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CREATION IN GENESIS AND IN GEOLOGY

I.—THE SCRIPTURAL STATEMENT.

BE yuestions involved in the first chapter of Gutesis
are those which lie at the bottom of the whole con-
troversy with what men are pleased to call science in
the present day. ‘‘Science,”” alas! and knowledge are
retting to be widely separated, although originally the
same thing. A mere hypothesis is *‘scienfific” nowadays,
and hypotheses ave egloring, 40 a large extent, the very
statement of what should be facts. ‘‘Eyes of faith*’ (to
use the language of a well-known man of science,) are
getting as necessary for the observation of facts as they
could possibly be for the knowledge of Seripture. “*A
working hypothesgis”’ i indeed a fact; what it may work
i3 another question. To those who have their eyes open,
there cannot be a doubt thut men are working themselves
into a delusion which Scripture has been beforehand in
prophesying, and which therefore, spite of itself, must
fulfiil Beriptare.

On looking at the questions which our snbject indicates,
cour first business is with Scripture itgelf. The book of
Genesis is a fact, at any rate, whatever may be its signifi-
cance, It is a fact that what purports to be a record of
ereation has come down 1o us from tine 30 far baek 28 to
antedate all other human writings of which we have knowl-
edge, Iiis a fact also that the character of this record
stands in the most striking contrast with all that may
seem 10 any wise to Lmnpete with it in point of age. The
various naitonal myths which deal with this subject few
would have any difficelty in dismissing as such. Buat al-
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though there arc those, no donbt, who think as cavalierly
to digmisa the hook of Genesis amongst them, it is exsy
to see that even for themselves this is impossible. Fhe
book has its held upon them whether they will or no.
They may tallt of the effeet of edaecation, no doubt,—of
the infuences under which they have been brought up,
and so on: bat they have not found it hard to break
through bands of this kind, times without number. Their
very opposition to bSoripture makes ic evident how much
they feul g power. No one thinks it worth while Lo fight
with a Chaldean ecosmogony, hawever ancient, ‘They can
look at nod discnss it with the moest seientifle equanimity ;
Scripture they cannol so discuss.  Awpnd this too is & fact
in the moral realm which {s worth consitering.

When we turn to the first chapter of Genesis, we Lind
nothing, at least, that wesrs the aspect of a myth; no
obscurity ; no seeming exwyrgeration. The atyle is sim-
plicity itself, and this simphicily is sublimity. It is the
style of one entirely at home with the subject of which
he iz speaking. Wonderful as the nature of the subjoct
is, he is not dazed, not awe-struck ; nor on the other hand
reveling in mere imagination. The language is intelligible
even to a child. * There is no atternpt st lengthy explana-
tion, or at explanation at all. There is no argument, as
baving to prove any thing, The writer is above his theme,
not upder its pbwer; and, when we consider what the
theme js, wha is the writer ¥ Poople roay deny its truth;
they can scarcely deny its similitude (0 trath. It 18 the
languace of one who has nothing to gain by proving bis
point: uo interest, in fact, one wmay say, at sll, except
it he an interest in man, which indced shines out every
where. The words may seem to give too Iuman a picture
of divice ways; but in it many at least have discerned
the manner of One who, seeking to draw pear to man,
must adept human speech, even with its defecis, Can
this he shown unworthy of Him ?

Fven for a scientific man one wonld think there should
he intercst in what, the moment he looks at if, corre-
spondy sfrangely in ceriain of its features with what the
facta of geolooy announce, Take, for instance, what Lo
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a writer of thiz aniiquity would be strange enough, the
fact of the dry lspd emerging out of the water. No ge-
ologiat douhts that all iand has, in faet, 50 risen; but is is
a, digcovery of later days, anticipated here before the
geience of gEﬁlﬂgv was horn. Take, again, fhe progress
of life from the lowest Lo the highest—from the denizens
of the water to those of the dry l-‘md and lnat of all, man.
Every one Enows that upon this very progress have been
based some of the theories most current among men of
science a2 to the development of life. Yot the writer in
Genesis, while denyving the development { at lcast, the we-
netic dévelopment), is aware of the fact of progress, and
states it. "How many sctentific men are diepozed to give
him eredit for this? Yet is not here again s fact note-
worthy for the man of science?

The Christian, who is able to go deeper, notices, on the
other hand, bothin (renesis and geology, how remarkably
the natural typifics the spiritual, and how (God lLas thus
given witness to Himeelf and to Hie record in the very
book of nature with which th® man of science deals. What
means this strange fact which (Genesiz anncunces and
reology confirma, that creation as we now see it, is in fact
8 birth out of & world passed out of being? Creation to
the open eye is every where indeed a type of the new
creation ; but we shall be able better to dwell apon this
at another time.

And now, Lo look somewhat in detail at the history be-
fore ng. Hietory it is, if it be any thing at all; it iz at
least not given as a apecuiation. It i8 not an argnment,
a8 I have already ssid; nor is it pbetry, as some asseri,
All the basis for thig assertion is found in the grandear of
the genesis which it relates, and the simple sublimity of
the relation. Bot it ia & history, if it i3 not an andaeious
fiction. ‘' God created”—* God said ”’—*'God made.”’
Such are the statements. Is not this the offénse in’ the
eves of some, that every thing here begins with God, and
-avery thing belongs to Him?  Yet there is no attempt to
make an impression. Opposition to the prevailing idol-
atry is only marked by the fact of every thing being made
and elsimed by the one God before us. 'Fhe style is the
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ordinary one of familiar apeech, truer after all than much
that may be more pretentious. It describes, one may
8ay, appearspees—pliencmens ; not meaning by this any
thing in conirast with reality, but things as they wouid
appear to, or he apprefended by, the mass of men. The
God of Seripture seeks avery where ta be kuwwn hy Hig
creatores. He never affects Lhe langnage of philosophers ;
never shuts Himaclf up to the learncd and the wise, The
greatest blessipnga every where (if we may still spealk of
blessing,) are the widest and most common,—sunlight,
frash air, water, and such like things. Whatever restrie-
tiona man may make, God means these for sll, The very
life we live is no better lived by him who upderstands the
natural processes than by the man who searcely knows
that b bas lungs fo breathe with. These things go on
independently of all our thought or intellizence about
them, which may indeed often act, as the facts prove,
rather as hindrances to than promoters of them. “*To
the poor, the goapel is preached;’* for the poor, Scriptare
i3 written. The wise and learned not being excluded on
this aecount, any more than they are excluded by sharing
with the common man thelr sunlight and fresh air.

But however familiar the style, thie mopst of course be
implied, that if the history be from God, as such a history,
to be true, must be from nene other, then no imperfecetion
of human apeech. must be allowed to interfere with the
perfect accuracy of every statement, Seriptore, if not
intended to teach science, ug of course it iz not, must
nevertheless he s accurate 83 any science, There i ho
inacenracy in saving, for instance, that *‘the sun rises,
and the sun goes down,”” for these things arc always phe-
tnomenally true; snd the man of science uses this lan-
gnage of necessity as others do, and there is no deception
really in this. To us—from our stand-point, it is really
trué that the sun rises, It may not be the whele truth,
but it iz in {act that from which the iruth back of it has
been mferred. The sun’s rising is, we may say, the prim-
itive fact; the scientiic account would be the explanation
of the fact. Scripture does not and needs not to go be-
youd the primitive fact, Thus it is every where intelligi-
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hle, and yet every where true. The men of science must
be allowed to hring all they can against it if they will.
If they can prove unfroth, we will not shirk this by any
quibbling shout Scripture not meaning to teach science.
(3od cannot be deceived : He cannot deceive. These are
first principles upon which sll cthers are buiit, and with
which no other can be contradictory, It iz in this spirit
that we are to examine the sccount bhefore us.

¢t I'n the beginning God crealed the henven and the earth.”

We are here brought at once face to face with ona of
the great questions of the day. Waga there such a thing
ag creation? Does the word ‘ created’” even mean that
which we ordinarily take it to mean? The reverse is now
cormmonly asserted, and this af east must be allowed, that
the making oul of nothing is not necessarily intended by
the word which we translate ¢*created’’ here. It is never-
theless nsed in a sense sufficiently distinet from zany
mere making or fashioning. These two 1ast words have
their proper representatives in the language. 'The first
word, *“Barg,”’ is only used of God; He alone is * Bore*
—reator; and in the chapter before ne alone the em-
ployment of Dara is very distinct and signifieant. In this
firgt verse, the words ““In the heginning,” taken absolutely,
necessitate that it should be & making ont of nothing., We
find it only three times used besides in the account. First,
when the **living creature®’ i broughi forth, it is said,
** And rod created great whales, and every living creature
that moveth.”” Then agsin, when man comes on the
seend, it is said, ““God created man in His own image.*’
The iast place in which it is used is in the third verse of
the second chapter, where, in the original, there iz a dis-
tinction between ‘‘ereating® and “*malking.”* The term
used is really there, *“created to make,'” as in the margin,
*‘He had rested from all His work which God had created
to make.”’ 8o, justly, the Vuigate—** Crreawit ut faceret,”’
Here, the making is rather the final purpose of the creat-
ing; and in the creation of the beast and of man, two
other elements of being appear for the first time, which
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would seem to give the word the siriet force of creating.

Of eourse, when I say this, I found it upon Scripture
entirely. BSoripiure -asserts as (o the beast that it is not
merely matser, as men would inake it now, however won-
derfully organized, butf that it has and is & *‘living soul.”
Man, again, is distinguished from the beast by the fact that
he possesses, not alone a soul, but & spirit alse, and by
this spirit he is in connection with God, as his God and
Father, as the heast 1s not.  God is said to be the * Fa-
ther of spirifs,” not of souls. Angels are spirvits, and
are therefore also called, a8 men are, **sons of God ;™ and
if we take this *‘spirit,’’ as explained by the apostle in
the first of Corinthians ii. 11, as that hy which A man
knows human things, as the intelligent part, in fact the
mind, we can easily see that God is indeed only, in 2o
strict scnse, the God of those who can thus recognize
Him. The Dbeast is necessariiy without God. ‘*Man
heing in honor and understanding not, is like the beasts
that perish.”” Yet, ag I have said, the beast i¥ not mere
eroanization. “‘Every thing wherein there is a living
poul,’" 19 said, in the thiriieth verse of this chapier, of
‘‘gvery thing that ereepeth upon the earth.”” Even self-
direciion, if I may so say, never comes from the mosi
skillful combination merely, All the instincts, the appe-
Llites of the body even, are referred, in Beripture, to the
gsoul. The beast which has these has therefore a soul
Man too has & soul, of course, but in him the gpirit char-
acterizes and controls {or ought to controf) it. A broad
distinction is thus made between man and beast—a dis-
tinetion which no development could possibly bridge.
God Himeelf eame in in both these oaseg: first of all in
the ereation of the beasi—the living soul, and again in the
creation of man (gpirit also, and not soul alone) we find
this word used, inferring the distinet step npward which
is in each case madoe, With these exeeptions, the word is
t“made,”” not *‘created.””  All monldings of merc ma-
terial, in whatever wondrous way, are here distingnished
from the living thing, and even the plant is thus distine
guished from the moving creature.

In all this, we are of course speaking of Seripture merely.
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Men may deny the truth of it, but Seripture at lesst is
self-consistent throughout; and such gelf-consistency, in
view of the facts, is surely the self-consistency of truth.
The first verse, then, speaks of & primal “creation,”
which, 88 to jts general character, the six days’is not. We
{ind elsewhere that ““in six days the Lord snade heaven
and earth, aod all thst in them is.** It does mot say
‘toreated.’”’ The first ststement is that He **created,”’
and not **made :** and this primal ercation is surely dis-
tingmished plainly enough from the six days’ work itself.
The first day begins with the ealling forth of light. But
hefore this, the earth is already in being, hut ** waste and
desolate’’ (as the wordg “ without form *” rather mean),
lying in dsykness, and buried under the waters. The
second verse thue points out the state of ruin into which,
through causes unexplained, the primitive creation had
lapsed. I% is not ehgos, according to the old idea which
Milton hes popularized for us. The earth, bnried under
the waters, comes up upon the third day at {zod’s bidding.
It had existed all through. The six days’ work was but
calling it into new order, not into heing. Tt has bhcen
said that this is but a fietion to meet the facts which ge-
ology has brought cut. It is so lilile so that it has been
advocated by others before geclogy was even in heing,
But I would rather appeal to the record itself. Scripture
never says that the earth was crested in six dusys. And
the first day begins—where? Not with the chaos, as some
would make it, The *‘evening’’ of the flrst day still im-
plies, what the account neceesitates, that light was there
when it began. *'God called the darkness night,’’ but
s gpening’’ 13 the durkness already modified by light.
Besides, on the flrst day God evidently calis forth the
light only—but where? Certainly with reference to a
particular scenc, a place from which it was absent, In ihe
second verse, no hint of any aet of creation is to be found.
The words ‘“waste and desolate’ imply ruin, not erea-
sion, We must go hack Lo the first verse to find this last,
But the moment we do this, we find what Seripture itself
assurer 18 vannot be connecied with the ruin into which it
afterward Iapsed. *‘For thus saith the Lord that created
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the heavens, God Himself that formed the earth and made
it; He hath established it, He created it not in vain'"—
not “tokw ;’’ the very word translated in the second verse
of this chapter as “without form.” God did not, then,
ereate the earth in the chaotic condition which the second
versa describes. That is not a primitive atate, but a
Iapse; and the six days’ work is & new fashioning—a
bringing out of this atate of universal ruin-—universal, T
mean, 85 regards the earth itself, and which is carefully
distingnished from one affecting the heavens. “God
created the heavens and the eurth.’” ¢¥The earth,”’ not
the heavens, “* was [or heceme] without form *’ or waste.

1t is quite frue that on the second day we find the firm-
ament made, and called ‘“heaven,” but this is plainly
a differenf ‘“heaven’’ from the first spoken of. Tt is
the heaven of ike earth simply--the atmesplere, as to
which we shall see more particularly when we come to it.
The lapse is proved, then, & pre-existent state before the
six days’ work began; and a stale in which, according fo
Scripiure itself, it had aot been created. No apology is
therefore due here from revelation 1o science. The Bible,
whatever questions may be raised as to its chronology,
does not assert that the earth is but six thousand yesars
old ; nor does any statement imply, on the other hand, the
antiquity of man to be more than sbout six thousand.
How long this state of ruin continned, how many changes
the earth may have passed throngh befure this waste and
desolate condition came about, we have no knowledge of
from Seripture. Secience may come in and supply the
void in whatever way it will. Seripfure says nothing for
or against; nor is it a failare on the parl of revelstion to
leave 8 void. Its objecl is not seience, but moral snd
gpiritnal dealing with the spirit of man.

The agents in the gix days’ work are the Spirit and
Word of God. **The Spirit of God moved [or brooded)
upon the face of the walers; apd God said.’ This lan-
guage is anthropomorphie, if you will; we heve spoken of
that before. God, if He would gain man’s ear, must use
map’s language. But the terms are simple cnough as to
their impors. In the first place, it is no natural birih, this
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genesis. Just ag the Spirit and Word unite in order o
give life—true life to man individually, so the Spirit and
Word onite here in order that there may he a renewal of
tie fuce of the earth. There is no energy of this kind in-
herent in matter. The evidence of science itsell also is
all the other way. There are plenty of signs of wearing
out—extinction of species, not oviginafion of them, To
produce a eosmos, 8 world of form and order, an organ-
ized whale, in which part should be fktted to partin proper
harmony, there must be the working of mind. I do not
dweli on this here, for st present we are only cecupied
with the Scriptare statement, not with the scientific one.
Scripture asserts, 88 plainly as peossible, that if a state of
Ti:n were ‘‘patural,’’ the interfercnce of God was neces-
gary to bring out of the ruin.

Thus comes the first day end light. Ohserve how sim-
Pe are the terms used. It does not say, God c¢reated the
light, nor even “‘made’’ it. Tt does not speak of light as
s substance in itself. *‘He eaid, *Let there be light,’ and
there was light.”> The worda &o not even show that the
thing, **light,”” waa flrat originated here. It is manifest
only with reference to the scene before us. *‘Darkness
was upon the face of the deep”—locally there. Every
thing througl the universe was not necessarily in dark-
ness when God said, *‘Let there be light.”” Thus there is
no ground whataver for the assertion that Seripture would
counfine the being of light to aix thousand years or so, It
makes no such statement. The light clears up the dark-
ness which was uwpon the fasce of the deep. This may
seem with somo to lower the statement. They have been
accustomaed to atiach to the words the idea of a primai
creation of what was brought into being thie first day.
But whatever our thought may be, Seripture must he
judged by its own statement.

This light is of course without the sun, It is no partial
breaking throurh of what, in its gource, was hidden 3 itis
nof sanshine. The sun, if not created, is certninly ** made,”
on the fourth day. Light, apart from sunlight, on this
irst day of the week, i3 plainly ssserted, OWeverT un-
scientific he may have heen, Moses—if no higher—stands
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respoasible for this statement; and if it be no higher, it
is strangs lhat even n ‘‘Hebrew Descartes’” ghould have
made a needlesa diffienlty in this manner. To the nations
of antiqnity, light wonld stem much more inseparable
from the #un than the discoveries of science will allow us
now to believe; and there ean he couceived no reason for
the idea that is here given, if from a heman seurce only.
Truth might require it to be stated, but only truth.

On the second day, the **firmament” is masde, or the
‘““‘expanse.”” The word, after all quibbling about it, sim-
ply means that. I need searcely panse to explain whas
has been so often explained. FPeaple have imported into a
very simple passage ideas which have, at Ieast, been else-
where gathered. There is nothing at all about any thing
solid., It is thaf in which the **fowls fly,’” “*The way of
the eagie is in the heavens.”' The clouds aro **the hottles
of the heavens,” Nay; **the hcavens are stretched out as
a curlain.” ‘Fhis word, *‘cuortain,” being 80 called, as Ges-
emug remarks, from itg tremulons motion, All this is
gimple langusoe, easy o be understood, It i2 not the
eommon man who would make any mistake about it. The
birds do not fly in a solid vault; nor do winds blow in it,
or the clouds belong to it., And these clonds—not any
holes in a erysiul sphere, or any thing of that kind—
“ drop”—according to the ascred writer apd the comimon
mnan alike—** drop and distill upon msan abundantiy.” The
regervoir of the waters is therefore not, in Scripture, con-
sidered to be above the expanse, but in the exponse itaelf,
and the clonds which float in the expanse.

Talking of the elouds, a remarksahle witness to the sci-
ence of Deripture has jost come irto my hands. There
are two words for **fine dues,” which are used in connec-
tion with the elouds. In Hebrew, abag is, **small dust,”
such ag ia fine and light, easily driven by the wind ; hence
distingaished from graplar-—thick, heavy dust. In Na-
hum i. 3, we find, **The clouds are the dust of His feet.”
In the case of the other word, it is not a comparison
merely, but the word for clond itself, Shachay is, ““dust,
finely divided.” It is nsed in Fsaiah xI. 15 for the ““small
dust of the balance;” yet it is the word commonly used



AND IN GEOLOGY 13

for ¢ clourds,”” and also for sky. Is this any thing more
than a fAgure of speech? One might have supposed nof,
but a recenl discovery of science seems, however, 10 put
it diferently, Mr. J. Aitien—as quoted in & receaf num-
her of “*Nafure,”” in an article on “*Dust, Togs, and
{louds,”’—remarks, **These would seem to have but little
connection with one another, and we might think ihey
could be better treated of under two separate and distinet
heads ; yet I think we shsll presently see that they are
more clozely connected than might ay first appear, and
that dust iz the germ of which fugs and clouds are the
developed phenomena.”” From experiments with filtered
and common air, he dednces,—* Firat, that whenever
water condenses in the atmosphere, it al-a. ays does &0 On
gome sodid nuefens,  Secondly, thal duost-particies in the
air form the nuclens on which the vapor condenses.
Thirdly, therefore, that it there waa no dosi, there would
be no fogs, no clouds, no mists, and probably no rain;
and that ihe supersaturated air would convert every object
on the surface of the earth into a condensor, on which it
wonld deposit itself.”” Also **it is suggested, and reasons
are given for supposing, that the blue color of the sky is
due ta this fine dust.’’

This is but by the way. A= to the nature of the work
on the second day, it is as plain as possible. The expanse
thas separates the waters from the waters I3 aot even ex-
actly the atmosphere itself, It 13 &y the atmosphere, no
doubt, that it is proaduced; but that iz s different thing.
The words give, in truth, a description of a Tuct, not of
what ¢causes the fact ; and the waters ahove the expanse are
but the clonds themseives. There i3 no hint, as atrangely
suggested by some, of watery bodies (such a8 Jupiter,
ete.) being intended. The whale applies, not to oceals
matters of acience, hut 1o % simple and intelligible phe-
nomencn, of immense import, however, t¢ us.

The third day accomplizhes a similar division between
the land and the water. The waters under the heavens
arc gathered together in one place, and the dry land ap-
pears.  Nothing is said here as Lo the elevation of this
land, much less as to the fashiouing of the mountains,
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The thought is not mountains being raised; but of the
water, tne would rather say, subsiding, In the one hund-
red and {eurth psalm, whick has been calied “The Pealm
of Creation,” the language, too, ia similar—*Who laid the
foundations of the earth, that it shonld not be removed
forever. Thou coveredst it wiih the deep a8 with 8 man-
tle; the waters stood above the mouptains. At Thy
rebnke they fled ; at the voice of Thy thander they hasted
sway. 'They go up by the mountsios; they go down by
the valleys unto the place whkich Thow hast founded for
them. Thou hast set & hound that they may not pass
over, that they turn not again to cover the earth.,” Here,
plainly, the mountains are aiready formed while yet the
waters stand ‘‘above’’ them. The eighth verse has been
taken rather to say that the mountains go up and the
valleys go down, but this is arainst the plain sense of
the passage. *'The place which Thou hasi founded for
them '’ is plainly the “*one place’’ of the first of Genesis,
and is the place for the waters, not for the valleys. The
foilowing verse, again, plainly applies to the waters, and
not to the land. ‘Thurs the whale connecticn seems {o
shaw the appiication to ke to the waters Llheniselves. No
attemnpt is made to explain by what agency this gathering
of the waters is effected. The dry land appears.—ihat is
all that is said about it:; and this dry land God calls
““earth,”’ o fact which, as has been remarked by ancther,
may well help to explain the difficulty that some seem to
find in the earth havipng foundations. It is the dry land—
““garth’’ in that sense—which has them, pot the carth as
a whole.

We now come o that which is more really a new pro-
duection.—grasa, herb, and fruit-tree springing out ol this
dry land. Again, if we look at the words, we ghall find
ne acientific division,—no eare for seience, in fact, but
abundant care for man. [t is that which is conducive to
his welfare that God is considering and speaking of ; He
is furnishing man’s earth for him.

Distinctness of kinds, however, let us observe, s here
agserted : the proper distinction of species. Let seicnee
overthrow it if it can. It is not the place, bowever, to
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diacuss this; and the words are so eimple, we may pass on.

On the fourth day, God furnishes the heavens with
“‘laminaries.”” The word ia perfactly distinet from that
for “*light,”” as on the first day. These luminaries are
candlesticks, s0 to speak, te hold the li oht; and here,
agsain, with direct reference to man, and fur his blessing;
rok only to divide the day from the night, but to be for
““signs and fur sessons and for days and years.”” The
mention of signs shows, of course, that man is in gqnes-
tion. The sersons themselves may have reference o the
animal creation, or aver to the vegetable, but not the
““gigns,’” and we shall have o look at the impertance of
this on a foture occasion. Ho they are ifor **jumingries
in the expaose of heaven, to give Jight upon the earth.”
That is the great point. They may serve a mulritude of
ofher uses, These are not denied, but they are not in
question here. God has His eye on man. The two great
lights, of course, have reference to him. 'The words are
phenomenal again, No scientifle measnrement of distant
orhs: they speak of what 1s plain to every coinmon eye,
and in the proportion of importance which, with regard
t0 man, sdmits of no controversy. The moon, to us, is
of infinitely more importance ihan Siriaa.

“T'he giars algo,”’ appended to the account of the two
great luminaries, i3 the only notice that we have with re-
gard to the other heavenly bodies. They are introdeced
in & way which defincs little. They are connected, evi-
dently, with the preceding statement, as giving light upon
the earth, along with the sun and moon, Ib is not said,
eéven as to these, that they are now for the first time
created. The sun is made a lnminary at this time. its
body may have hefore existed—nay, may have given light
before. Our knowledge of variable stars gives us more
than  hint 8s to the extinetlon and lighting up again of
spch bodies.  But at any rate, the sun is no more ereated
on the fourth day than the earth vpon the first; and the
words translated ““get them in the firmament of !ma‘l;ren "
are, *‘gave them in the firmament of heaven,”” and that
for & apecific purpose—to give light upon the earth. If
thiz be 8o a3 to sun and moon, sbill less is any ercation of
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stars asserted here, ‘The sentcoee, in fact, seems pur-
porely left vague, doing nothing more than connecling
these small inminaries, as such, with the larger ones,

On the fifth day, however, we come, a8 slready noticed,
to what is strietly ‘*creation.”” *'Tle living soul’ is in-
trodnced. The words literally translated are, ** And God
said, ‘Let the waters swarm with swarms—the living soul ;
and let the flier fly over the earth in the face of the
expanse of the heavens;” and God created the great sea-
monsters, and every living soul that moweth, whorewith
the waters swarmed afler their kind, and every winged
flier after ity kind ; and God saw that 1t was good.” There
is & stlil more precise statemeni in the thirtieth verse, to
which we may here refer, in which it iz stated, ‘' As 1o
every moving thing opon the earll, whercin ia & living
sonl.”” Thns every animal, even to the lowest grade, is
cailed ** a living soul,’” and for this yreason, that asoulis in
it. It is characterized by its higher part. Bodily organ-
ization is one thing; it is very far from being the whole
ibing in this case. Nof merely is it a soul, but a soul is
in it, In other words, the soul is not conlfounded with
the body, but expressly distinguished from it. The soul,
too, is definitely what Jives; the body, of course, perme-
ated by it, i3 alive alse; but the source of ita life is the
soul. All Seripture shows this. The words for ““soul,””
hoth in Hebrew and Greek, are the words far **life ** alan,
Yef there are abundant passages which show that this iz
not merely what we calt **vitality,” bat a tife which is, in
fact, dependent upon the presence of 4 soul. There are
other uses of these words, (whether nephesh, as the Hebhrew,
ar pauche, ag the Greek,) derived from these. Into this I
need not and cannot enter here, The Seripture is plain,
that & the hodily organism is that which, distinet frow it,
animates and governs it, '

Man, ton, is a living soul, as the animal is; but man has
a spirit also, as the beast has not., The distinction of
these in Seripture furnishes the real key vo that distinetion
between man and beast which is so puzzling the natoraiist,
To the spirit of man Seripture ascribes (1 Cor. ii. 11.)
the knowledge of human things, Spirit and mind are thus
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far jdentical; while soul siands for what we ordinarily
call (speaking figuratively, of coursc) the heart. But Lhe
soul is more than this. It is Dot only the seat of the af-
fections ; i is the seat also of the instinets and appetites
of the body—things which are never referved to the spirit:
while with t,he spitit, God conneets Himself, ag the **God
aof the spirits of all flesh,”” and the * Father af spirits.” ‘To
have smd "Fho Father of souls, would have made Him Fa-
ther of beasts also; bat it is man who sione is made in
His imsge, and is His oftspring.”” Angels are slso
spirits and sous.

The heast has oo God. Tt can bave no knowledge of

od; no real knowledge of itself. Reflection, moral
judgment, conscience, have no place with it. Perfeotly
fitted for the sphere for which it is made, it exhibits a
capacity within certain limits which may seem to outdo
reason itself; but the very perfection of this shows its
chatacter. As there is no failure, so there is no improve-
ment., The wasp lays up food for an offspring that it
never sees, and can bave no knowledge of. Reason in it
wonld be unable {0 accomplish this ; but it is not a power
higher therefore than reason, but lower. It is what we
truly eall instinct; and in spite of the poet, reason and
instinet sre vory far asunder.

, has instincts, for be has a soul; but in him,
theae are nubnrdmnwd o' higher purpose, and he is left
to exercise the intelligence God has given him, and im-
prove it by the exercise. The dependence of the psychi-
eal powers upon organization merely is very casily die-
proved. The brain of a baboon is far inferior to that of
the higher spes; yet their so-called mental manifestations
are exceedingly similar. The becs and the ants, of a
comparatively low order of kife, mauifest surprising pow-
ors, which those of their own kind, somewhat higher in
organization, cease to manifest. But it s, of course, im-
possible to enter into details upon this subject here. I
have already said that when we come to the living woml,
we find the use of the word which from the first verse
on we have not found hitherto—the word, ‘crestion.’”
God created the heavens and the earth at the beginning;
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on the fifth day, He ercated the living som. What Js in-
dicated by this is, that & new clement of heing was intro-
Quced here, ss implied in the word, *‘created.”” OF these
creatures, again, there is no scientific classilication. 1t is
wholly impossible 1o guther such from the words, **The
waters awarmed with swarms—the living soul.” The fly-
ing crestures are not st all distingnished, as to whether
birds or inscefs or what clse. Nothing of this kind is
needful to the completeness of & revelation stch as Scrip-
ture gives us. The whole earth is God's, and from God.
On the other hand, 1t is for man, subordinated nnder Lis
hand by God, as we shall find expressly stated presently.

For on the sixth day there Is anotber “creation;’” as
such, carefully confiued to man, althongh upon thet day
the earth brings forth *the living soul after its kind,
cattle and moving thing and wild beast of the earth afver
its kind,” OF thesc it is said, God made them. _Bus
though He saya, slso, “Let Us make man,” He adds to
that, *“in Our image, 85 Our likeness,” and He terms it
¢Creation.”

Tiere, therefore, the spirit of map, Wwhich God < formed
within Lim,”” as the prophet s2ys, is a new element intro-
dnced. God is & Spirit, and spirit alone is in the likeness
of spitit. The words Lere are, 88 often remarked, really
poctry—the first poetry of Scripture. I is as it God's
Beart vejoiced over His new creature, as we know it did;
we kuow that His delights are with the sous of men.
Alas, for what this favored cresture—dropped out of
knowledge and thougiit of aJl this love—has become!

Man, then, exclusively, s formed in the likencsa of God
upon ear'h; snd under him is subjected “‘all fish of the
sea, snd the flier of the heavens, and cattle, and all the
earth.”” That he is 0 have ther in subjéetion, jmplies,.
on hi# part, & control which shall keep them so. In point
of fact, man, sednced by a beas(, or what appeared such,
vacated kis place and lost it. He is now in & world of
adverse influences, which God's mercy indeed may and
does temper to him; snd where, of course, divie grace
can make, for the ohjects of it, sl thivgs work together
for good ;7* but where now God’s interforence, so to speak,
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is necessary for this. The mirucles, which man denies,
are thus the necessary tokens of the grace which would
deliver him frow the fruit of his own way.

TLet us notice yet, what has been so often noticed, the
pains with which God would impress man with the sense
of his importanee to Him. He takies counsel ag to man’s
creation; He says, ** Let Us make man.’” And, when we
cowe to the mure detailed sccount of His creation in the
second chapter, we find God breathing iuto his nostrils
the breath of life, and thus man becomes a living soul.
His body had been furmed before. His organization was
complete and perfect. It was that which coming from
God, not from the ground, and by that actual inspiration
which, however anthiropomorphic the language may be,
speaks surely of a more direct commnnication from Him-
self:—it was that hy which he became a living soul.
We have seen that the suimals also are living souls, and
mau, it may he pleaded, is only on common ground with
them. Tt does not follow indeed that the soul of man is
just what the soul of the beast is; and its comnection in
him with the spirit, which the beast has not, wonld slone
20 far to prove its higher nature. Bul a ‘‘living soul' he
is. It is this which distinguishes bim from the pure gpirit-
ual heings, which Scripture shows us also as God’s creat-
ures and His sons. Still, I repeat, it is by that which
comes from God in a way his body does mot that he
becomes this; his life is higher than the beast’s, and mach
more than the result of the superior bodily organization
that is his. With uns then, we may close our prelimin-

Lary of i which I have
sepamted as far as pussnble from guestions cx..>d scien-
tific, in order that we may arrive at a simple and unpreju-
diced apprehension of what it is that wo have to compare
with, and test, if you please, by science. We need not
fear the result of testing. The pure gold will stand the
reftner’s fire and show no dross.
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IL—THE SCIENTIFIC ASPECT.,

Tomsisa now to consider the scientific aspect of these
questions, there is one thing that I would say, however,
By the way of preface. We must pot think that Seriptare
is waiting upon science o get its credentials thence.
Thank Giod, for many it bas proved itself so thoroughly to
their gouls that no scientific issne could possibly aifect its
authority for thew, This the men of science themselves
cannot with any justice ohject to. Tt is osly saying, with
an emphasis proportioned to the importance of the subject,
what tbey themselyes wonld ssy with regard to the dif-
ferent branches of scientific research. Connected as these
are, they have their independent proof, which no one hes-
itates to take s proof, apart from ail other lestimony
whatever; as well as their margins in which they overlap
each other. No scientists refuse o consider any point
established because all possible connections with cvery
other point have not been sscertained; and it would be
catirely too much for any one to imagine thar Scripture is
to be tested, as i€ for tho drst time, by the discoveries or
ihe theories of the nineteenth ecntury. If Seripture be a
revelation from God at all, there must be some nearer way
1o ascertain its trnth than by the slow and devious one of
geologicsl research—a path, moreover, which is open lo
the few alone, and not to ibe many; which excludes sl-
together the more simple and less educated, excepl as
they may be supposed to take for granted the concinsions
of others. Bus this would be no proof. It would be that
very faiths in suthority which people now deprecats.
Seripture, written for all, appeals to all. It refers for
its proof to man’s own heart and comscience. It offers
itself as that which, as light, manifests itself to those who
have eyes to sec; 83 trush, to those who are of the truth;
a8 5 revelation whwh reveals; and he who has used the
Jight knows for himself the power of it. « “He that be.
Toveth on the Son of God hath the witness in himself.”
‘This is not credulity ; this is not bliod confidence in au-
thority, Tight is its own evidence, and it is the evidence
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which faith in Seripture hath in abundance to justily itselt
to us,

But T pass from tlis. Tt is not my purpose now to
dwell upon Seripture-evidences ; while the very examina-
tion that we are upon will furnish, I do not doubt, msuy.
Let us now take up the main points in which scientific
feaching may be thought to come in collision with lhe
Mosalc nccount of exetion.

1. CRrEATION.

Axp here the first point will necessarily be the fact of
creation itself; although we are continually told that we
may choose it a3 & hypothesis, 5f we will. It must be,
howover, ut the cost of ail reputation for wisdom. For
as Prof. Tyndall telis us, ““as far s the eye of science
has hisherto ranged through nature, no intrusion of purely
creative power into any serics of phenomena has ever
heen observed.” We shall be glad to learn from him how
it could be. Seriptnre certainly knows nothing of cres-
tion as a process now going on. It declares that *“the
works were finished from the foundation of the world,”
The products of creation are slone, then, what seience can
deal with; and it would be interesting 10 koow just what
amount of proof of such a fact Dr. Tyndall would re-

quire.

Yet the only objection to the Scripture-statement seems
0 be that it invokes forces and processes” of which sci-
ence ean give no acconnt. Natural causation, therefore,
is preferable, by reuson of its greater simplicity; and as
10 the sufficiency of natural causation, Mr. Huxley hus
told us it is presumptuons to doubt it, To deny its suffl-
ciency, be says, It is obviously necessary that we should
know all the cousequences to which all possible combina-
tions, continued through unlimited time, can give rise.
Jf we knew these, and found none competent to originate
species, we shouid have good ground for denying their
origin by natursl esusation; until we know them, any
hypothesis is bester than oue which involves us in such
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misorable presumption.” “The Lypothesis of special
creation,” he remurks, thercfore, “*is a mere specious
mask for our ignorance.” And this is the usual ples.
Fvolution, in the non-theistic form of it, is nothing else,
in fact, than natural causaticn. Bul here we may be
permitted to appeal to what Prof. ‘Uyndsll spesks of as
worsteliung-fueligheil, a term which he says, as nsed by
him, meuns the power of definite mental presentation ; of
attaching o words the corresponding object of thought,
and of establishing these in their proper relations without
the interior haze and soft penumbral borders which the
theclogian loves, He will be the last, of conrse, to blame.
us for insisting npon tlis here,

‘What, then, is nature ?—thia word upon which men of
science ring snch conntless changes? Nature is what is
natus (born}—the inherent quslity of s thing. To use it
in Mr. Tuxley’s sense may be poetical enough, it surely
is not scientitic. The penumbral borders are decp and
broad enough for any theologian, Nature is the naure of
something ; it is dependont and derived ; it is no creator .
16 could pever produce the thing of which it is the notute.
If you mesn by it the nasuve of the universe, you postu-
late the prior existence of the universe hy the very term.
If you mesn, in fact, the nature of any primary stoms,
these must be postulated; and nuture camnot add the
snallest wiom t their compony. The pemtmbra. here, it
would seemn, i¢ not a **horder” merely. Was life among
these primary atoms? Dr. Tyndall perhaps would tell us,
—nay, he has told us, as to the earth, that ** the elements

of” it were there, which grouped themselves together into
their present form as ihe planet cooled.”” Does he know
any thing—does sotence—of those clomenta?  All ja con-
fessedly bypothesia herve. But it is plain that Dr. Tyn-
dall conld not account even for these elements of life by
natural causation. He must have the elements first, be-
fore he could have the nature at all,

1s natural causation, then, the simpler thought? It is
well that it should be understood here what scientific men
deem to be the duty of science. I quote from no writer
of extreme views when I quote the following: * It may
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sound strange to some of our readers to he told that jt is
the duty of the man of science to push back the grest first
cause in time a8 far as possible; neverthcless, this acen-
rutely represonts the partin the universe which he is called
upoa to play.”” A very important part this, no donbt,
but this is the best rezsou that can be given why we are
bound, for instance, to prefer the gradual condensation of
a solar system from a nebanla, to its immediate production
by the hand of God. When theistic writers commit them-
selves to such principles, it is no wonder that many may
be found to earry them to their legitimate result ; and hav-
ing been sable from the very commencement of things to
do without God, should propose to do without Him afto-
gether,

This i, in fact, the henefit which such a writer as Mr.
Huxley almost openly professes to be derived from Dar-
winism. Mr. Daewin ““has rendered a yost remarkable
service to philosophical thought,” he says, **by enabling
the student of nature to recognize to their fullest cxtent
ihose adaptations to purpose Which are so striking in be
organie world, and which teleology has done good service
in keeping before our minds, withont heing false to the
fundamental principles of a soientific conception of the
universe,”” He has esplained the difference a few sen-
tences before:—**Far from imagining that cate exist in
order to catch mice well, Darwinism suppnses that cats
exist because they eateh mice well; mousing heing not
the end, but the conditi Again,
“For the leleologist, an organism exisis beesuse it was
made for the vondition in which it was foun thy
Darwinian, au organism exists because, out of many of
its kind, it is the only one that has been able to persist in
the conditions in which it is found.”” This is, of course,
the annihilation of design, and, at least, of all proof of
a designer. T only quote it to show what he considers to
e an important service to science, We can unierstand
now why nataral eausation should be the more “scien-
tific** thought, bit it is scarcely the simpler for all that.
Once admit God, and you have admitted all that is neces-
sary really to the complete existence of (he cosmos as it
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is: admit nstural canestion, and every step towaxd this is
with further

thonght is mmpler than the ipcompetent, assllremy.

Spite of the Darwinian Lheory, design, however, is evi-
dent; and Scripture appeals 1o it as such.—For the
invisible things of Him from tbe ereation of the world are
clearly seen, being understood by the things that are
made, even His eternal power and Godbead ; so that they
are without excuse.” This is not only Seripture, it is
notarious fact. They would scofl at the idea of sowe
chipped flints not being 2 sufficiont prool of mar’s exist-
ence. Like any other mortals, they wauld spesk of design
in their formation, and he teleologists in the ordinary and
not in the Darwinian sense. If you spoke 1o thom of
nutural causation, and of iis sufficiency fo sccount for all
things, tliey would Tebuke you vn the other side with the
same confident assurance ihey cver possess. They have
no doubt that in this cave they bave the work of mind,
and can detect it without mistake in the very low forms in

animals whose existence may be indicated.
seem t0 allow what we contend for. But on the otber
hand, if these fints were only able to make other firts—
if the design in them were only by a good many degrees

igher in quulity, then they wauld at once revorse iheir
ision, and see uothing but laws of matier and natural
causasion, incompetent to wake the lower forms, The
consistency liere is possibly oo profound for an ordinary
mind to apy it, or the is At
fanit, uud canuot present it to the onlmry mind. Tn
cither case, the result is the same. We sball go on to
suppose that we find design in naturc, und take comfort
in the idea that physicisis can favor the cool Tetreat'of
penumbral borders as welf as theologians,

Nay, there is a rovolt in the Tanks of science iteelf.
People are beginping to spesk now of an_intelligence
which they qualify (very penumbrally) as ¢ unconssious
intelligeace.” A popular philosophy in Germssy ak the
present time js, the **philosophy of the unconstious;”
which, for Hartmann and his followers, is what the **un-
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knowshle’” is for others amongst ourselves—a king of
tod that can be owned or disowned at a breath, snd
whose worship being, for the most part, of that silent
sort,” will not interfere with the researches of the de-
votee of science. It is hard to know what is unconscious
intelligence, and more bard to realize how, by any ininet-
ive process, nan arrives at the,unconsciousness,  Just as
hard 3 it it to realize the *‘unknowable’” of
Bow he can exhibit sach very procise knowledge hers e
prociaims none attainable,

17 design, then, proves a desiguer, faith in creation
may have grounds to justify it, even apart from Seripture ;
and Seripture boldly claims it 88 s master of faith, and
nothing else. **By faith we understand that the worlds
were framed by the Ward of God.”” The time is past
when even naturalists can afford to sueer at faith. Hux-
ley’s faith in natural cansation we have seen.  In the dis-
covery of those very chipped flints of which we have
spoken, the discoverer professes 10 have been guided by
“eyes of faith.”” Nor need we spesk more of wiracles on
the one side than on the other, Creation cannat be against
natural law, or at lesst ngainst any known, for there is
none known. The evolulion of life as wo find it now is
invariably from Jife. lis elementa do ot gvoup them-
selves together avcording to apy law that Dr. Tyndall can
make evident ; nor is natural causation as competent now,
in the days of its decrepitude, as Mr. Huxley knows it to
have been in the days of its lnsty youth. Why should we
not, then, belicve in creation? The faith of the Christian
is not huilt on what he gets hy induction from accumulated
facts. That, the trath of which he has proved so well,
and ie daily proving,—-the Word of God, ss he surely
knows it, is to him above ull the groping of reason in the
things transcending it. But when he proclsims his be-
Ticf, nothing tbat can be truly called science, has one
word of dissent to utter.

2. Lorg ¥ s VARIOUS GRADES.

'TEE next question that will come before us is that as to
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the nature and introduction of life upon the globe. The
natare of life is the great puzzle with the physical school.
At present they ure determined to classify it, if’ possible,
a8 part of the universal *‘force” which they recognize as
pervading nuture. From the crystal to the living organ-
ism, they agree, is but, at any rate, a very small leap ; and
in the rogion of the unkyown from whivh they geb so
1nany treasures, they can s well a3 not hypothecate some
combination of molecules by which this leap miy be ef-
fected. Hypotheses are scientific enough, and imagina-
tion, =& we have been told at fall length bas its lawful
place in conncetion with seicnce. It i mere simple to
assume natural causation than divine; and this at once
settles the matter in favor of the molecules. Facts, how-
ever, are stubbornly against them: and we must here
glance al the fucts which ure on all hands admisted.

It is usual to recognize various kingdoms in nature,
with some higher divisious whicll it has been pmposed t0
“empires.”  The inorganic must be thus distin-
guished from the organic. In & mineral, for instance,
thm— is no combination of parts 16 form a whole. Its
atoms are alike thronghout; aud il grows, if it grows at
all, not; by any internsl principle, but by mere accretion
from without. The forces ihat are manifest in it are those
of gravity, or chemical ones only. The properties of the
stoms furnish the conditions under which these forees sct,
Spontancity is no where present,  ¥rom such and such a
combination such and such results will assuredly follow,
and may be caleulated on with most defuite precision. All
is materiel, and yields itself, as matter will, fo the control
of mind without resistanc hen we come ta the vegetable
kingdom, we find at once that we are in another sphere.
Here too there is matter; here too gravity avd chem-
istry arc recognized forces ; but there is something which,
ab present, ag any rate, cannot be resolved into gravity or
chemistry, With conjectures we have nothing to ¢o.
That this is the fact all must acknowledge perforce. Here
there is a principle of growth, whatever it may be—an in-
ternal principle which is absolutely characteristic. There
is power of reprodnction, o power difterent from sny
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thing that We can possibly find in the mineral. There is
carrelation of parts, which act together for the welfare of
the whole. There is a plain mastery exhihited, in a cer-
tain measure, over the merely material and chemical
forces. 'This is shown strikingly when death takes place ;
for then she chemical forces escape from such control, an:
reduce the organism to mere inorganic molecules.

When we turn Lo the animsl kingdom, we find the ex-
hibition of a still higher power ; to which the fuwer, though
there aud manifest, s again in more or less evident sub-
jection.  We can readily recognize the forces of gravity,
chemisiry, and vitality as all presem but there is now a
e power of sell: , which is no
apparent in the vegeiahle, Deseonding to'the region of

i {es, we may find more or loss
as people have pointed out,
the animal from the vegetuble. It is usaally more diffi-
cult to see in the dark. Buf in the higher forms there is
o such difficulty; and the higher forms, and not the
lower, show ug the true character of what is here. What
we oall, in & loose way, mind has come in, ¥ot “*mind’*
in a strict sense, we Liave (o rise, spite of the piysiologist,
10 a higher kingdom- —we must come to mau. But ihis
we cannot as yet enter into: we must return hack io look
uli Lhese three grades of ife a little more distinctly.

it s in eonnection with the plant and with lite, thero-
forc, at its outset,—present wherever life of any kind is
found—that we come in contact with that mysterious
thing tor which the name now populsr is protoplasm. A
remarkahle thing is protoplasm. Br. Iuxley has
very hest to present it 10 Us as a mere compound
of certain material elements ; but manifestly, the moment
he employs chemistry to decide this question, the life
must buve escaped. ~ Ile is arguing as if there was no
difference hetween the dead and the living, From all

highest powers of the microscope. It is every where the
reat organizors it hus itsell no Organs. It has been 80
commonly talked of, that every one knows that these fillle
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masses of protopluem, invisible save to the microscope,
lie imbedded every where in all the tissues, whether of the
animal or of the vegetable. They are the living part of
these organisms. All the rest is what is called **formed
material,” and material which the protoplasm itself has
formed.  Wonderful Lo suy, this has the power of receir-
ing from without the nourisbment. of whatever kind which
is supplied to it, transforming it into its own likeness,
and then building up the different structures from itse)

Thesc little masses have power of growth, of multipli
cation, of movement; and we have, many of us, seen
pictres in which they are presented moving in & given
dircetion, as along the strand of & muscle, and leaving
bebiud them 15 they move s sort of u epider’s web of
formed material. No difference can be discerned between
one mass of proloplasm and another. Nay, all of them,
in any one body, are derived originally, so far as we can
see, from & common mass. Yet in spite of this appareut
identity, they are, in the more developed organism, very
manifestly different in the work that they perform, Each
in its place builds up the tissue which s required by the
plan of the whole structure, and it builds up Ro other.
‘That which is set apart to build nerve tissue will not build
muscle, and that which builds muscle will not build hane.
The division of Jabor is perfectly understood by these
little workers, bub the lubor js steadily devoted to the
good of the whole. Each works independently, and yet
in fullest harmony with all the rest. Here, surely, there
is & thing vory different from what we ordinarily appre-
hend a8 chemical, inherent in the protoplasm itself, st
renders 6 absolutely necessary to speak of vitality aud of
vital action. This vital action, ss has already been snid,
controls aud counteracts even the chemical action, as
death shows ; when chemistry provails again, and putre-
faction is the consequence.

As 1 have said, protoplasm js found wherever life is
found. It does not distinguish the animal from the veg-
etable; sithough the structures built by it in the animal
may be and are more varions and complex. Bt the plant
is ihus a living thing. As compered, however, with lie
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animal, we flod very readily that ordinary lifeless forces
heve o larger part in it. The plant is nourishod simply
by what i called endosmose,—a faw hy which two flaids
upon the opposite side of & memhranc will diffuse them-
selves through it in proportion to their different desity.
The plant is passive here: o suimal but what is moro or
less active in Hts quest of nourishment. Endosmose has,
of course, its place in the animal frame, as I donot forget ;
but it is & diiferent place. Life, however, in itself does
not separste between the auimal and the plant. When
we come to the animal, we find, if we take Scripture,
something more than life, however connected with il.
“The plant, as we have seen in Genesis i, s a thing *“made,”
ot & {resh **crestion.”  The living soul, or animsl, is a
“sereation;” but here we rise ont of the sphere of pure
physics into 2 higher one.

The animal has a soul. The soul, however, is not al
that it is. Lt is but one of its constituent parte—the
highest; from which, in coutrast with mere matter, or
with even the vegetable, it gets its nome. ¢ Every thing
wherein there is a liviog sout,”” says Scripturc.  L'he soul
is  higher power inherent in the bodily orgauism, closely
councated, as is evident, with the Jife of the body ; direi-
ing nnd controlling, to » certain extent, the bodily powers,
just as we have seen vitality itself conteolling the chemi
cal. Itis the order of nature thet the higher should i
part control the lower, and yet only in part. There are
thus cortain bodily fanctions which we may casily recog-
nize to be under the control of vitality alone. We have
seen that bodily structures can be built up without a soul
stall. Itis importaut (o realize this, I\ is certoin that
we have no_consclousness or seperintendence of what
goes on in this way. Nay, in ourselves, any control that
we have over it tends oflen 1o act injuriously rather than
the contrary. Vitalily hus its own sphere, and un nport-
ant one. The soul is an added entity which, however now
indissolubly connected with the life of the hody, bas also
its own sphere, overlapping to & larger or smaller extent
the bodily one

Aguin, let us tuke the snimal at its highest, not in ite
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lowest forms. No one but the naturalist wonld go to the
gert in order to find out—fust where the minroseape and
every thing else fails—the character of what is presented.
The developwent of the germ is what makes manifest what
fainit. How worse tha foalish is i€ to srgue from any
apparent identity of the germ at the beginning, that that
whiich develops into an oyster is yet the same as that which
develops into a man.  Surely the simple fact of develop-
ment s u clear proof that something, and that the most
important for s true definition, must have escaped the
m)crosm&‘/b or the chemical analysis, Nay, if we even
take the lower forms that are Goveloped, how many tend-
encies are there in these which would never be discerned
in their trne character except by comparison with those
of a higher grade! 'To find, then, what the animal is, we
shonld rather go to the highest animsl than the lowest and
leass developed, and here we shal) find, 1 donbt not, that
Seripture and seience ngree most perfectly.

Auatomically, the_thing which we may consider dis-
tinctive of the animal organism is the nervous system. o
msy be hurd to trace this in the lowest forms, but I have
snid we shall prefer pure daylight to what is obscure. The
nervous sysiem is evidently that by which the self-directive
power is manifested in the higher animal, It i3 necossary
10 spontaneous movement. But there is more than this;
we Liave a whole range of things beside, which imagination
iteelf can hardly sscribe to the most developed plant.
Sensation is the basis of all these—one thing npart from
which none of them can apparently exist. We may dis-
tinguish the animol as & sensitive being. Tt has sensa.
tions, and it responds to tiiem. Sensation is not a quality
whieh depends upon the mere possession of life. Life, as
we see it in the vegeluble, can exist perfectly wishout it;
whereas in Scripture, sensation is ascribed to the soul,
and to the body only as connected with it

This may suffice to distingnish the animal from what is be-
low it. But in order to nnderstand clearly what the animal
is, we must learn to distinguish it aleo from thas which is
above it, which, in spite of materialism, man is. There is
w Zuman kingdom, better perhiaps called an cmpiro, a8
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distinet as possible from the animal, slthough in distin-
guishing it snatomy and physiology may altogether be at
favlt. Just a8 the phenomena of life do not suffice to
cxplain to us the animal organism, whick of course man
is possessed af, and in which he Tesembles other animals,
g0 the powers of the animal, while yet he possesses them,
do not suflice to explsin the highest powers ol man.
Man, if we still cleave Lo Scripture, has s spirit as well
as asonl; and with this wpirit is identificd the *knowl-
edge of the things of & man,”—refleetinn, judgment, the
moral facuties. It will be objected hy some that Serip-
ture also speals of the *spirit of the beast,” (Ecel. ii.21.)
There is one place alone in which it does so, but not as
giving any positive doctrine upen the subject. Ttis, as
the large part of the book of Ecclesiastes is, buman eon-
jecture and ressoning only. 1t is what s man, though he
might be the wises of men, swid n kis leart 8t & cortain
time. It is given as that, to put his condition of per-
plexity into which be had fallen, 2nd into which every one
else witl fall who seeks, with Lim, simply ‘“tn scarch ont
by wisdom_concerning all things that are done mnder
heaven.”  Man's wisdom is here at fault, just as in the
book of Job man’s goodness is found wanting also. The
wisest man here, the best there, has to confess bis folly
and his vileness hefore God. Looking at things in this
human way, death is for us the great mystery—the thing
which levels man with beast and wisdom with folly.
Here, then, is his thought at Llus time: ““Man has no
pre-eminence above the beast.”” It is just becanse ¢ that
which befalleth the sons of men befalleth the beast; as
the one dieth, go dicth the other.”” He adds, ¢ Yea, r.hey
have all one ruach”—the word which in Hebrew stands
for bot breath and spirit. Tts vagueness, therefore, hete
answers his purpose better than any more precise defini-
tiom. Death is before him, and, as far as the eye sees, **all
go untoone place: all are of the dust, and atl tarn to dust
again.” Now comes the question: ‘‘Who knoweth the
wpirit {ruack] of man that goeth upward, and the spirit
for runch] of the beast that gocth downward fo_ the
earth?”” Itis human conjecture, not divine knowledge;
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and whether the buman ruach (which i, in fact, spirit) is
distinet from the ruach of the beast (which is, in fact,
breath) he knows not. At the end of the book there is,
fowever, distinetly given to us the exact opposite of this.
Tt is of man that he saye, speaking of death also, *“’Flien
shall the dust retarn to the earth a8 it was, and the spirit
shall return unto God who gave it.”” Thus the spirit does
not go downward t0 the earth ; it is distingnished by this
fact from the ruaeh of the beast.

The passage here, then, if duly weighed, will only
muke move manifest the Scripture-distinction between
man and beast.

The mental or moral powers are ascribed to the spirit
in Seripture; slthough in man tie region of the spirit
overiaps tiiat of the soul, just as we have seen ihe soul
overlapping the vital sphere and the vital overlapping snd
governing the chemieal,

Let us take a few passages as to the soul and spirit,
that we may see how differently Scripture characterizes
them. Thus the soul is the seat of the affections (Gen.
xxxiv. 8.)— The soul of my son longeth for your
daughter ;** ¢ The soul of Jonathan was knit to the soul
of David** (1 Sam. xviii Hatred is ascribed to it,
aa ia Jove,~~**The blind tha are hated of David’s soul””
(2 Sam. v. 8.); *My soul loathed them** (Zech. Xi. 8.).
The sont is the seat of the appetites of the body (Ps.
cvii. 18, )—“Theu' soul abhorreth all manner of meat;”

i. 7.)—¢The full soul loatheth the honey-
comb ;™" (xxjx. 8.)—¢“He fainteth, and his =oul hath
appetite ;" (Lam. i, 11.)—*Meat %o relieve the soul.”
So the derived meanings of the word, as given in our
ordinsry version, are, “appeuﬁe" (Prov. xxiii. 2; Eecl.
“pleasure” (Deut. xiii, 24; Ps. ¢v. 22.), **de-
sire’” (Ter. xliv. 14; Mic. vil. 3.), and ¢ mind ;* but in the
sense of will or intention and not of the understanding,
1 Sam. ii. 85; 2 Kings ix. 15.

The spirit is used in a very different way.
fore quoted the main passage in 1 Clor. ii.
man knoweth the things of a man, save the spirit of man
which is in him.” It is also the common word for
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“mind** (Prov. . 11.)—A fool utbereth ail his
mind;”* (Bzek. ii. §.)—*1 know the things that come
into your mind;”” (Da.u v. 20.)—*His mind hardened
in pride ;" Tsaiah X, 4, it is translated **understanding.”

Thus there is & uniform sense which these words have
in Scripture, and we can understand well its consistency
with that which has heen before noted,—that God is the
*God” and the “Father of spirils,” and not of souls,
He is the God of those sble o apprehend and fo respond
to Him: He is the Father of those who have in their own
epirit the likeness of His being which is spirit.

If we turn to what scicnee says, or what we can gather
naturally from things, we shail find the same distinctions,
if we do not find the things which are the basis of them.
1 prefer at this point to use the language of snother rather
than ymy own——the langnage of one whose scientific com-
petence can hardly be questioned, and who evidently has
in ne wise (he scriptural statement before him when he
uses it.  Prof. Mivazt distinguishes two classes of powers
inman. The highest class he characierizes as follows:
51, a power of directly perceiving and refieoting upon
our eantinucd porsonal activily aud existence—sensstions
and perceptions being reflected on hy thonght and recog-
nized as our own, and we ourselves being Tecognized as
affected and percciving—self-consciousness, Secondly, &
pawer of actively recalling past thoughts or expericnces—
<intellectual memory. Thitdly, a power of reflecting upon
our sensations and perceptions, and asking what they are
and why they are; of upprehending abstract ideas; of
perceiving truth directly or by ratiocination, and also
goodness—reason.  Fourthly, a power of, on certain
occasions, deliberately electing to act either with, or in
ion to, the apparent resultant of mvﬂluntary at-
tractions and repulsions—will. Fifthly, a power of giving
xpression. by signs to general conceptions and abstract
ideas; a power of enunciating deliberate judgments by
articulate sounds—language. These powers Tesuls in
actions, which are deliberate operations implying the use
of 1 gelf-conscions, reflective, representalive faculty.”

Besides these highest psychical powers, he cnumerates

3
. 5
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the following powers and activities also: * Fixst, vegetative
powers of nutrition, growth, and reproduction. Secondly,
a power of responding to unfelt stimuli by means of nerv-
ous interconneclious—refles action. Thirdly, a power of
inadvertently performing sppropriste actious in Tesponse
to felt stimuli; such actions, termed insiinetive, being
provided for beforeband by the special organization of the
body. Fourthly, & power of experioncing sensible ploas-
ure and pain.  Fifthly, » power of indeliberately perceiv-
ing sensible ohjects, of which some start or exclamation
may he the sign-—sensible peroeption. Sixthly, a power of
eflecting the i
of sensitives in more or less complex nggwgauons, and so
smmbmng inference.  Seventhly, s power of sutomatic
anic memory which may exhibit itself ju unintellect-
ol tmitation. Eighthly, a power of responding hy appro-
priste actions Lo pleasurable and painful sensations and
emotlonSAOrgwnw wolition. Ninthly, a power of experic
encing vay and painfal feeli
sensibility. TenLh]y, a power of cxpressing such feelings
by signs or Iy gestures understood by our follows, and
replied to by sounds and g
tional language.”

The first of this latter class of powers—the vegetative
ones—is, as the name jmplies, the resnlt simply of the
possession of life. The rest are as characteristic of the
soul as Scripture defines it as the former class of higher
powers arc of the epirit as defined in Seripture also, I
might quote others with regard to these distinctions, but
shis will suffice. Mr. Mivart remarks that as to the in-
stinct of animals, “their highest psychical faculties
appest to answer very closely o the above indeliberate
human facultics ; and thus we come to see, nol ovly what
instinot differs from, but also what it resembles.”” We sre
thus able to differentiate the soul from that which is shove
it, s we have alresdy seen it differentiated from the mere
vegetative life which is helow it.

Life, soul, spirit, are thus without much difficulty to be
distinguished from one snother. Tt is remarkable that if
we take the brain itself, which, of course, we have in
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common with at least the higher beasts, the latest science
of the day makes it doubiful ns to whether the cercbral
lobes themselves, and even the frontal which are most in
question, have any thing directly to do with the higher
elass of faculties which Prof. Mivart has described o us.
For the expression of thom outwardly, they ure of course
necessary, as the nervous aysicm generally is. Prof. Fer-
rier, the latest i &peaks only here;
and his own researeiies, since confirmed by those of many
others, show conclusively that large portions of the brain
aro dovoted o mere muscular motions of the face and

ead. Tt js little, therefore, for Mr, Hirxley or another to
compare the hr’\m of an ape with the brain of man, Kven
here there are great differences, although a“ the parts in
ibe one are doubtless to be found in the of nt this
is no mara than saying that man has the n.mmal structure
which the heast has. That which makes him ‘“‘man” is
above the analysis of the knife or microscope.

No one who will rellect upon what we have had now be-
fora us, but will observe that sort of consisiency which
belongs fo treih, and which nothing short of truth could
bo expected to have; and yet, as already remarked, what
we have in Scripture is no Iabored argument to prove tiis,
nor any srgument at wl. It docs not even dwell npon
such things as these, or bring them into any special prora-
inence. It is content to leave them where man, if he
chooses, can search and find; and if those who have
busied 0 muck with the of nature
had only taken half the pains to invostigate Seripture upon
theso smbjects, they might have found, not only the har-
mony which they deny, but the real key also to many
things which, for the want of the key, remuin, und ure
Tikely 1o remsin, questions mercly.

Pass on now to other things.

3. Kivos,

Somerone_commits itself definitely to the doctrine of
species, ‘There is here, as 1 believe, no uncertainy or
ambiguity at all. The seed is *‘sfer the kind” of the
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herkr which_yiclds the fruit also <“after its kind.””
God created also the living creatures * after their kind,’”
“*every winged fow! after its kind, and eattle afler thefr
Kind, and every thing Lbat creepeth npon the earth afier
its kind.”” “There is no room to doubt the doctring in all
this. The question of the origin of specics is vital to the
troth of Seripture.  Let us see briefly what are the pointy
which are in contention as to this,

Aceording to the mosi, pronounced system of evolution
in the present day, there are threr things which we must
especially consider fn conuection with the question of
origin,

There fs first of il the principle of Aeredity. 'Lbis, by
itsclf, is what Seripture-doctrine plainly ssserts, It is the
grinciple by which the kind preserves itself upon the earth 3
it s that by which the offspring Tesembles its parent in all
cssential foatures. It hias Been strangely misused, s we
shall see directly, by evolutionists, It is a principle which,
as ﬁu us Seripture is concerned, we have no difficulty withh
at nl

V&‘xb, we have to consider the principle of variation. It
is a8 undoubted s trath that the offspring seldom or never
eactly vesembles the parent, Throughout the world,
scarcely two individuals oan be compared without bring.
ing out 'y points of diffe The
of this is easily % bo nnderstood,  Were thore absolate
reserablance, the very fact would breed confusion. Indi-
viduality is a5 marked on the one hand as kinds on the
other,

Along with these two principles we are to place, socord-
ing 1o Mr. Darwin aml bis followers, u third, which he
oalls **narural selection.”  My. Speneer’s synonym foe it
is, *‘Survival of the fittest.” This natural seloction is the
fruit of a ““struggle for life’” which is going on every

Where tivongli natare. Were but one kind left to muhlp]y
itself upon the earth, in the end the earth could not hold
it, Mr. Husley Liag shown us how if & plant prodoced
fifty others in a year, in nine years, the whole surface of
the earsh wonid he overspread with it and something
more. But in this way, at Jeast, as all could not live, 2
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struggle for life must ensue—a struggle in which the hardi-

est aud best fisted to survive would naturaily do so. The

result would be, the sefection of the vavieties which thus

proved Shemselvs the fitest , and, supposing variation 1o
the by degrees, of i

h\ghm kmds

Tt is mainly in virtue of these three principles that it is
supposed the different species, whether of animals or
plants, have had their arigin; granting, of course, the
first specics. Sexuval selection has been added latterly
in order to Teinforce them when their weakness hecame
ralber awkwardly apparent. But it is evident as fo the
Towest forms this could have no place whatever; at least
it is hard to imagine it in an ogster, ot in the various forms
of hermaphrodites. If natural selection cannot thus far,
at least, sdvance alone, it will be out of its power to call
in the belp of the other principle. In point of fact, the
question is nat 8o muck of the existence of such a thing
a5 natural selection, which may be sllowed withoot much
trovble, and which might have its use to msintain the
vigor of a apecies, if nol o improve, at least to adapt it
10 varying conditions; but whetber there are no limits to
variation, which it may be fmpracticahle for it to over-
ride, is another point, and is the main one.

The principle of heredily, which evolutionists strangely
appeal to in their own behalf, is really that which is power-
fully against them. No doubt there are variations, und
plenty of them; no doubt that these sre most usefu
in adapting & species to fresh conditions; no doubt that
man cun, to a large extent, hoth multiply snd preserve
these varintions. Wo know, bowever, that skill js required
on the part of breeders to preserve them; and we know
too that they are to he found mainly in domesticated
races. Lot these but yon wild, and they will most surely
Teturn, if not to the primitive coudition, yet at least to be
sufticiently homogeneous, and with as Little tendency to
variation, as the primitive one itself. The facts as to
hybrids also are allowed by Mr. Huxley himself to have
great importance. *The formation of hybrids naturally,”
says M. Quatrefzges, “Is so rare that eminent nateralists
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have doubted its reality. There are, however, according

to M. Decaisne, a soore of well-proved examples smong
plants. What is this number compared with the thou-
sands of mongrels produced every day under our eyes?
and yet the material conditions of fertility arc identically
the same with races as wilh specics, and our hotanioal
gurdens, which group numbers of apecies side by side,
facilitate crossing still more.

“« Among wild animsls living in liberty, hybrids sre still
more rare. Itis unknown, for example, xmong mammalia,
according to Isidore Geoffroy, whose oxperienco has here
a double value. The order of birds alane presents some
facts of this kind, nearly ail of which are in e order of
Galline. According 1o Valenciennes, they are unknows
among fishes. In domestication and captivity, sponta-
eous arossing bepween diffrents i is - ltlo losa

Tar
“Tha intelligent intervention of man has mmnitiplied
unions of this kind in a remarksble manner, especialiy
among plants, but without being able to extend their limits.
Linnzus thonght crossing was possible between species of
different fomilies; but in 1761, Kecbreuter showed that
be was mistaken. From these invesligations, which were
carried on for twenly-seven years, and from those of M.
Naudin, his worthy rival, it appears that artificial crossing
hetween species of different jumdlies never succeeds, and
wery rarely between species of different genera; (hat it is
always very difficult, and demands the most minute pre-
cautions to insure success; thut it even fails between
speues of the same genus closely allied in appearance:
d finally, there are whole families amongst which hybrids
are imposeible, Amongst the latter, figiutes the family of
the cucnrbitaces, so thoroughly studied by M. Naudin,
where the fuost perfect mongrels were produced sponta-
neously, we could not imagine evidently o moro complete
. All experimenters agree, further, in
declnrmg that even in unions between species which have
been mo the fertility is
and oﬂen in jmmense proportions. The besd of the
Pupaver somnifera generally contains two thousund seeds
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or more. In s hybrid of this spceies, Goertner only found
six which had been matured; all the rest were morc or
less abortive.

“Hylridism in snimsls present exactly the satme phe-
nomena as in plants. Man has been able, by diverting
and decetving animal instincts, to multiply crosses be-
wween apecies; bub he has not been able to extend the
very narrow Yireits at which these phenomens cesse. Not
ane fertile union has taken place between different fam-
ilies. ‘They nre very vare between geners, and even be-
tween species they are far from being numerous; & fact
the. more remarkable, 83 animal hybridation s an ancient
institation. . . . . We may draw this conclusion from
known facts, that there ate only two species of mammals
—the ass and the horse, the crossing of which is almost
universally and invariably fertile.””

With regazd to hybrids, M. Quatrefages farther remarks
that ““in the vegetable hybrids the physiological equilib-
rium is destroyed in favor of the organs conducive to the
life of the individual, and at the expense of those condu-
civo to the life of the species. The stalk and leaves are
alwuys developed in an exaggeratod manner relatively to
the flowers, The most common animal hybrid, the mule,
i8 an entitely similar case, being invariably stronger, more
robust, and more hiardy than its parents, but sterile. This
sterility is not absolute, bowever, among all hybrids of
the first generation. . . . . In a small number, the
elements which characterize the two sexes remain capable
of reproduction. Nevertheless the fertility i always sm~
mensely reduced, From his hybrids of the datura, M.
Naudin ouly obtained five or six fertile seeds from esch
plant; all the others had completely failed, or were
withont an embryo. The capsules themselves wore only
half the normal size.

“If two of these fitst hybrids are united, they produce
hybrids of the second geperation. In most cases, how-
ever, the latter sre either sterite, or present the phenome-
non of a spontaneous return to one or other of the parent
types, or to both. M., Nandin erossed tho large-leaved
primrose with the primuly oficinuiis and obtained an in-
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termediste Liybrid besween the two species, having seven
fortile seeds. When these were sown, they produced thres
primroses of the male specics, three of the fomale, sad &
single hybrid plant, which was perfeetly barren, . . . .
“In order bii i i i

3 gertain amount of uniformity, the hybrid must lose some
of its mixed characters and Tesume the uormal livery
of the species, as M. Nandin says; in other words, it
must return to one of (e parent, types.

““The same facts which we have just noticed smongst
plants oceur also smong svimals. . . . . There are, how-
ever, sowe examples among birds and smong mammalia of
hybrids which have propagated infer se for severak genera-
tions, four or five at the most. . . . . But can these hy-
hride, of which so much has been said, maintain themselves
without revertingto the parental types? M. Rous evidenily
believed it, and it is atill asserted by M. Gayol. But the
testimony of those who have established and impugned
their sssertions, leaves scarcely any yoom for doubs.  Tsi-
dore Geofiray, who had at first believed in their fixity,
and had spoken of it as & conguest, did not hesitate after-
ward to sdmit the reversion. 'The fact has been established
in Jardin @' Acclimstation, and 3. Roux himsclf, upon
the assertion of M. Faivre, appears to Luve sbandoned
his previous ussertions. The observations and experi-
mente made by the Agricultural Society of Paris cloarly
show that the leporides sent ov presented hy the breed-
ers themselves, had entirely reverted to the rabhit type.
Lastly, M. Sanson, discuseing the anatomical side of the
question, has arrived at the same conclusion.”

M. e Quatrefages sums up the characteristics of hy-
brids as follows: <*Infertility as s general rule, and, in
the exceptions, & very limited fertility ; series snddenly
cat short, eisher by iaferility, by disordered varistion, or
Dy reversion without atavism

Tho reslity of spocies from the selentific side can
scarasly, shexafore, he douhied, excapt by those whoso
thearies bliad them tu Tacts such a8 have been stated.
Heredity appears in these, whntever jts nature, not s &
principle which would preserve variations, but & o prigci-
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ple rather which teads to prevens their indefinite oxten-
sion, It is & truly conscrvaive principle. [t controls
and limits variations within certain degrees, within which
it may be, and i3, no doubt, of the greatest utility, bus
Deyond whick it would breed but utter confusion.

4, TnE Dsv-PER1OD INTFRPRETATION.

BrruRKNG, n0W, to take 1p the six days’ history more in
order, we are confronted at onee with the fact that there
sre two modes of interprotation of these, which have been
ordinarily Tepresented as contradictory of ench. Carried
out as they have beon by various writers, whether from
the side of Beripture or of science, no doub; they arc sv;
yet in spite of this condict, those who have looked care-
Tully at what is said on either side, instead of finding no
force in either, will And force in doh. The rcsemblance
of the six days’ work o the geological periods is not
merely an ingenious fancy, but has a foundation of fact.
3t dogs not follow from this that the days are periods as
given in Soripture. To me, it is evident indced that thiey
are nof so; hut there is a ronl analogy, which, pushed
heyond limits, 2 it has heen by many, 18 nevertheless a
trie witness to the inspiralion of the narrativ surel;

should be no wender if whether working upon the larger
scale of periods or upon the smaller one of days God
should preserve the one plan of working. Thase who
realize the unity of the plan in the things oreated will
have no dillienlty in realizing it in the order of creation.
The fuct, however, shonld speaks for itself, that an analogy
thero is, and which needs but little dwelling upon for any
one scquainted with the facts of geologienl science ac-
cepted every where now, Let us look at this first, reserv-
ing the question ss to whether it be the whole truth for
examination afterward.

Scripture, then, presents to us evidently, at the outset,
before life existed upon the earth, a reipn of water—
+Darkness was upon the fuce of the deep; ' and buried
in the deep, to emerge from it onky ou the third day, 8
that which 15 dry growund aftermard.
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A view of this kind is by no meens, at first sight, nat-
ural or reasonable. We are most of us familiar with the
wonder that was produced when men found the shells of
the ocesn upon the mountsin-tops. We may perhaps
remember that Voltaire, not so very long ago, su«geswd
that these that were found upon the Alps had heen
dropped by pilgrims on their journey over thom, - Moses,
nevertheless, (if it were no kigher than Moses.} declared
long ago a primitive reign of water, which science has eo

The dos are mostly
of comparatively late geological fommun As we go
back through the history as presented by the strata, we
find the Jand becoming less and less elevated, more and
more, in fact, subsiding under the waters. The carbonifs
erous epoch presents us with a time when immense tracts
of land were 30 near the water-level that cscillations of no
excessive character alternately plunged themn underneath
or rsised them to the surface. The Silmrisn seems to
gpesk of little dry land any where, and_that, probubly,
mere archipelagoes of no greas exvent. Bvery geological
formation has been formed under water, No one ac-
quuinted with the Tacts doubts, T suppose, that it was at
first. aniversal.

The second point, that may seem more doubtful, is the
the existence of dry land hefore there was life. It is cer-
tain that the first forms of life that we find are exclusively
marine, and the distinct evidences of Jand-vegetation are
still scanty in the S)luns.n erhaps 110t to be found in the
preceding * Cambrian.” If the contested Eotoon be ac-
cepted as a reality, the first primitive heing that we have
knowledge of, long before the Cambrian, was still marine.
Yet at that time there are evidences, at Jeust, thongh not
unambiguons, of vegetable lite existing in such a form ss
ordinsrily argues the existence of dry land. 'The graphite
of the Leurention s appurently near skin to coal, and the
inference is that it was formed in & similar manner. This
exists in large quantities, 5o altered, however, by the
action of heat as to have lost any trace of vegetable
stroctare which it Tay bave once covtained, Further,
the graphite, we are told, cccurs **in the way in which we
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should have expected it to oceur, if of organio origin. It
is fonnd dissemninated in the limestone just as bituminous
matter is found in unaltered rocks of this kind.'” ‘We have

also. to Dana, the of in
small picees in the iran-bearing rocks of Arendal, Norway,
which are probably rocks of the same age. (.enlng:m do
not consider this evidence to be nbsolumly decisive, but it
is all the evidsuce we have on the subject.

Nearly conuected with this last point is the precedence
of animal life by vegetable. In the Lanrentian, if the
presence of graphite is conclusive at all 4s to the existence
of the ltter, it would be evidence of the existence of it
already in a_comparatively high grade, while such an
organism as Eozoon shows only the very lowest form of
animal life. To this is added, in argument, by Prof.
Dana, ““Secondly, the fact that a cooling earth would
have been fit for vegetable life for & loug age before ani-
mals could have existed; the principle being exemplified
every whore, that the earth was occupied at each period
with' the higliest kind of life the condition allowed.
Thirdly, the fact thet vegetation subserved hmportent
purposes in the coal period, in ridding the atmosphere of
carbonic acid, for the subsequent introduction of lan
animals. Such is & valid reason for believing that the
same great purpose—the true purposs of vegetation, was
effected through the oceans hefore the waters wore fii for
animal life. Fourthly, vegetation being dircetly or me-
diately the food of auimals, it must have bad a previous
existence.”” Here again all the evidence that the case
seems to admit of is in perfect agreement with the serip-
tural statement,

We are upon more certain ground, however, when we
come t0 the nexs point of ngrecment, According to
Seripture, upon the $th day the waters produced the liv-
ing creature, and not until the sixth day, the dry land.
Geology i in complete accordance with the order of pro-
duction announced here. The Laurentian, Cambrisn,
and lower Devonian, 80 far a3 the records of the rocks
have been deciphered hitherto, speak only of marine life.
The middle Devonian presents for the first time an in-
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sect said to be allied to the modern May-fies, There is
also o shell whioh we are told may possibly be that of
landesnail. 'The conrse of discovery is continually oarry-
ing back mdeenl the supposed dates of origin of all dlasses
of existence. It is not however in the least probable that
the conclasion hcm stated will ever he averthrown. Land
vegetables began only in the carboniferous ot coal period.
There, comparatively speaking, in theit lowest forms.

A progress in the development of life necessarily follows
fram nll this—a progress which Seriptare indicates, while
it does not dwell upon it It is plain, from the Word of
God and nature together, that there haa heen an “ovo-
lution,”” bot an evolntion of & plan in the Crestor’s mind
alone—an evolution of what was first favolved, &5 all real
“evalutian”” must be.

The final and last point of similarity that needs to be
insisted upon is that in_both records the whol animal
creation is in existence hefore man. That is not ques-
tioned any where. For mon, ns indeed the besd of it,
++all ercation waited.”  When it kad advenced nesc this
its culminating point, its special adaptations to his need
begau to assume the multitndinous shapes e finds now
around him. For him indeed, long sges before, the im-
mense masses of cosl were packed away with s manifest
design which causes even Mr. Huxley himself to break
aut fato admiration of nxbare's thrift; ke wil allow ne-
ture to prophesy, however little he will allow God. But
the intelligence which looked so far forward we may surely
atiribute to & higher sonree, I¢man, however, had existed
in that earboniferous period, e would have found little, if
any thing, of “‘the fruit-tree yielding fruit,” so necessary
0 his existence; he would have found litile trace, appar-
ently, of that which now furnishes him with bread; he
would have found none of the fiowers which now adorn
for him the face of nature. We must wait long in the
geologic ages before we come to these. To quote the
words of suother, “we miss in the species af plants of
the primeval epochs those distinguished for their utility
at the present day. Doubtless the earth formerly yielded
ferns, fits, cycases, and palms; and plants of the same
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rarent Justification. Thers is af least in the anslogy
between the geologic ages and the six days’ work s
cient 10 show that: they have one authar. Instead, therc-
fore, of aeeing in this view of things sn insuperable difi-
culty, we see s real harmony which it reveals, to loss
whick would he a loss indeed. When we ask ourselves,
however, Does the Duy-Period interpretation as & whole
really agree with Scripture? we shall find plenty of reason
for Dot 2evepting it as the full Thonghy there.

e first and most ovident argument s that which is
derived from the thought of *‘daya” themselves, It is
quite true that the word may be used in other senses ; but.
when ¢ evening and morning”” are defined $o be_the day,
this sort of vae is much more questionsble. Thal even
these terms may be used poctically may he coneeded;
hat the first of Genesis, as already said, js certainly naf,
postry. The seventh day, moreover, can hardly
wholé period from man’s creation until now ; and to spesk
of the work of redemption 3s the work of it, the day being
= duy of reat, seems still worse confusion, In the fen
commandments, that, une which crdsine e keepiug of
the Sabbath has been rightly brought formard as against
the period theory, ““In six days God made Desven and
earth, ihe sea, and all that in them is, and rested the
seventh day, and hallowed it,”” s this sevensh dzy not
the ey which He commands in this connection t0 be
kept? If so, it js Dot an age, clearly ; bug juat what ve
ordinarily mean hy day. The atiempt of some to make
the first evenjng include the period of darkmess preceding
it breaks down wanifeatly when we consider that for
“evening” itself light is necessary; and light dates only
from 5 certain point when the earth, waste and desclate,
and under water, was nevertheless there,

If people contend for the analogy, I have no objection.
Butanalogy is one thing, litersl application quite another;
and it would peem very hard to prove the liveral applica
tion to the geological ages,—nay, it would be hard to
prove that these six days as defined periods have any
proper represeatative in these.

But this is not the whole matter, Indeed, there arc

e
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ments much more decisive, The evident reference
to man which runs through the inspired account is a
stronger one. 'Take, for instance, the fruits of the third
day. They are surely those which ave given to man for
his use upon the sixth; aud it is guite impossible to find
such fruif, or to think of such » use of them, in the car-
boniferous period for instance. How cen we suppose thal
this vegetable creation whieh God speaks of here is only
that helonging to # by-gone time, and of which no trace
remains at present? Does Scripture give any hint of such
destrnetion or renewal as this would involve? I do not
say that destruction and reuewal have not taken place,
Tout it is merely impossible 1o read them into the simple
narrative of the first of Genesis.

So too with the living crcatures of the fifth day. How
i it possible to imaginc that they were nearly, if not
totally, blotted out: of being before the sixth day came;

that & new generation of creatures should, in fact,
coexist With the beasts of the sixth day? Still more, how
is it possible to suppose that slt these very creatures of
the 1and, or at least the majov part, had passed out of
being before man, created upon the same day with themn,
came into existence?

Turning back again to the fourth day, where we find
sun and moon appointed for *signs ** as well as *“seasons™
—~for signs, which could have no significance except with
regard to man himself as the beholder of them. How
can one with any reason imagine that they oould be given
83 signs for ages before there was any ona to behold them?
To impors such things ss these into tha simplieity of the
Scripture-narrative is to destroy it. An analogy is all
that I believe can rightly be urged—an analogy the im-
portance of which I have already admitted, pay, insisted
upon; but for the traces of the real fulfiflment of the six-
days® work—the geological traces—we must look else-
where.

5. Tom Liear Day INTERPRETATION.

Par character of the Scripture chuos which precedes the
six-days’ work we buve already seen. The torms **waste
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and desolate,” whick apply to the earth in this condition,
speak of & lapse from the primitive state. The land is
huried under the waters, aud darkness rests upon it. We
have reason to helicve, u3 I have before said, that it had
already acquired, in the main, its configuration. **The
waters stood above the mountains,” says the book of
Psalms, The mountains, therefore, are recognized, and
geology plainly indicates that they were outlined, as we
say, from the beginning. The continents have been grad-
nally formed, the mountains gradually apheaved, that is
plain; but there was no destruction of continents, so far
as we can find, and formation of others in their place; no
subsiding of mountain-ranges, to be Teplaced by others.
Thus in the period of desolation, slready we find the earth
materially finished in the form which it at present has.

Again, we are 1ot to think of & total want of atmos-
phere; for, as I have pointed ont, all that the sccond duy
indicates is the creation of an ‘‘expanse,” ot an tmos-
phere. Nor is it necessary even to suppose that before
this the sun had not acted as a luminary to the earth,
There is no nceessity to deny that it ad so acted, but, so
far as Seripture is_concerned, we scarcely expect to find
this confirmed. That the mass of the sun existed js not
af all against the Seripture-statments here, but rather in
agreement with them. Life, on the other hand, seems
cloatly stated to have been absolutely extinct; thab is,
supposing it to have formerly existed, whlch We Ay Tea
sonably believe that geology has proved.

XE we take, then, the chranology of Scripture, aliowing,
a5 we may, for varions estimates of that chronology, the
period of man’s existence upon-the earth will not at any
rate exceed seven thousand yesrs; and this should give vs
dates wherehy we might Touch somewhat definitely the
time of the ix-days’ work. The question here, then,
oceurs, Can we find any thing which answers Lo such s
“just been described immediatoly
preceding msw's appearance upon it? To answer this,
we must firss of all dismiss from our minds indeed the
thonght of such periods of time as are being claimed by
geologists. It is easy to show that the claim they make
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/
on this seore has no real justification. The hasis of such
calculations assumes what can never be proved, and what
is indeed against all probability, that the rate of change
which is af present taking place upon the enrth can be
rightly taken ss the rate of changes of its surface from
the beginning. Into this I cannot, of course, enter now ;
but it is wn andmiited fact for most that all evidence of
mar’s existence nupon the carth dates from the Olasial pe-
riod, and not before. It is the estimate of a recent writer
that this period ended, *somewhat suddenty,” some where
about from five to seven thousand years ago. This, at
any rste, ie the estimate of scientific men, totally apart
from any theories of Scripture-interpretation.

This glacial period, when we first look at it, gives us
some apparent extraordinary coincidences with Scripture.
It is  time during some part of which at least the whole
of North America to the fortieth latitude, of Europe to
the fiftieth, Siberia mainly if not entirely, are found to
have been covered with water. Strata which had not
been submerged from the earliest periods then were over-
flowed. As the land emerged, it lett the evidence of this
in the sea-beaches of the terrace-period, found far up
upon the mountains, Whis time of submergence was
preceded by another—the true glacisl one, as to the
exact nature of which opinions are dividod—some con-
tending i¢ to have been a time rather of elevation than
of subsidence, while others take the opposite view. In
any case, it wus & time when the whole surface indieated
way covered with ice. The evidences are found in houl-
ders of foreign material left, as on Mt. Washington, at
an elevation of six thousand feet; in Scotland, at Ben
Usrn More, st an altitnde of three thousand five hundred
and eighty-nine foet, and elsewhere similarly through the
northern part of North America and Forope. On Mg,
Lebanon, boulder-drift has been observed, according to
Dr. Hocker, six thonsand foet above the level of the sea.
In South America, similar evidences have been found
from Tierra del Fuego to about forty-one degrees south
Intitude.  According to Agassiz, glacial deposit from the
Andes has heen found thronghout the valley of the Ama-
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zon; and be is stated to have heen convinced ““thal ag
the theory of the ancient extension of glaciers in Eurepe
is gradually coming to be sceepted by geologists, so will
the existence of lilke phenomens both in North and Sonth
America throngh the samo period be recognized sooner or
later as part of the great series of physical events, ex-
tending over the whale globe.”” *Indced,” he assexts,

“‘when the jceberg period shall be fully understood, it
will be seen that the absnrdity lies in supposing that
climatie conditions eo different could be limited to & small
portion of the earth’s surface. If a geological winter
existed at all, it must have been cosmic; and itis quite as
rational to loak for it traces in the southern hemisphere
10 the south of the line 28 to the north of it.’

Throughout the strata thus formed the traces of exist-
ent, life are very scanty; 8o much 80 as to elicit expres-
sions of astonishment from ome like Lyell; but we shall
have to 100k at this directly. The statement just given,
upon the warrant of men who may be considéred of the
most nnexceptionable anthority, show at least & stale re-
markably approsching ihe waste and desolate condition
of the earth apnovnced in the second verse of the firss of
Genesis; and such a condition can scarcely he found in
connection with another period of the earti’s history, as
kuown geologically, so long as life has lasted upon it.
Exception will no doubt he teken to the view that the
glacial phenomena indicate either an entice submersion of
the carth oz an entire extinetion of life. These are ihe
points we Lave to look at more narmwly But it certainly
should be enough to plo\‘lnce serions inquiry when we find
such of fact with & f Bo ancient;
a document, as confessedly we have in the book of Gene-
sis. Let us now address onrselves, then, to the examina-
tion of such points as these.

Geology itself had first taught us the occurrence of
Dreaks in the life-history of the globe from the beginning.
““The older geologiats held, ”aav’s Prof. Nickalson, ** what
probably every one would be tempted to believe at first,
that the close of each formation was characterized hy a
general destruction of the forms of life in that period;
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and that the commencement of each now formstion was
accompanied by the creation of a number of new saimals
and plants destined to figure ns the characteristic ossils
of the same.” His answer to his is not one whick,
according 10 his own sceount, science necessitates so
nuch a3 & certain hypothesis which is widely infiuencing
men’s minds. He says, “This theory, however, not only
invokes forces and processes, which we cau in 10 way ac-
count far, but overlools the foct that wost of the preat
formations nrc scparated by lapses of time nareprosented
perkaps by any deposis of rock, or Tepresented only in
some particular area, and yet periaps as great or greater
‘than the whole time occupied i the production of the
formation itsel. Nowndays, most geologists hold that
there was no such sudden destruction of fife a6 the close
of each geological epoch, and no such ereation of fresk
forms at the commencement, of the next period.””  That,
it must be confessed, i3 What most geologists Lold. The
question of why'they hold it is another matter. The faots
remain the same s they ever were. No Jonger ago than
the date of Agassiz’s well-known * Essay on Classification”
it could be statod by him that *“the number of species still
considered ns identical jn the several successive periods
15 growing smaller and smaller in_proporsion 35 they ars
more closely compared. I have alteady shown, long ago,
how widely many of the tertiary species, generaily con-
sidered as identical with the living ones, differ from them ;
and also how different the species of the same family may
be in the successive subdivisions of the Fame greut geo-
lagical formation. Hall has come to the same rosulfs in
his iuvestigations of the fossils of the state of New York_
Every monograph reduces their number in each formation.
Thas Barrande, who has devoted so many year to the
most minute investigations of the trilobites of Bolcmia,
has comwe to the conclusion that their species do not ex-
tend from onc formation to the other. I’Orbigny snd
Pictet bave come to the same conclusion for tha fossil
remains of all classes. It may well be said, as fossil re-
maing are studied more carcfally in the physiclogicsl point
of view, ihe snpposed identity of species in different geo-




a2 CREATION N GENESIS

logieal formations gradually vanishes more and more. S0
the limitation of speeics in fime already ascortained in 3
general way by the erlier mvesngamrs of their remains

d step
bystep within harrower, more deﬁmte snd also more equa-
ble peviods. . . . . The facts do not exhibit the gradual
disappearance of = limited number of species und an
equally gradual infroduction of an equally limited number
of now ones; but on the contrary, tho simultaneous crea-
tion and the simnliancous destruction of entire fauns, and
a coincidence hetween these changes in the organie world
and the geeat physical changes our earth has vndergone.”

Such a statement in the present day will perhaps pro-
voke an almost scornful rejoinder; bui there can be no
question of the competency of the men who made such
statements, and the facts remain practically little altered
by any new discoveries since their time. ‘The alteration
i entirely one of men’s minds, With regard to the facts.
Just about the timo that the essay on classification was
published, or but shortly after, Mr. Darwin’s views of the
origin of specie were given to the world, Hypothetical
as they were and are, their wide-spread acceptance is now
& matter of history. Evolution will not admit of these
breaks in geological series. The facts must suit themselves
to these altered views. The gaps remain, but they must be
gaps in our knowledge, not in fact. Here, 95 £0 often, our
ignorance is successfully pleaded ss the basis of knowl-
edge; and an anbroken Kife-scrics from the beginning is
what has come to be every-where affirmed.

With regard to the glacial period, especial exception
will be taken to any view which represents it as a period
of universal extinction of life. It may be confessed also
that on many accounts, which may easily be specified, it
is hardly possible o arrive at present st alt the fucts of
the case. The “drifl,’” so-called, ju North Amwerics is
especially mnrked by the sbsence of life; fragments of
semi-for wood being all that is found in it. In
Europe, mewer, things are differently stated; althongh
Tere also Sir Chas. Lyell remarka, as already said, upon
the scantiness of life which, he notices, the extreme cold
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of that prrind is #of sufficient to aceount for. It is well
known, however, that the very names given to the varions
tertiary formations are based upon the supposcd jdentity
of living mollusca with those existing as far back as the
Eovene iteelf. In the Eocene, about three and a half per
eent. of species were believed to be identicat with recent
forms. In the middle tertiary or Miocene, ten to forty
per cent.; and i the later Pliocene, fifly to nincty per
cent, Dana, however, stules that in the Eocene the
specics are all extinet, aud that these formule are not
capsable of genersl application. It was in face of Lyells
statement that Agassiz made bis own contrary one, which
has been given from his essay; and with yegard to the
standard of caleulation adopted by Lycll, it would seem
as if it were not very Lappily chosen. Prof. Carpenter
says, “The softness of the éntire body of the mollusk
prevents us from recognizing the form and structure of
the animal after death in any other way than by the ghell
but wpen this, i5 must be remembered, entire rclisnce
cannot be placed, since i is fizhle {o grest variation in
with the of the i
whilst it is by no means certain that there are consmnt
differences in its form in distivet species.””  D*Orbigny's
menual, to which Agassiz refers, is in omuplete oppo-
el in this matter, who, as the head of the

sition to T.ye
wniformitarian school, had already his own hypothesis to
influence him in his view of the facts.

Wilh regard to the fish of the tertiary epoch, we have
again ke statement of Prof. Agassiz a3 o their difference
from those mow living. He says, ¢“They are so nearly
related to existing forms that it Js often diflicult, consid-
ering the enormous number (about cight thousand living
species) and the imperfect stale of preservation of the
fossils, o determine exactly their apecific relations, In
general, 1 may say that 1 have not Tound a single species
which was perfectly identical with any marine-existing
fish, except the lutle species, mullotus villovus, which ja
folmd in nodules of clay of unknown geological age in
Greenland.” This statement of Agassiz is quoted Withe
out oljection by Prof. Owen and Dr. Page.
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With rogard to higher forms there is again diversity of
judgment. *Prof. Owen tells us that certain quadrupeds
Tound in the tertiary xocks, such ns moles and shrews,
hures, rubbits, voles, and other rodents, are not distine
guishable from the specics thut still exist; bu he ex-
presses bimsell with great esitation und caution npon the
subject of the identity of the tertiary with existing ape-
cles. He does s0 in consequence of the Meagreness of
the data on which such Judgments are formed.” Muny
quadrupeds, however, sre ssorted o be preglacial and
% huve survived this period,—the eclephunt, for instance,
amoug others; but the question here bas difliculties pe-
culiarly its own, Which we must ehortly consider. ‘Thus
far, that is, ns far as regards the pregiacial and present

species, we have very competent authority for their almost
eatire difference.

As to the glacisl snd related strats, there ure seversl
points to be considered which will naturally influcnce our
acceptance of mauy statements that re current. First,
it is_to be remarked that such a period as we are now
considering is one which would involve, by its very char-
acter, s mfxing of material such as would be very bard to
disentavgle. In considering the question of the identity
of Bpecies between any €wo formations, we have to fake
into account what seénus very much forgotten, that the
Intter of these is Tormed, gencraily speaking, by the dis-
integration of the former. It i8 natural, therofore, that
the species of & prios Tormation wouitl be, to some extent,
mingied with those of the one following it. Thus, in
carhoniferous rocks have been found pebbles containing
Lingalm of the Potsdam sand-stone from the lower Silu-
rian; and Lyl observes that *muay of the fossils found
in the red crag have been washed out of the older tertiary
strata, especially out of London clay ;” and again, in the
same page of the well-known ¢ Elements,”” be remarke,
a8 to cevlaia fragmenta of the bones of Ceraces, ‘“that they
way be derived from the destruction of beds of another
formation.””

Where we have o do with results of lec-action, 88
admittedly we have in the present case, we have above sll
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to take this into consideration. Ice ja & great mixer.
Page remarks this with regard to icebergs, wiich are the
very things, as perhaps most geologists believe, which
produced the mass of phenomena of the bonlder-drifs.
Many of the bergs which drift out to sea, Laving been
the extremities of glaciers while in attachment to the
cosst, are loaded with Jarge angulor fragmenis of rock and
other dubris ; and many of the floes, having been ground
on shore-ice, 1ift with them jmmense masses of water-worn
shingle aud gravel. Thus, as both melt away, the bottom
of the ocean must be strewed with very Lelerogeneous
and curiously assorted materiat. Nay, jcebergs have been
encountered in the North Sea covered or interstratified
with ancient soil, among which were the hones of mam-
moths and other extinct animals, still farther confusing
ihe nature of their deposits by mingling the remains of
an existing fauns (reindeer, musk-nz, arctic-bear, ete.)
with one of & mach highor stiquit;

The matter is still more complicated by the assertion,
made by not & few of the present day, and coming per-
baps to be the ot generally received opinion, that there
wers st least fwo glacial periods succeeding one another,
Thus the produsts of & mote recent one would hava to bg
very earefully distinguished from those of an earlier ; and
I believe thal there ave evidenccs that some, at loast, of
the Temains which are generally connted preglacial are
sather to be considered interglacial remains, that is, that
have accumulated hevween these two similsr periods.
These so-called preglacial struts. are, moveover, foond
but scantily, The Cromer beds are considered the prin-
cipal; and Lyell remarks that the plants of its haried
forests ¢“agree singularly’” with those of the lignite of
Duernten, whieh is considered to be interglacial.

The general idea which we gather from sll these con-
siderations is certainly in accordance with the thought of
the present order of things, as dating from ihis giacial
period. Traces of man’s existence, it i acknowledged,
have not been fornd before it; and the words of a weli-
known text-book, however much they may be modified in
ihe writer's mind, nevertheless are quite suited to convey
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t0 us the thought of a new creation dating from this time.
“In protess of time,” says Dr, Page, describing the close
of the glacial period, **the land was elevated 10 its pres-
enti fovel ; another distribution of sca and fand took place,
and the glacial epoch passed away. A new flora und fauna
suitahle to these new conditions were then cstablished in
Europe; and these, with the exception of a few which
have since become extinct, sre the species which now
adorn our forests and people our filds.” e qualifies
this, in some measure, directly sfterward, but ihe broad
fact he sllows; and the question is, whether these fuels
really need to be token wilh any sbatement.

But we have now to consider a diferent question—ag to
what is the extent of the earth’s surface to which these
glacial phenomena are limited. Here we huve to remem~
ber how much, uufortunately, geological researches have
been limited to Europe and North America. OFf South
America we know little; of Africa, Jess; of large tracts
of Asia, very little indeed. It is easy, therefore, o take,
a9 geologists so often remind us for another purpose, the
limit.of our knowledge as the limit of the phenomena in
question themselves, ~ Yet, imperfect ag resencch has been
outside of the fields aiready indicated, even these have
furnished us with some indications zhnt, according 1o
Agassiz’s own belief, the glacial winter was cosmic. Tho
boulder-drift upon Lebarion, the boreal shells naticed by
Sir Clias. Lyell as ocenrring in the Sicilian seas, the drift
found on the Himalayas, with Agacsiz's obseryations (if
admitted ) of similar phenomena in the vallcy of the Ama-
zou,—all point in one direction. We have also vory clear
testimony to the fact that even for long after, many parts
thut are now dry land were submerged. In Asia, Siberia,
snd {he extent of ground covered by that **northern
Mediterranean,”” of which the Caspian Sca snd the Sea
of Aral are the present remainder; in North Africs, the
Sahara, wlich is still covered with recent shells. Siberia
and northern Asia have been, ia fact, rising apparently
to the present day, and the large mass of the northern
Asiatic continent gradually drying up. Europe, aceord-
ing to the evidence, was to s comparatively late geologi-
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eal period a cluster of fslands rather than a continent,
and the scriptursl deszgnalwn of the ‘“dsles of the Gen-
tiles” would seem to he the rceord of a historical fact.
All these things point to a submergence, the extent of
which, indeed, they da not indicate.  But if wa follow in
the direction to which they lead us, it is natural to ask
ourselves, Supposing that the full extent of what Serip-
tare fudicates wore ndmitted to have tken place, what
proofs should we be likely to have more than just such
Proofs as in fact we have ¢ As to the ocourrence of ice,
the Scriptare-nsirative, in fact, says notbing. The
glncial phenomena may have been limited to oither
side of rony degrees from the equator. The uestion
would still vemain, Supposing & complete submergence,
‘what proofs should we expect to find of such a condition?

The existing evidences ave of two kinds only:—The
first, the oceurrence of sea=beachea as the land rose, more
or less intermittently, from the ocesn; the second, the
osenrrence of mariae shells or other evidences of sea-life.
In a condition correspunding to the waste and desolate
time indicated in the first of Genesis, neither of these
evidences conld be expected to he found. If life were
ahsent,-this of course would be wanting, save only 8s it
might consist of traces of a condition which had then
passed away. Sea-beaches could not exist when the sca
was every where, Thns, us it would scem, all fhal we
expect to find would he the evidences of a condition prior
o or succesding one of complete submergence. Just
such marks we do sssuredly flad.

Therc is another question that might be raised bere,—
whether in fact the land sank, or the water rose. Itisa
little difficult to imagine the sinking of a large mass of
whale continents, nay, of all the northern portion of the
northern hemispherc itogether, snd this with o similar
state of things apparenily in the southern. Whether
strictly contemporaneous or not, we of course have no
means af deciding Hiteheock has remarked on the sin-
gularity of the existing sca-beaches of North America
Deing o perfoctly horizontal us they are, and inclined
appurently on this account to believe fn the Tise of the
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water rather than the subsidence of the land. It must
have been, in fact, & singular force, spparently unknown
10 geology, which could lifu a large part of & continent
out of the deep in 80 steady and equable a manmer. With
the thought of & rise of water, Seripture, us we huve seen,
is in completo nccordance.  Whether it nocessitates such
view or not is snother question. 1If, however, the water
rose, it follows of necessity that the whole earth was
covered, and thus the condifion indicated in Seripture
would be fully made out.

Upon these facts, such us they are, we may st least
rest the conclusion that the six-duys’ work of the first of
Genesis was in fact the renewal of the carth after the
close of the glacial period, and the repeopling with the
forms of Jife which at present exist. As to the most of
these, there can scarcely be 8 question that they date, 50
far a6 the evidence goes, from the glucial period ; and
upon o other ground than that of evolution could the
conelusion be possibly eseaped that creative power was
here for the last time displayed. Creation may be un-
Imown to Science; in fact, we do no expect her to know
any thing about it. The traces of it she can only find in
the sudden appearance of the products of creation. Sci-
ence nssuredly knows 1o more of evolution than it does
of creation. The only difference is, that in the matter of
the origination of life from combinations of mere matter,
and in that of the alloged transmutation of species, all
the facts of the existing World are confessedly against it.
If formee periods were ustuble, we have a most remsrk-
able stabality 5 the present result of it, and the efforts to
abtain some proof of evolution have only succeeded the
maore in bringing out this. But between evolution (that
is to say, natural camsation) and creation there is no
middle ground. Science, therefore, so far as it can be
expected Lo (estify, testifies in favor of the latter and
against the former. With this we may have abundant
reason to be content. With men’s hypotheses we have
nothing to do. Arguments derived from our ignorance,
and from those regions which are beyond the reach of the
‘microscope or the chemist’s tests, we may safely leave,
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roving the amimus of the reasoncrs Tather than the
capahility of reasoning. On the other hand, we must not
expect geology o do duty for revelalion, We accept the
statement of the latter on the ground of the abundant
proof we huve of revelation itself. All that can be de-
manded is, that the facts of science should not manifestiy
contradiet the statements of revelstion. But here we
muost remember that theorists, alas! can even manufsc-
ture facts, when only the will is sufficiently strong to
demand if. BMr, Lewis, a most unexeeptionable witness,
for instance, will tell us “the psychological luw that we
only sce what interests us, and only assimilate what is
fitted to our condition, eauses the mind to select its evi-
dence;”” and that ho only hopes for the reception of his
views Dy those “ who by previons culture and nafive
disposition huve been prepared for a sympathetic attitude
. nless the attitude of mind he sympathetic,

thare wonld be stubborn res)stanLe to what otherwise
would be cleurest evidence.” So Prof. Tyndal also re-
marks, ““The desire to establish or avoid a certain result
can 80 warp the mind as to destroy its power of estmating
faets. 1 have known men to work for years under a fas-
cination of this kind.” But for snch considerations us
thess we need searcely appesl to any class of writers.
We all of ua know how the head is infiuenced by the
heart; how, aceording to a common proverh, ‘“where
thore is  will there iz a way,” in almost any direction,
The facts to which poople often so undoubtingly sppeal
Lave therefore to be questioned, not only as to how far
they hoar out 1he views for which they are appesled to,
but even as to how far the views may be the parcnts of
the facts; and this without sny consclous Qishonesty,
nay, with the greatest desire, apparently, for nothing but
truth. I conclude, then, once more, although it is but a
conclusion, not at all admitted a3 upon the same ground
as the posttive statement of Seripture, that tho present
state of things dates back to its beginning in that period
which, as a scientific wriler believes, occurred seven
thousand yenrs ago; a time suMciently noar to Scripture
chronology, when the glacial period csme to its end. T
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believe that in this, Seripture and science are really har
monious, slthough it would be idle to affirm that the
evidence, as we have it ab present, is altogether uncon-
flicting,

I w%nld close with one or two considerations drawn
from the study of the grological record itsclf, and in
which it seems to me tv harmonize, in the most distinct
way, with some toschings of Seripture. First, it is evi-
dent from geology alone that the earth is found in & more
doveloped condition the more we spproach the historic
centre from which man originally came. No natnraliss
donbis that $he general eharacter of the fanpa apd fors
of Australia is lower in type than that of America; bus
even in America we find still the marsupisls which per-
tained to & former condition of things in Europe, long
since passed away, Thus Australia, America, nnd tlie
great continent of Europe-Asia are allowed to illustrate
three snccessive stages of geologieal progress, while the
last slone seems to have furnished man with his domestic
animals, and with his principal means of subsistence other-
wise. ‘The whole earth does not seem thus to bauve been
got equally ready for his reception, but a special part of
§tonly; and with this announcement of geology Seriptnre
accords in the fullest way.

Tt teaches thot man was placed under probation on
earth, and a3 the head of creation, which depended upon
him for blessing or for eurse; and that accordingly nut
the whole earth, but paradise slone, was as yot prepared
for him.  Had he stood, the Whole earth might have he-

come & paradiee; but, wpart from sll spectlation, it is
plain that the whole earth was not Xden, but only the
place where man was put ; and this is quite in secord with
this, that at further and further distances it should be
fonnd still ]ess sud Jess developed. Here, mmuly, iva

between the

teachings of stience and the inspired Word.

Bus it by no means ends here. As already noted, there
wag an spparent return of the cold to a considerable ex-
tent fter man was npon the earth, and along with this, a
brief perfod of submersion also, which so good an an-
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s Principal Dawson conceives to corraepond with
the biblical deluge, After this, the land rose, the climate
became milder, and the so-calied glacial period passed
away.

Here, again, 1s & wilness of geology to Seripturc for
it i evident that according to the laster as to the ground
after the deluge—in thul, World which came up from the
waters, with which God entered into covenant ancw—
ihere was an amelioration of & former condition. **This
same shall comfort us,’” says Lamech, aliding to the
name of his son just born, % concerning our work and the
toil of our hands, because of the earth which the Lord
hus cursed.””  And after the flood, when God smelled in
the sucnifice < savor of ross,” He says, [ will notagain
carse the ground for man’s sake ; While the earth remain-
eth, seed-time and harvest, and cold and hest, and sum-
mer and winter, and day snd night, shall not cease.” How
remarkably appropriate such langnage at the close, not of
& deluge only, but of & glacial peried which hud forbidden
seed-time and hurvest and swmmer-heot to % large part
of what is now man’s pleasantest abode!

Let 18 close with the adoring remembrance that fruitful
seasons are new uot aloae, ot principally, signs of God’s
goodness; He has given Iis Son. In Christ His love
bas been manifested in such & way ¢hat all vail is forever
removed. T¢ the glory of Christ be hidden to men, alas!
“the vail is upon their liearts.”




