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gi-outul ; and that if T have been so fortunate as to carry the intel-

ligent reader with me thus far, I may ehancc to lose him now.'"

You have 7iou', Dr., no more cause foi- alarm than you had when
you first announced your anti-Sci"iptural and absurd theory. You
have been, all along, not merely on dangerous ground, but on that

of the nature of quirhsand, and everj' intelligent reader has clearly

seen your utterly frail and unteiuible ])osition.

The Dr. next makes the following i-ather otfensive assertions:

—

"There are, as yet, but few even of ediu-ated men whose range
of study has included any thing that is practical or useful, cither in

Hebrew literatui-e oi* geological science."

Did the Dr. really comprehend the true meaning of what he

has here written? It must be p: vsumed that by • Hebrew litera.

tui'c " is meant 1 he Old Testament .Sci'ij)tures, for thei'O cannot be

said to be any Hebrew literature nmi\ but what is contained in

those divine oi'acles. Are there, then, •• but few. even of educated

men,"—either ministei-s or laymen—whose studies, in these Scrip-

tures, '' have included any thing that is practical or uselul " ? This

defect is really the meaning of his offensive assertion. As to the

kind of ideological science in which the Dr. is such an ardent

enthusiast, all usefully educated and sensible men, and all Scriptural

(Christians, consider that siu'h merely speculative geology serves no

practical or useful purpose, and when, as in this woj-k of the Di*., it

comes in conflict with the ))lain truths of divine iwelation, they not

only neglect, reject it, with desei'ved contem])t.

The Dr. still proceeds, in an excited oi* offensive strain, as

f> Hows:

—

" That slipshotl Christianity, which contents itself with supposing

tiiat conclusions which are false in natui-e may be true in theology,

is mere sujierstition, or |)rofessional ]»riestcraft, and has nothing in

common with the Bilile."

There is no real contradiction or inconsistency betweoi luiture

and true theology. It is only those who are Mipslwd, both in theoloijij

antl a knowledge of itaiure, who Ihiidc they see such an opj)osilioni

and as to validity of [)roof,give their ci'ude and .s//y;;s//o</ geology the

pi'eference. The following is the Jiext passage for lemark :

—

" The geologist, fully aware of the substantial nature of the

foundations of the science of the earth. I'cgai'ds it as little less tl<a/i

altsurd to find parallels to its principles in an ancient theological

woi-k. Still there are possible meeting ]»oints of things so dissinulai'

as Bible lore and geological exj)lorati(uis."


