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CMilcnt. A>-smiiiiij; thuii tlu'.t iliu Mosaic iliruimlo';* poiiit-. t<i u iiiarvclloiii tnttli

art'iroj ttt by priincviil nitiii, ur ruceivcd liy tiiiii, uii tliu llimloos uiid K)(y|>tiiiui*

Kilieved, tts n ^jiti, from the Duity, the I'OiU'luiioii is iiiout ini|iortiirit, lu throwing,'

litfht OH tho eiuly history of the whole huinim nuv. It in oviilont thiit the perioiU

of the luicieiita jtoiiitin^ to aS'jao, liml not, an hiw Ijcen supposed, ii reference to

aittroiiomy, Init to cl;r.)nolo;:y Itancd on iho revolution of the llxed ntur», and to ii

rule ttl)Hoiutoly e!ts«ntial to the reiiulatioii ol the priinevul oulendur of the I'leiadot).

The necessity .'or this rule forced itself upon my aiiention at a very ' '.rly Ftagc of

tlicso uivcdtigations, when I enileavonred to ascertain whether the fcstivala ami

cftlendars «(f the nncienw were connected with tiie year of the Tau* or of the I'leindcH,

and whether they cxhihitcd traces of the progression, which nmsthavo hccn shared

in hy them, if attached to a sidereul year. )

At the time that tlie problem as to the j^reat year indieated hy the Mosaic nar-

rative was worked out, rePjrrc '. to in the letter to the Bishop of Nova Scoiia, Sir

William Jones' works had been IcHt to him. They were subsequently obtained

from him for the purpose o.' seoinj^ whether the great month of 21 60 yonvs wos not a

pcr'.od of the Hindoos. A i)criod of that exact number of years was not found, hut

\ far more conclusive corroboration was discovered, viz : a great year precisely

imilur in principle in every ••espect to that indicated by the Mosaic chmnology. A
alpa or pf^riod makes a dav of Brahma, :io of which m; ko a month of Brahma,

and 12 ot these months n.. Ue a year oi Brahma, an age of Brahma eousistiag of

100 of his years. As the period 2.'»!)20 is so well known to the Hindoos, it is not

improbable that the year of Brahma, like that indicated by the Mosaic '*:.. alogy,

originally referred to the revolution of the fixed stars, or ratlio^ tr f,. ;;ogreB8ion

of a year regulated hy the fixed stars, around the seasons Oi the natural year,

though sui)8oquent!y magnified by the extravagance of Hindoo mythologists into

an enormous era.

The seven periods or groat days of creation of the Mosuic narrative, appear in

the mythological chronology of the Hindoos, but arc connected not with the creation

but with the deluge. But a .^'Ificulty will suggest itself that the days of creation

could not have referred to periods, because their " evening and morning" precludes

this idea. This difHculty, though apparently such a stumbling block to many
\vriters can easily be explained. Geology presents such diiHeulties in the way of

their l)eing simply seven days, or one of our weeks, thi.t Hu^^h Miller has endea-

voured to convert them into periods.

He appears to have thought the task one of a good deal of difficulty, as ha

felt himself "called upon to account for but three out of the six." The writer in

the Essays and Reviews on the Mosaic Cosmogony, regarding it as exhibiting

mistakes, will not allow the figurative view which that eminent geologist adopted as

regards three at least of the days of creation. " While on the one hand his sup-

])osition admits all desiuiu'e latitude for mistakes and misrepresentations, Hugh
Miller on the other hand, endeavours to show that a substantial agreement with the

trutli exists, and to give a eufficient reason for the mistakes." In opposition to this

view the Essayist states ; '"It has been held,' says Hugh Miller, ' by accomplished

)hilologist8 that tlie days of the Mosaic creation may be regardc«l, without doing

'iolence to the Hebrew language, as successive periods of great extent.' We do not

• ThlB win be apparent by a reference U> p, 68.
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