facts and reasons need only to be
stated in order to be discarded as insufficient for the basis of
such superstructure.

At the risk of being somewhat tedious to a portion of our
readers, we present in full the first part of our author’s
synopsis of his system.

“SYNOPSIS OF THE FOUR AGES OF THE WORLD.
“FIRsT AGE OF THE WORBLD.

« Ancient Antediluvian History, from the Creation to the Flood,—
Primitive Formation of Language and the Beginning of the Formation of
Mythology.

The Historical Primitive World (I. IL. III.)- (1-10,000 Year of Man;
20,000-10,000 B.C.)

Fmst Prriop (1.). — Formation and Deposit of Sinism (20,000-
15,000 B.C.).

Primitive language, spoken with rising or falling cadence — elucidated
by gesture —accompanied by pure pictorial writing ; every syllable a word,
every word a full substantive, one representable by a picture.

Deposit of this language in Northern China (Shensi) in the country of
the source of the Houngho-Sinism. The earliest polarization of religious
consciousness : Kosmos or Universe, and the Soul of Personality. Objec-
" tive worship, the firmament ; subjective worship, the soul of parents, or
the manifestation of divine in the family.

SecoxD PeR1OD OF THE WORLD (II.).—Formation and Deposit of Prim~
itive Turanism : The eastern polarization of Sinism (15,000-14,000 B.C.).

Pure agglutinative language : formation of pollysyllabic words by means
of unity of accent (word accent).

Origin of particles, words no longer substantive and full, but denoting
the mutnal relation of persons and things; finally of complete parts of
speech.

Deposit of this stage of formation in Thibet (Botya langunage).

" Germ of mythology in substantiation of inanimate things and of prop-
erties.
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Trmp Periop (II1.). — Formation and Deposit of Khamism and the
Flood : Western polarization of Sinism (14,000-11,000 B.C.).

Formation of stems into roots producing derivative words: complete
parts of speech beyond the distinction between full words (nouns, verbs,

and adjectives) and formative words, 14,000
Declensions and conjugations with affixes and endings; stage of the
Egyptian, 18,000

Commencement of symbolical Hieroglyphics, i.e. picture-writing; but with-
out the introduction of the phonetic element or designation of sound, 12,000
" Depoeit of this language in Egypt, owing to the earliest immigration of
West-Asiatic primitive Semites. Invention of, or advancement in, hiero-
glyphic signs : primitive syllabarium, 11,000
TrE FLoop.—Convulsion in Northern Asia. Emigration of the Arians
out of the country of the sources of the Oxus (Gihon) and Jaxartes, and
of the Semites out of the country of the sources of the Euphrates and
Tigris, 11,000-10,000
SrcoNp AGE oF THE WORLD.

Ancient Postdiluvian History — From the Emigration after the Flood
down to Abraham in Mesopotamia. Formation of the Historical Tribes
and Empires of Asia, 10,000-2878 B.c.”?

We will not occupy space with the details of this ¢ age.”
Suffice it to say the author exhibits the same wonderful
knowledge in regard to the history of the ¢ Egyptian deposit”
from 10,000 down to 4,000 B.c., as in reference to the pre-
ceding age. He gives definite dates for numerous events in
the civil and religious history, e.g.

“ The Formation of Osirism, 10,000 B.C.
Cloee of the Republican period, 9,086 B.C.
Duration of the sacerdotal kings, according to Manetho,

1855 years: end of the sacerdotal kings, 7,281 B.C.
Beginning of hereditary kings in lower Egypt, 5418 B.C.
Duration of them according to Manetho, 1790 years: end 8,624 B.C.
Perfect formative language, 4,000 B.c.
Menes, the first king of the first Dynasty, 38,6238 B.c.
Abrahdam, 2,878 B.C.
The Exodus, 1,820 B.C.”

It is safe to say in general, that such a mass of pure as-
sumption as our author has here put forth is nowhere else
to be found in any professedly historical or chronological

! Egypt’s Place in Universal History, vol. iv. pp. 485—497.
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work. He frequently says, “ according to Manetho,” while
Manetho affords not the least support for the declaration put
forth on his authority.

The following sentences are valuable as showing our
author’s manner of assuming his premises and drawing his
conclusions, as well as exhibiting a cardinal principle of his
work :

“ But if we find almost four thousand years before our ers,a mighty em-
pire possessing organic members of a very ancient type, 8 peculiar written
character and national art and science, we must admit that it required
thousands of years to bring them to maturity in the valley of the Nile. If
again its language be shown to be a deposit of Asiatic, and by no means
the oldest formation, it will be admitted upon reflection to be a sober con-
clusion that we require some 20,000 years to explain the beginnings of the
development of man, which have been only once violently interrupted in
ite primeval birthplace ” (Vol. iv. p. 21).

“ The question as to the place of Egypt in historical chronology is thus at
once changed to that of its place in the whole development of man. We
pass out of the domains of chronology and history, into that of pure philoe-
ophy ” (Vol. iv. p. 22). .

We have here a statement of a fundamental principle of
the author; a principle by which he is guided, and which
underlies his whole work. It is the founding of a system of
chronology on the principles of philosophy. We are fond of
philosophy when it is sound and in its place ; and we do not
assert that it has no connection with chronology. When the
materials for a strict historical chronology do not exist, we
have no objections to philosophy doing her utmost to elucidate
and present probable-truth. But the danger is that she will
transcend the limits of her just domain. This we think she
has done under the guidance of Bunsen. She magnifies
the difficulties arising from the received chronology of Bible
history, and then resorts to expedients that destroy the
truthfulness of that history. Certainly in such a work as
this she should be watched, and her supposed facts and her
expedients be severely scrutinized. If our faith in Bible
history is to be undermined by philosophy, let us know what
is proposed in its place. '

The principal facts on which the author rests his system,




and the mode of argumentation, are foreshadowed in the
following extracts.

“ Philosophy has discovered the existence of two vast branches of cognate
organic languages, the Semitic and Iranian. The stage anterior to Sem-
ism is Khamism. This antecedent stage is antediluvian. People history
is postdiluvian. We find in it, thousands of years before Menes, first of all
a world-wide empire — the realm of Nimrod, the Kushite, ..... which
probably embraced Egypt as well as Western Asia, the district of the
Euphrates and Tigris.

“If we connect these views with the historical development before us, we
shall find in the first place ancient history divided into antediluvian and post-
diluvian. For the former we require 10,000 years, which we can prove prox-
imately to be the extent of the latter period before Christ” (Vol.iv. p. 24).

¢ The legends of the classics about colonies from Egypt, in so far as they
have any historical foundation, are explainable, just as are the expressions
in the Bible that Kanaan, who was driven back out of lower Egypt, was
the son of Kham ! (Vol. iv. p. 30).

“ T must, on the other hand, repudiate all historical connection between
the Helleno-Italic mythology and the Indians, or even their patriarchs the
Iranians and Bactrians ” (Vol. iv. p. 81).

“ We start, therefore, with this premise, that in the Egyptian, we have
obtained a fixed chronological point, and in fact the highest in general
history? In it we find a perfectly formed language which we can prove to
have been in existence about the middle of the fourth millennium B.C.
We have, moreover, the means of determining approximately the epoch
of the beginnings of regal government immediately before Menes. We,
therefore, arrive at the very threshhold of the foundation of language” (Vol.
iv. p. 45).

With regard to ¢ the premise’’ here named, with which
the author starts, we simply remark here, that we do not
admit it. Nor do we admit the existence of the ¢ perfectly
formed language ” which he says he ¢ can prove to have
existed in the middle of the fourth millennium B.c.” See
remarks on this point below.

“'The result of criticism goes to prove, however, that we cannot compute
by the ordinarily received chronology, the interval between the above
starting-point of the present life of man, and the oldest conquests in Asia
— those of Nimrod, or the interval between them both and Abraham, the
first historical personage in the Semetic reminiscences.

“On the other hand, the period of 21,000 years which has been adopted

1 A referencs to the expulsion of the Shepherds from Egypt.
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by all the great astronomers of the day for the deviation of the earth’s
axis, brings us to two resting-places. The consequence of the deviation is
a change of the proportion of the cold and heat at the poles, the greatest
of which gives eight days more cold or heat.

“At the present time, in the northern temperate zone, spring and summer
are seven days longer than autumn and winter ; in the southern hemisphere,
consequently, the proportion is reversed.

“ In the year 1248 this favorable change in our hemisphere had reached
its maximum, namely, eight days more warmth, and therefore the same
number of days less cold. Consequently afier a gradual decrease during
5250 years, in the year 6498, the two seasons will be in equilibrio, but in
the year 11,748 (5250 years more) the hot period will have reached its
lowest point.

“ Now if we calculate backwards 5250 years from 1248, we shall find that
in the year 4002 B.c. the two seasons must have been in equilibrio in our
hemisphere. In the year 9252 B.c. the cold season had attained its max-
imum. The opposite or most favorable division of heat and cold took
place, therefore, in the year 19,752 B.c.

« This epoch explains very simply the reason why the north pole is sur-
rounded with perpetual ice only from about the seventieth degree, when at
the south pole it is found at the sixty-fifth. In other words, the history of
progressive human civilization with which we are acquainted is comprised
within one hemisphere, and under climacteric accidents the most fgvorable
to advancement.

» Now as we must suppose that the date of the commencement of our
race was the most favorable both for its origin and continnance ; and as,
on the other hand, the catastrophe which we call the flood would have
arrived at the next unfavorable period for our hemisphere, that epoch,
the central point of which is the year 9250 B.C., would seem the most
probable one for the change in climatic relations. This assumption is
confirmed by the most ancient monuments and traditions.! The chronology
of Egypt shows still more clearly than {raditions preserved in the Rabbin-
ical Book of the Origines, that the flood of Noah counld not have taken
place later than about 10,000 B.c., and could not have taken place much
earlier. ’

“ The only question therefore is, whether the history of the human race,
and consequently the origenes of the primitive world, date from the above-
mentioned favorable epoch, about 20,000 B.c., or whether we are justified
in going back to the last epooh but one, or about 40,000 B.c.” (Vel. iv.
52-54).

1 What monuments and traditions ? As far as we know, even our author has
failed to specify them ; unless such a specification is intended by his brief allu-
sions to the mythological periods of some of the ancient nations.




The following extracts show an important part of the argu-
ment adopted to maintain these assumptions:

“ The formative words in the Egyptian mark the transition from Si-
nism to Khamism,— from the particle language to the language of parts of
speech. ..... The earliest Turanism to the east of Khamism marks the
first stage of organic language, i.e. of language with the parts of speech.
The second is Khamism, i.e. the stage of langnage we meet with in Egypt ”
(Vol. iv. p. 558).

* The shortest line from inorganic language to organic is that of Sinism
through primitive Turanism to primitive Semism, the deposit of which in
the valley of the Nile we have in Egyptian. The last emigration was
probably that of the Arians to the country of the five rivers. The oldest
hymns in the country of the Punjaub go back to 8000 B.c. This commu-
nity of language must then, at all events, be supposed to have existed much
earlier than 3000 B.c. They had consequently at that time long got over
the stage of underived Iranismand Semism. Between 10,000 and 4000
B.C the vast step in Asiatic advancement from Khamism to Semism, and
from Semism to Iranism, was made. If the step from Latin to Italian be
‘taken as a unit, this previous step must be reckoned at least at ten or at
twenty ” (Vol. iv. p. 562).

“ From all this it appears that the period of one great revolution of the:
earth’s axis (21,000 years) is a very probable time for the development of
human language in the shortest line; and that the double of this, which
we should be obliged to suppose, would be a highly improbable one”’
(Vol. iv. p. 568). )

It has been shown at the commencement of this volume, that we may-
hope by a combination of researches and observations to establish that man-
kind has only terminated one astronomical period, and commenced the:
second in the year 1240 of our era, and there are reasons for placing the

" intermediate catastrophe in the most unfavorable part of that period, or-
about 10,000 B.c. As to subdivisions, if too large a space has been as-
sumed in this one, there is room enough for it in the other. We see no
reason for going back to a preceding epoch of 21,000 years; but less than
one period is impossible, were it only because of the stubborn fact of the
strata of languages. To what point then is Egypt brought back by this
calculation? To the middle at least of the ninth millennium of man, as
the period of the immigration of the western branch of our race into the:
valley of the Nile. But this is the very close of the primitive world in the:
strict sense, that is to say, of the history of our race before the great
convulsion of that part of central Asia, to which we turn as the cradle of.
mankind. This convulsion, which we know as the flood of Noah, in all
probability coincides with that epoch of the northern hemisphere when
the temperature was lowest, or from 9000 to 10,000 B.C., just as the origin

Voi. XXIV. No. 96. 95
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of our race coincides with that period of it when the temperature was
highest, which was 10,500 years earlier.

« If this principle be correct, the Egyptians can have known nothing of
the flood, allusions to which we find everywhere among the Iranians and
Semites; and in truth no such tradition is current among them, any more
than it was among the old Turanians and Chinese * (Vol. iv. p. 564).

In regard to the above hypothesis of the great antiquity of
man on the earth, and the arguments in support of it, we
think little needs to be said by way of confutation. We
must, however, briefly state the reasons why we do not re-
ceive the hypothesis, and think the arguments inconclasive.
We might use the words ¢ absurd,” ¢ irrational,” and other
stronger disparaging epithets, in relation to the author’s
reasoning, and think ourselves justified in their use. But
the use of such terms generally weakens an argument. For
what one calls absurd, another regards merely as inconclusive,
4 third, fair reasoning, and a fourth, sound argament. We
therefore will endeavor to meet the argument of our author
in a sober, matter-of-fact style of reasoning.

And first as to his astronomical argument. The substance
«of the argument is this: On account of ¢ the deviation of the
-earth’s axis” the northern and southern hemispheres enjoy
wunequal degrees of heat and cold. When. this difference is
-at the extreme, the seasons of ¢ spring and summer are eight
-days longer than autumn and winter.”” But ¢the history of
progressive human civilization with which we are acquainted,
is comprised within one hemisphere, and under climacteric
accidents the most favorable to advancement,” These * fa-
vorable climacteric accidents” are the seasons of spring and
summer being longer than autumn and winter. Therefore
as man has mostly lived in the northern hemisphere his
creation must have taken place when the heat was greatest
in this hemisphere, i.e. about 20,000 B.c., and the flood must
have taken place about 10,000 B.c., when the cold was at its
‘maximum.

In regard to this argument we remark: First, we neither
:admit the premises or the conclusion. Having passed some
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fifteen years in the southern part of that belt which has
been most densely peopled by the race, we have a little
experience that bears directly on the point. We thought and
felt decidedly, that the cool season was more favorable to
physical and mental vigor, to physical and mental develop-
ment, than the hot season. And, if we mistake not, such
were decidedly, the thoughts and feelings of all in that land
who had much to do in the various spheres of bodily and
mental activity. So that if we were to use Bunsen’s prem-
ises we should draw the conclusion the opposite to that
which he has drawn. We confess we should never advance
this argument to prove that man was created about 10,000
B.C.; but we think it worth as'much in support of such an
epoch of the creation as that of our author in favor of the
higher one of 10,000 years earlier.

Again, in point of fact,in what climate has the race of
man attained to the highest degree of development in both
body and mind ? If we look at the present generation we
certainly cannot point to the mildest parts of the temperate
zone as furnishing the best specimens of intellectual and
physical vigor. Edinburg and Glasgow are almost 56° N.
Lat; London is almost 52°; Berlin is farther North, and
Paris is about 49° N. It is true that, as we go back into the
early historic times, we find the region of human superiority
a little further South. Greece is between 37° and 45° N.,
and Italy between 40° and 46° N. ; and Palestine and Egypt
and Chaldea were still further south. But the ancients were
not equal to the moderns. The reason was, they, through
" love of ease, delighted in the softness of tropical climates,
where a little effort suffices to meet the wants of a degene-
rate physical nature. They settled along the banks of such
streams as the Nile, the Euphrates and Tigris, the Indus and
Ganges. It was when they settled in the more northern and
cooler climates that the greater strength of body and mind was
developed in the race. Where, we would ask, was the gar-
den of Eden? Mount Ararat is in about 40° N. Lat.; and
since geologists tell us that the mighty currents which have




swept over the earth, the marks of which are now seen on
the solid rocks, were from north to south, and that which
caused the deluge of Noah was probably in the same direc-
tion ; the ark floated south during that one hundred and
fifty days, hence the garden of Eden was north of the moun-
tain where it rested, and was, therefore, about in the middle
of the temperate zone; whereas, according to our author’s
theory and argument it should have been further south.
We beg our readers not to spend time to criticize this argu-
ment, for in itself considered it will not bear criticism. We
ouly put it forth to meet the reasoning of our author. In
fact, the line of argumentation is about parallel to his, and
equally conclusive. If we placed any value on the argument
from heat and cold as aiding to fix the epoch of the creation
of man, we should be inclined to place the epoch at the time
when the heat and cold of our hemisphere were in equilibrio,
which would be for the last time (according to our author)
about 4002 B.c. This differs only two years from the com-
monly received chronology. But we do not believe in this
heat and cold argument. Even if we should admit the prem-
ises, that the time when spring and summer are eight days
longer in our hemisphere than autumn and winter, is most
favorable to human development, it would by no means fol-
low that the creation of man took place at that time.

Our author speaks of some ancient traditions that favor
his theory of great antiquity of the race of man on earth.
We do not know to what traditions he alludes in this connec-
tion. He does indeed, in other places in his volumes, speak
of the mythological-ancient historic periods of the Egyptians,
the Chaldeans, and the Hindus. Thus the Egyptians have
a history of 24,925 years! before Menes ; the Chaldees reck-
oned in Saroi, Neroi, Sossi, and as usually interpreted,
432,000 years before the flood of Xisuthrus; and the Hindus
have their Kalpa of 4,320,000,000 years, which they call the
day of Brahma.? We have not time to give our theory in this

1 Eusebius, Chronicon Book ii.

-2 Soe translation of the Surya Siddhanta, Jour. Am. Orient. Soc., Vol. vi. ch.
1, vs. 15-17.




place of the origin of these immense periods in mythologi-
cal history. We confess that at first sight it seems to be a
little remarkable that those three people should have intro-
duced such periods into their mythology. But when each
case is considered separately, we find an almost entire want
of evidence that these large numbers had their origin in a
more ancient existence of man on earth than the Mosaic
chronology indicates.

We turn now to occupy a little space on our author’s geo-
logico-linguistic argument in support of his hypothesis: The
argument for the great antiquity of the race based on “ the
strata of languages.” It would not be fair to press too far
the want of analogy in important respects, between rocks and
language. We will admit the fundamental idea involved in
the reasoning, namely, change in language proves lapse of
time. But while we admit this, we do not admit the correct-
ness of his reasoning when he infers such vast durations as
proved by this change.

We shall not take time and space for any very labored
argument in confutation of Mr. Bunsen’s reasoning from
¢ the strata of language.” The bare statement of the theory
in his own language, as given above, is sufficient for the
sober philologist and philosopher. We shall content our-
selves with stating a few difficulties and objections that, in
our mind, lie in the way of receiving his theory.

In giving the characteristics of the first age of the world,
our author places the ¢ formations and deposits of Sinism
20,000-15,000 B.Cc.,” ““in Northern China.” This was the
¢ primitive language ” of the race, ¢ spoken with rising and
falling cadence.” How does he know this? He arrives at
the conclusion, it seems, through philosophical reasoning,
and that based on imagination instead of facts. He says:
¢ The shortest line from inorganic language to organic is
that of Sinism through primitive Turanism to primitive Sem-
ism, the deposit of which in the valley of the Nile we have
in Egyptian” (see above). How does he know this? We
know the shortest line between any two points is a straight




line. But we do not sce that the line designated above is
straight. But, crooked or straight, the line must pass through
Khamism and be extended on to terminate in Iranism.

Now, to what extent do any facts in history or philology
support this reasoning ? Have we not Sinism still, and
Turanism and Semism — Khaniism being admitted to be
dead, and only known from its cropping out a little in Egypt.
* If Iranism — the latest and highest type of language accord-
ing to our author —is the result of the laws of development
of language, why is there still so much Sinism and Turanism
and Semism in the world ? It is true our author speaks of
primitive Turanism and Semism ; but the laws of develop-
ment ought to have carried the whole body of human lan-
guage on to the latest and highest formation, Iranism. That
such has not been the result, shows that the laws have not
operated according to his hypothesis, and vitiates the whole
reasoning.

Our author alludes to the development of the ancient Latin
into the modern Italian. He says: ¢ If the step from Latin
to Italian be taken as a unit, this previous step must be reck-
oned as at ten or at twenty,” and then infers ¢ that 21,000
years is a very probable time for the development of human
Janguage in the shortest line.” This allusion to the Latin
and Italian is directly in point. It points us to a fact which
we can understand. But how does this fact fit in with our
author’s reasoning? We have a change in language and the
duration of time in which this change took place. But it is
important to notice that the modern language has taken the
entire place of the ancient one, and covers the ground occu-
pied by it, and the ancient now exists as dead language.
And, according to the principle of our author’s reasoning,
Iranism ought to cover all the ground occupied by its prede-
cessors, and they be found only as dead languages. As he
has it, Sinism developed into Turanism, and this latter into
Khamism, and this again became Semism, and Semism, Iran-
ism, which he seems to regard the most perfect language.
But we have still spoken Sinism and Turanism and Scmism,




if not in their primitive, still in their pure, forms. Now, if
there is such a law of development as our author has made
the foundation of his reasoning, why did not all Sinism de-
velop into Turanism, and this latter into Khamism and se
on? We cannot see.

When geologists speak of the Azoic, the Paleozoic, the
Mesozoic, and the Cainozoic; of the Eocene, the Miocene and
Pliocene ; of the old and new Red Sandstone, we understand
that the later formations merely succeeded the former, and
were from new materials. But this cannot be the principle
of the formation of Bunsen’s strata of languages. Each
succeeding stratum came forth from its predecessor ; a sup-
position which is manifestly entirely unsupported by any facts
in philology. What facts are there to show that Iranism was
developed from Semism ; i.e. that the Indo-European lan-
guages are from the Semitic? Are not some of the oldest
records of the race now found in the Iranian languages?
Again, are not some of the Semitic languages as perfect as
the Iranian? The same comparison may be instituted be-
tween the latter and some of the Turanian family. There
may be more learning in the Sanscrit, the Greek, Latin, and
German than there is in the Arabic, the Ethiopic, the Huan-
garian, Turkish, Tartar,or Finnish languages— the difference
being easily accounted for; but do not the latter languages
have all the marks of fully developed specimens of human
language that are found in the former? And while changes
may be expected to take place through the lapse of time, in
the Semitic and Turanian tongues above specified, yet will
they ever be in their structure more like the Greek, Latin,
Sanscrit, and German than they now are? Yet Bunsen’s
hypothesis and reasoning require such a resuit.

The truth is, that from aught that appears from any facts
which comparative philology has collected or history recorded,
there is no reason to think that the origines of the Chineee,
of the Tartar, and other Turanian languages are more ancient
than those of the Semitic and Indo-European tongues. In
fact, it seems far easier to us to account for Sinism and




760 THE CHRONOLOGY OF BUNSEN. [Oct.

Turanism by regarding them as offshoots from an ancient
Semitico-Iranism, than it is to dispose of the difficulties at-
tending the reverse process which Bunsen adopts. It is
easy to imagine that parties of unliterary, wicked members
of the early communities after the flood, being impatient of
restraint, should wander away over the Imaum and Tien-
shan mountains into Mongolia and Mantchouria, where they
would degenerate, and when the more literary and cultivated
of the same ancestry should discover them centuries after,
they would appear to be a distinct race.

 Hugh Miller (Testimony of the Rocks, p. 272), speaking
of tribes degenerating and perishing, quotes an account of
¢ great multitudes of native Irish,” who (1611-1689) ‘ were
driven from Armagh and the south of Down into the moun-
tainous tract extending from the Barony of Fleurs eastward
to the sea.”” ..... * In Sligo and northern Mayo the conse-
quences of degeneration and hardship exhibit themselves in
the whole physical condition of the people, affecting not only
the features but the frame. Five feet two inches on an aver-
age, pot-bellied, bow-legged, abortively featured, their cloth-
ing a wisp of rags, these spactres of a people that were once
well-grown, able-bodied, and comely, stalk abroad into the
daylight of civilization, the annual apparition of Irish ugli-
ness and Irish want.”

This scrap of history appears to us excedingly valuable, as
throwing light on our subject. The author quoted says
nothing of the language of the degenerate tribe. But this
of course must have partaken of the degeneracy of the body
and mind. And does not this item of history fully account
for the fact of tribes of the human family being found in
various parts of the earth that are very low in the scale of
civilization, — but just above the brutes, — without the sup-
position of an original half-monkey condition as the primeval
state of the human race for ages after the creation of the first
individuals. We reject, then, the hypothesis of Bunsen.
Both facts and philosophy are against it. We belicve that
Sinism and Turanism — to adopt our author’s nomenclature

— ——m
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—are the degenerate offshoots from an original stock, from
which the Semites and Iranians are directly descended. And,
while we would not claim for the language of this original
stock, the most ancient— perhaps going quite back to the
flood — the culture of the ancient Sanscrit and Greek, yet we
reject decidedly the idea of such an infancy of human speech,
extending through centuries, ages, as Buusen and writers of
his school are fond of supposing.

But our author has another argument for the great an-
tiquity of our race, especially in Egypt. In the area of
Memphis is the statue of Rameses II. Around this statue,
the sediment is nine feet four inches deep. The date of
Rameses (in his system), is 1391-1225 B.c. say, 3214 years
before 1854 A.p. This gives the increase of three and a half
inches for each one hundred years. But the sediment is thirty
feet deep below the statue. And a fragment of pottery was
brought up from a depth of thirty-nine fcet below the surface.
This depth requires a period of 10,285 years previous to
Rameses, or about 13,500 before 1854, which ¢ appears to
establish the fact that Egypt was inhabited by men who made
use of pottery about 11,000 B.c.” 1

In regard to this fact and reasoning, it is only necessary
to remark, that there are half a score of suppositions, all
plausible, each of which would altogether alter the conditions
of the problem, and vitiate the result? The piece of pottery
might have been dropped into a well, or deep hole; their
may have been a canal ; the channel of the river may have
been diverted ; the increase of sediment may not have been
uniform. The rate of increase may have been entirely dif-
ferent as we go back into antiquity.

A recent Report upon the Physics and Hydraulics of the

1 Egypt’s Place in Universal History, Vol. iii. Pref. p. xi.

? Since writing the above, we have seen a statement of facts that fully and
finally disposes of this piece of ““Nile pottery.” Sir Gardener Wilkinson has
discovered marks upon the fragment that clearly indicate ““ an age not exceed-
ing two hundred years prior to the Christian era.”” See Church Review, Jan.
1866, p. 527.

Vor. XXIV. No. 96. 96




Mississippi River,! has come to the conclusion, from many
considerations, that the mouth of the river was once about
two hundred and twenty miles abeve where it now is, and
that the river is now building out into the Gulf new land at
the rate of two hundred and sixty two feet every year. At
this rate we have a period of about 4400 years, as the time
required for the growth of the delta to its present extent.
Now is not the Mississippi as old as the Nile? And why may
we not prove the age of the world as well from the American
*father of waters” as from the Egyptian ? But alas, we have
another report that alters the data, which says: ¢ It is calcu-
lated that from 1720, a period of eighty years, the land has
advanced fifteen miles into the sea, and there are those who
assert that it has advanced three miles within the memory of
middle-aged men.”2 This gives an increase of nine hundred
and ninety feet a year, which would give about 1150 years
as time for the formation of the delta.

We have no objections to geologists speculating about the
formation of the deltas at the mouths of the large rivers of
the earth, but let them be more agreed, and more certain of
their data, before they attempt to frame from those data an
argument to controvert the truth of the Bible. From the
very nature of the case they mever can be sure of their
data. Much of Bunsen’s reasoning te support his ¢ assump-
tion ” of a great antiquity of the race of man, both from the
¢ strata of languages” and the ¢ strata of mud,” is based
upon data imaginary and uncertain. As if we should say,
¢ If nine feet four inches of sediment has formed around a
statue in Memphis since the time of Rameses IL, how long
did it take the Mississippi to extend its mouth two huadred
and twenty miles into the Gulf of Mexico?”” We say this
statement with the mathematical result according to the fig-

1 «“Prepared by Captain A. A. Humphreys and Lieatenant H. L. Abbott, of
the United States Topographical Engineers”; and reviewed in the North
American for April 1862.

2 Major Stoddard’s Treatise on the State of Louisiana, quoted by James Hil-
dreth in his “ Campaign to the Rocky Mountains,” p. 240.




ures, would be on a par with much that is found in Bunsen’s
pretentious volumes.

We must devote a little space to our author’s chronology of
the patriarchs, especially to his era of Abraham. We have here
some rich specimens of ¢ philosophy.” We need do little
more than exhibit the philosopher’s theory in his own words.

“ We will now take a glanee at dates. Here the first step undoubtedly
must be to abandon the views and system adopted by the narrator, from
the impossibility of an historian dealing with men who beget children like
other people at the age of thirty and live more than four hundred years
afterwards. Those upon whom this consideration fails to make an impres-
sion may still be staggered by the fact, that upon this calculation the
patriarch Noah lived down to the time of Abraham® without troubling
himself about the history of the world. Neither can we venture, like the
authors of the Septuagint, to falsify the text,® and in order to get rid of the
disproportion, add one hundred years to the ages of these geographical
patriarchal monsters at the time of their marriage. We have, therefore,
but one alternative — to ascertain which of the two is the really traditional
date, that of the ages after the birth of the first son, or that of the whole

" date; to ascertain, in other words, whether the narrator had the authority
of tradition for the former date, and, in order to assist his chronology,
added at random, thirty or forty years to their ages when the first son was
born; or whether he found the whole sum total recorded, and deducted
from it whatever suited his purpose.® The fact of his not stating the sum
total would incline us to adopt the former view. But in the immediately
preceeding entries about Noah and Shem, we can prove that the complete
sum total is the actual traditional date. In each case it is six hundred
years, which was shown to be the original Chaldaic equation between
lunar and solar years. We must therefore assume that it is so here also.”*®

The postdiluvian times to Abraham are thus disposed of (the
tabular form being somewhat abridged for the sake of space):

1 This is a real objection or difficulty if we adopt the Hebrew chronology, but
it entirely vanishes if we adopt that of the Septuagint.

2 This is amusing, standing, as it does, in connectian with the anthor's radical
alteration of the text of scripture.

% On such suppositions what becomes of the inspiration of the scriptures, or
even of their authenticity? Yet our author professes groat reverence and regard
for the Bible. He would not alter a date.

4 Our eves have not fallen on this proof. We know that Josephus (Antiq. i.
iii. 9) speaks of a “great year ” of six hundred common years ; but what has
that to do with the six hundredth year of the life of Noah, as the date of the
flood, and the duration of Shem’s life? It is all assnmption.
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“ There are three periods or divisions :

A. 8SeM (Arapakithis), i.e. the primeval land of the Kasdim (Chaldees),
the frontier mountains of Armenia towards Assyria, 488 years,

B. SeLAH, “ The Mission,” 433 years; Heber, the settler over the river
(Tigris), 464 years; Peleg, derivation, partition, 439 years; Yohtan
(father of thirteen South Arabian races).

C. Re'Ho, district of the shepherd country of Edessa (Rohi), 239 years;
Serug (in Osroéne, Sarug, west of Edessa), 230 years.

D. Nahor goes to Ur of the Kasdim (Chaldees), 148 years.

Terah leaves Ur of the Chaldees and goes to Haran (Karra), a day’s
Jjourney south of Edessa, 275 years (70 205).

Nahor seta out from Sarug to Ur of the Chaldees, 148 years (294 119).

Terah sets out from Ur to Haran, that is back towards Osroéne, on the
way to Canaan. He lives 205 years. At the age of seventy he begets
three sons in Ur.”

“ There is a remarkable closeness between the first three (geographical
historical) dates, Arphaxad, Selah, and Eber : Arphaxad 438 years, Selah
485, and Heber 464.

“ Supposing Arphaxad to represent the duration of the Semitic settiement
Arapakithis, the mountainous district above Assyris, prior to the memory
of man. ¢The Mission’ would represent the journey towards the plains
three years before the close of this migration, and * Heber’ wounld represent
the period when the migrating race passed over the Upper Tigris on their
way to the Upper Mesopotamia. The year four hundred sixty-four wonld
in that case be the one in which they entered Mesopotamia proper, and
the tribe must have remained in & compact body two hundred and thirty-
nine years before a portion of them commenced the great migration south-
ward, the result of which was the foundation of the kingdom of Southern
Asia ” (Vol. iii. p. 867). * This would make nine hundred and thirty-three
years to Nahor the grandfather of Abraham ” (i.e. 464 4239 4-230—=1933
years) (Vol. iii. p. 369).

Sober criticism on the above would be entirely out of place.
We venture to affirm that there is not within the whole com-
pass of literature another such perversion of an evidently
plain historical narrative into a monstrous historico-chrono-
logico-geographical jumble.

“Noah was six hundred years old when the flood of waters
was upon the earth” (Gen. vii. 6). This six hundred years
is “ the Chaldaic equation between the lunar and solar years.”
“ And Noah lived after the flood three hundred and fifty
years.” This is-¢ half of another equation with a surplus of

fifty years.” -Only fifty more! ¢ Arphaxad lived five and
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thirty years, and begat Salah ; and Arphaxad lived after he
begat Salah four hundred and three years, and begat sons
and daughters” (Gen. xi. 12, 18). This four hundred and
thirty-eight years represents ¢ the duration of the Scmitic
settlement in Arapakithis, the mountainous district above
Assyria, prior to the memory of man.” And the sacred
writer probably, ¢in order to assist his chronology, added at
random the thirty-five years when the first son was born ”” (!)
¢ And Salah lived thirty years, and begat Eber; and Salalh
lived after he begat Eber four hundred and three years, and
begat sons and daughters” (Gen. xi. 14, 15). Salah means
¢ the mission.” ¢ The four hundred and thirty-three years
¢ represent the commencement of the journey towards the
plains, three years before the close of this migration.”
¢« Heber ” means  the settler over the river (Tigris)”; and
¢ represents the period when the migrating race passed over
the Upper Tigris on their way to Upper Mesopotamia. The
year four hundred and sixty-four would in that case be the
one in which they entered Mesopotamia proper, and the tribe
must have remained in a compact body two hundred and
thirty-nine years before a portion of them commenced the
* great migration southward which was the foundation of the
primeval kingdom of Southern Asia.” And so of the other
names and numbers. But Bunsen has not told us what was
meant, on his theory, by the frequently recurring phrase,
“and he begat sons and daughters.” This he was certainly
bound to do. Tt is true that in the case of the two sons of
Heber, Peleg and Yoktan, he makes the former mean ¢ deri-
vation,” ¢ division, two hundred and thirty-nine years,” and
the latter the real ¢ father of thirteen South Arabian races’ ;
which distinction appears to have been made on some princi-
ple of philosophy peculiar to him ; but he ought not to have
left unexplained so important a phrase so frequently occurring
as “ sons and daughters.”

We must devote a little space to our author’s chronology
of Abraham and the two or three succeeding generations.
For in this his « philosophy ** appears to peculiar advantage.




766 THE CHRONOLOGY OF BUNSEN. [Oet.

After giving the wellknewn numbers, as in the following
table :

“ Abraham lived 178 years, Isaac, 180 years,
Jacob, 147 years, Joseph, 110 years.”
Bunsen proceeds to say:

“ Here it is not a question of a selitary exception in the case of one
individual. Itis true that no instance can be adduced demonstrably of
any one reaching the age of one hundred and eighty. Such a case, how-
ever, as an exception, would not contravene the laws of nature. But that
three patriarchs should have lived, one after the other, one hundred and
fifty years, and even more, and the viceroy, Joseph, tlieir snecessor, one
hundred and ten, eammot be historical. There must be some means of
detecting some blunder here, or else the historical nature of the narrative
will be liable to grave suspicion. None but those who cling to the infatu-
ation that the antediluvian patriarchs, as well as Noah and Shem lived
from six hundred to one thousand years, have any excunse to offer for sach
purely childish delusions, persistence in which can only be productive of
doubt and unbelief

“ But there is no country in which it is so improbable that a man a bun-
dred years old should have a son as in a land of early development, like
Syria and Canaan! But are we compelled on that account to regard
these four ages of the patriarchy as primitive inventions ? No ome who
admits the striotly historical charaeter of the principal branch of the fam-
ily narrative of this period will come to this comclusion™* (Vel. iii. pp-
340, 341).

“ But then this family possessed an era, as was always the case with noble
Semitic races ; this era must have been that of the immigration ” (id.).*

“In the history of Abraham we find two predominant numbers, the
seventy-fiRh year (that of the immigration), and the one hundredth, the
birth of Isase. In this interval so many evers occurred-also, as to reguire
a considerably long sojourn in. Cansan prier te his bireh.

% We assume, therefore, 75, as the year before the birth of Isaac; 25, s
the duration of the sojourn in Canaan; and consequently, 51, as the first
year of the seitlement in Canaan.

“ But theré is also a place for the one hundredth year (which is sid to
be that of the birth of Isaac), as the year i which Abraham died. This
again camot be accidental. The computation backward — the turning-

1 Qur author’s “ philosophy ” likewise sets aside the plain declarations of the
New Testament. What becomes, on his theory, of Rom. iv. 19 and Heb. xi. 1},
which endores the socount in Gen. xvii. 18-18 and xxi. 5.

2 Our author distinetly admits that Abraham is strietly a historical person, 8
well as Isaac, Jacob, and Joseph.

8 Mere assumption. '

p—
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poiat is so historically important and well established — leads directly to
the same conclusion. According to this Jacob diedin the one hundred and
forty-seventh year, not of his own life, but of the era from the immigration
of Abraham. Joseph again, not of his own age, but of the era of Jacob”
(Vol. iil. p. 844).

« The reader will hers find an account taken of every date which occurs in
the scriplure narrative.! Whatever is determined upon grounds of internal
probability, such as the births of Isaac and Jacob, is placed in brackets.
There cannot, therefore, be an error of more than two or three years at
most.' Those which are placed in parentheses are such as arige out of the
entries in the Bible in reference to years of marriage. These are conse-
quently in themselves thoroughly authentic. All the other dates are taken
directly from the Bible.”®

Truly, this is taking the subject of chronology “ out of
the domain of chronology and history into that of pure phi-
losophy ” (Vol. iv. p. 22). An aceount is taken of every
date in the scriptare narrative! Only the date of the son’s
birth is changed to that of the death of the father. The real
date of this latter event being ignored altogether. Is any
language, proper for a Christian to use, too severe in repre-
" hension of such a. proceedurs ? What! we involuntarily
exclaim, was the man insane? Had he become imbecile ?
Had he s0.long been groping amid the sepulchral monuments
of antiquity that he could net recognize, in the clear light
of day which other men use, a plain historical fact? '

¢ And Abraham wag an hundred years old when Isaac was
born” (Gen. xxi. 5); that is, as our author interprets it,
¢ he was a hundred years old when he died.” ¢ And Abra-
bam was seventy-five years old when he departed out of
Haran” (Gen. xii. 4) ; that is, * the seventy-fifth year is the
year befors Isaac: was born.”” And so of other dates and
events in conneetion with the seripture narrative. ¢ An
account is: taken of every date in the scripture narrative.”
He might as wall have taken the alphabetical letters and
figures in the first fifteen chapters of Genesis, and so trans-

1 The italics are ours.

2 Reforring to a table which is not copied, the essential part appearing in what
follows.

3 Egypt's Place in Universal History, Vol iii. p: 844,




posed and arranged them as to make out a story of the crea-
tion about 20,000 B.c., and of the flood occurring 10,000 s.c.,
and the ¢ development’ and “strata” of languages, etc.,
according to his system, and then have claimed the Bible as
authority, telling us we should find “ an account taken of
every letter and figure in the scripture narrative.” If any
a's or z's, or other letters, or any figures, had remained unap-
propriated, he could have found a “ place” for them. We
say had he done this, the process would have been about as
rational as that which he has adopted in relation to the history
of Abraham and his successors in the patriarchal line.

Bunsen lays great stress,on the improbability of a man
having a son at the age of a hundred years, especially in
such a land as Palestine ; this improbability being even a
corner-stone in his argument. With him, in his ¢ philoso-
phy,” the assertion of the sacred writer, that the event is
miraculous and the endorsement of the miracle by an in-
spired apostle (Rom. iv. 19 and Heb. xi. 11), go for nothing,
Thus the New Testament suffers alike with the Old under
this rationalizing process.

When we read the following caustic criticism on Bunsen’s
work, we thought it probably a little extravagant. But we
are now prepared to receive it as just, though we have not
given particular attention to points eriticized.

¢ Sesostris is the great name of Egyptian antiquity. Even
the builders of the pyramids and of the labyrinth shrink into
insignificance by the side of this mighty conqueror. Never-
theless, his historical identity is not proof against the dissolv-
ing and recompounding process of the Egyptological method.
Bunsen distributes him into portions, and identifies each
portion with a different king. Sesostris, as we have stated,
stands in Manetho's list as third king of the twelfth dynasty,
at 3320 mn.c., and a notice is appended to his name, clearly
identifying him with the Sesostris of Herodotus. Bunsen
first takes a portion of him, and identifies it with Tosorthrus
(written Sesorthrus by Eusebius), the second king of the third
dynasty, whose date is 5119 B.c., being a difference in the




dates of 1799 years— about the same interval as between
Augustus Caesar and Napoleon. He then takes another
portion and identifies it with Sesonchotis, a king of the
twelfth dynasty; a third portion of Sesostris is finally assigned
to himself. It seems that these three fragments make up the
entire Sosostris.” !

We say we can receive this as just and true; for if it should
be found to be a little colored in relation to this particular
point, yet we know it is strictly applicable to some parts of
Bunsen’s works. 'We have long entertained the opinion that
the occupation of deciphering hieroglyphics and ancient in-
scriptions is not promotive of a healthy and sound mind, but
rather the opposite. Except in cases where the character of
the inscription is comparatively modern, or the subject-mat-
ter largely connected with well-known historical facts, there
is much to be made out by conjecture, im@gination, and
assumption. The mind soon becomes accustomed to the
work of combining doubtful elements, till at length conjec-
ture and assumption are put on an equality with true knowl-
edge and real fact. Whether Egyptology has, in general,
fallen into unsafe hands, or the principle above alluded to-
operated with peculiar power in this department of research,.
owing, perhaps, to great inherent difficulties of the subject,.
the opinion seems to be wide-spread, even among the learned,
that the principles of sound reasoning, sound philosophy, and-
common sense, are not, to say the least, very strictly adhered
to by professed Egyptologers as a class. The following from
the able writer last quoted, we regard as an appropriate and
well-deserved criticism :

 Egyptology has a historical method of its own. It recog-
nizes none of the ordinary rules of evidence ; the extent of
its demands upon our credulity is almost unbounded. Even
the writers on ancient Italian ethnology are modest and tame
in their hypothesis compared with the Egyptologists. Under
their potent logic, all identity disappears; everything is sub-
jeot to become anything but itself. Successive dynasties
become contemporary dynasties ; one king becomes another

1 8ir G. C. Lewis’s Survey of the Astronomy of the Ancients, p. 369.




kipg; one name becomes another name; one number be-
comes another number ; one place becomes another place.” !

The writer then adduces examples, a specimen of which is
given in a preceding quotation. And do not the quotations
we have given above from Bunsen’s work fully sustain this
caustic criticism? In a plain historical narrative names of
men are transformed into names of places and countries and
events ; the number denoting the year of a man’s life, de-
notes the time of the tribe passing the river Tigris; the date
of the call of Abraham to leave his country is that of the
birth of his son, and the date of the son’s birth, becomes that
of the father’s death.

We would not undervalue the labors of Egyptologists.
They have opened up a. fascinating branch of study, and
brought to light many interesting and valuable things—yea,
even valuable@ruth. Their works give a general idea of the
state of ancient Egypt, which.in the main, we regard as truth-
ful. They have translated portions of a chapter of the world’s
history, and we may admit with a good degree of correct-
ness, which a few years since was altogether in an unknown
language. But from the very nature of their materials, they
can never produce any connected history or ehronology that
can set aside what has usually béen received as authentic
history or chronology from other sources. This is evident
from the fragmentary state of the materials, the absence in
them of authentic connection, and the presence of numerous
irreconcilable contradictions. This being the condition, all
that we can expect from Egyptology is a general corrobora-
tion of facts and truths elsewhere stated, occasionally clear-
ing up a doubt or adding to an imperfect statement; and
when new facts and truths are professedly brought to light
which are independent, we will receive them for what they
are worth. Egyptology has already furnished mueh that is
corrohorative of the general truth. of the Bible, but we repeat
it, it cannot, in its present state, be entitled to modify mate-
rially, much less controvert or set aside, any important fact
-or .statement in the sacred volume.

1 Burvey of the Astronomy of the Ancients, p. 368.




