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of Qeology will for n moment question, Though not profess.
edly becoming tho champion for Chﬁslinnity—thou%h rather
declining such an attempt—Mr Dawson has accomplished so
well the great end, which ho denies us being the solo purpose
of his work, that wo cannot regard tho sdmirable harmony dis-
played by Archaia as existing between the Bibie and uaturo,
ns o more incidental thing ; but rather impute the non-interven-
tion statement of the author nsresulting from his modesty. Tho
reader, howover, will have no fears in pronouncing & verdict—
even should tho author hesitate.

Tho work is of its kind, perfect—and actualizes tho require-
monts of that cluss of readers who wished to sco this subject
dealt with by ono combining the qualifications of n firm bolief
in_Christinnity, nn extensive ncquaintanco with Hobrew litera-
ture, with a profound knowledgo of the present stato of tho ge-
ological question.  Such n want Arckarg has supplied.

t is not possiblo to condensa the geological controversy with-
in vory small compass—~Dbut it is hero necdful to advort to the
subjeot by way of explanation, bofore proceeding to the analysis
of tho work bofore us. Tho Eternal Son of tho Futher from
the deep oternity of his heing, hod spoken to man,  Hodemand.
ed o universal and unquestioning fuith in his revelationa, That
faith tho Infidel refused. On being interrogated as to his rea.
sons—tho reply was at hand—*Tho so-called divino teacher
has committea aimself bopelessly to statementamado by Moses,
with whose false cosmogony the scienco of the carth hias mado
us nequainted.  Moses and Jesus stand or fall together? The
Christinn confesses that the Great Tencher Aas committed hime
solf to the Mosaio cosmogony—but nsks—and hns Moses com-
mitted himself to fulse ataicments 7 1o puts the question fear-
fully and anxiously.

« Without question,” answern tho acientific infidel, *The
unequivoeal testimony of tho fossiliferous deposits nullifies the
crude arsertion of Moses that in six days God made the heavens
and the earth.”

‘Thero oxists no doubt that, perplexed by so sounding an as-
gertion, tho Christinn was silenced, though not convinced—whilst
a romentary semblance of triumph was enjoyed by the infidel.
Then followed the discoveries of the Iuttons and Cuviers—dis-
coveries mada irrespective of the controversy, but appareatly
inimical to the christian view of tho question: myriads of shells,
vegelable organisms—nay, whole animals were exhumed from
tho depths—and the iufidel cried to the still mure perplexed
beliover in Revelution—* is nat this array of proof incontesta.
ble!"” lu such u dilemma Christinn divines were called upon
for an explanation. They could not refuse offering their dif-
ferent solutions—aa the orthodox creed nppeared for the time
to depend upon the controversy. But how differert their re-
plies. Some repudinted the evidence of the collected phenome-
na—and osserted these to be unsubstantinl and delusive. And
wo all remember the shout of wonder with which Chalmers’s
celebrated solution was received—detween the Berashith (begin-
wing) and the creation of organisms many ages may have c-
lapsed. Then appeared Richard Watson's » [ustitutes” ; ad-
wittedly great a8 u theologiun and reasoner, even Ae stapgered
under this question, aud for the first and last time, writes ns
if ho wero nt sea without s compzss below or a star above.
Ho repudiated the various theories tnen .existing, excepting
those which were pruned down and inade to agree with the
scriptural cosmogony, but which nevertheless were manifestly
artificial and iinnatural.  Daubjeson's scheme he regarded as
oxtravagant and impossible, ** No system of Geology™ quotes
Watson from Granville Penn—+ can be founded in true philo-
sophy unless the principle of Newton be. the Zasis, and the nar-
rative of Moses, the working plan.” "This was to actually re-

ject the phenomena presented for examination, by asserting a.

priori « L know the reccived views of the Mosaio cosmogony
to be correct’”—a line of argument,which though it is said is em-
ployed by Father Cullen when dealing with Galileo's scheme,.
1s utterly unworthy of a christian and philosopher.  Why then
did voh great.thiokers as Dr Chalmers resort toit?  The ans-
wer- is easy—simply because they had no detter made of discus-
sion.  We du not think Chalmers altogether ingenuous : ho ad-
mitted so much of the asscinbled phenomena as.formed tho
web ,and - woof of his solitlon, and réfideted the residue. In

this doing, he coinmitted himself to the now school without ex.
tricating the christian view of the question from its obscurity.
Moro cautious and logical, Mr Watson docs 70t conumit himself
in any wiso. IIo rather eays— I receivo no geological theory
a8 cstablished—and I mako no conceséions in their favor. [
regard the Mosais narrativo as literally and #imply true—and
I rather resort to the belief of tho creation of fossils 1 sitze,
than admit the existence of pre-ndamito organisins——if extend.
ing boyond tho sixth dny backward, I know nothing of tho
hlow deposits of ages—and the geologist knows nothing of first
tormations, (fod who mado tho first man perfeot, without the
preceding etages of childhood and youth, may have created the
world as"it is—organisms and all—in eix days., Wo know
nothing of tho Inws of rock-making—who then can areort with
confldenco that laws noww in operation acted during tho six days
of ereation?—1 wait for n reply.” The rdply hassince been
given, 1o would bo no friend of the Bible, who at this day,
would deny the operation of ageneicy, which ascertainedly be-

gan at the dawn of the Perwian day and atill continue to influ. *

enco our planet,  Lagically Mr Wateon may bo right—hut
his argument is @ priori—Uod could havo thus eroted. 'fhe
geologist's argument is @ posteriori—God Aas- thu§ ereated,
Uno thing nay bo xaid of tho former—it was the best that di:
vine over gave. It conceded nothing: it defended all: but
tis might havo been expected, it fuiled to xatisly any mind which
hiad been equally impressed by the Mosaie writing and the une
arranged phenomena of Geology.

In this condition do we find the scienco, when suddenly a
new school of interpreters appeard ; nnd presents claims on the
public utiention of nb menn order,  OF this sehool, Hugh Mil-
ler and the Author of Archaia stand forth assuredly the pro-
por representatives, It may be asked—why not nasiio Luyall,
or Agassiz, or Hitcheock, Wareply beentise the two fimt Inck
the moral couragu-to attempt the clucidation of the reconcilia-
tion schemo, and are therefore not proper apecimens of the cluis
described nnd the Inst hus not yot arrived at a fixed theory,
but vibiates between tho necommodation scheme of Chalnierd
and the system, hewn in outlive by Miler, and rounded and
cluborated by the Author of Archaia.

We said that it remained for us to show whether Mr Daw.
son, standing on the outermost circle of Miller's ** ‘'wo Records,”
had made that point the centro of unather circle, ywhich Just cm:
braced the skorid of regions untraversed sud unknown? Wo
think ho has not done this. A wonderful collector of fucts and
principles is Mr D.—n profound snalyst—an patient &nd nceu-
rate thinker, when he has before his eyo tho nssembled pheno-
mens of which ho trents—but n  theorizer Mr Dawson is not.
Whether ho has declined advancing o theory, lest he should
compromise his Geologieal reputation, or whether he is content
with an existing system to which he is partially committed, dues
notappear. He tollows Hugh Miller with a torch——and wher-
ever the giant hand of the lutter ehattered a rock to picces at
a blow, and then proceeded onward to other discoveries, Mr D.
hae paused, and collecting the fragments has turned upon them
the light of his investigations,  But let it net be from heneo in-
ferred that Mr D.is but u satellite revolving in tho light of a
superior orb.  Ou the contrary wo should greatly err to re-
gard him as a second rate geologist—or, in his own way, any
wise inferior, even to Miller. In fuct the latter could not haye
done Dawson's work.  The knowledgo of the Ilebrew Serip-
tures—the acuteness of a mind, deficient, indeed, in imagiua-
tion, but presenting a mirror surfuce to fucts, and powerful in
analysis—the unwearied encrgies of a thinker whose enthusiasm
for his study carrics him, by induction.as high as imoegination
cver soarcd—unito to coustituto Mr Dawron that which Hugh
Miller— ¢ Scotluud's greatest man, save Walter Scott,” though
ho be—could not have become, unless new-modelled and re-
created.  Gireater in strength of intellect—vividuess of imagi-
nation—and poctical intuitions—the author of the « Old Red
Sandstone” cortainly was—but we ¢raw the comparison no fur-
ther—suffico that wa regard Mr Dawson ay inferior to no liv-
ing geologist.

gIn Archaia we find cighteen chapters, with an appendix—
and which might have been expanded into cighteen chapters
niore, and the intérest etill retained.  The first chapter is intro-
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