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tual wants of humanity. She knows that the
so called science of Metaphysics has utterly
failed in supplying those wants. She knows
that all the old philosophers put forth their
elaborate systems, and defended them with
subtle ingenuity ; while the result was a mass
of jarring confusion, altogether unable to secure
the interests of morality and virtue. She
knows that the modern metaphysicians have
succeeded no better, notwithstanding the aid
which they have borrowed from the Scriptures.
She knows that the wisdom and benevolence of
God have made the most admirable provision for
the wants of the lowest of His creatures, and that
it would be a strange contradiction to suppose
that He has not made an equal provision for the
higher wants and immortal destiny of the human
soul. And, therefore, Science, grateful on the one
hand, for her vast acquisitions, and conscious, on
the other, of her necessary limits, is ready to
enter, as a docile learner, into that spiritual
school, which the love of God has established
through the Gospel. There, in His inspired
Word, there is a loftier field of exercise for the
moral guidance of the intellect, and of the heart.

There we have revealed the glorious majesty and
3
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power of the eternal Lawgiver, the creation of
our race, the introduction of sin and death,
the plan of the Divine mercy for the atonement
and expiation of iniquity ; the incarnation, doc-
trines, and example of the Redeemer; the

government of His Providence, the pledges of
His celestial grace, the assurance of everlasting

life beyond the grave, and all that secures abid-

ing glory and true happiness to mankind, in the

midst of the trials and difficulties to which the

most favored lot is exposed in this world of sor-

row. There, Science can do nothing. The

most profound philosopher is obliged to learn,

like the little child, from the Word of God.

And as he advances in that spiritual knowledge

which is made accessible to all in its practical

efficiency,—although, like the other works of the

Creator, it presents mysteries too deep for any

mortal intellect to fathom,—the man of science

finds it overflowing with the same wisdom and

benevolence, only manifested in a purer and a

loftier form, moving in a far more exalted and

sublime sphere, producing new feelings of peace

and joy, and presenting, in new aspects of light

and love, the character and attributes of its

Divine Author.
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Having thus shown, to some extent, the rela-
tions of true Science to Religion, I pass on to
consider the ¢ Oppositions of Science falsely so
called.” And here, I am sorry to say that we
have quite as much to deplore as the apostle
could have had in his contemplation, when he
recorded the language of my text. Time will
not allow me to notice more than a very few of
those ¢oppositions,” but they will be quite
enough, I trust, to prove that the Science which
has undertaken to publish them, was indeed
«“Science falsely so called,”—not true Science, but
a vain, unreasonable, and presumptuous counter-
feit.

The vice of many superior minds, vain of
their philosophic powers, has been the same in
every age, namely, to forget the real and just
objects of Science, and to launch into the
regions of speculation on matters which, in the
very nature of things, were entirely beyond the
possibility of human comprehension. = And,
strange enough to say, a favorite subject of their
idle and mischievous efforts has been the cos-
mogony, or the creation of the world—a subject
of which it is worse than vain to form any idea,
beyond the brief but all-sufficient account given
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to us in the page of revelation. For creation is
the work of God alone, and the power demanded
for it is absolutely incommunicable to the crea-
ture. All the philosophers on earth cannot,
with their united Science, create the meanest
insect, nor endow it with a single member or
faculty which it did not possess already. And
the mode and the order of creation are just as
inscrutable. The Almighty alone is the pos-
sessor of the knowledge as well as the power,
and Science can discover nothing by its elabo-
rate guess-work, but must accept, in the sim-
plicity of faith, what it pleases the Divine
Architect to communicate. Yet false Science,
in the folly of philosophers, has always been
prone to meddle with this sublime and tran-
scendent theme, and to undertake the absurd
and idle task of improving the Bible. Some of
the results I shall now proceed to place before
my audience.

Thomas Burnet was the first, among the
moderns, to set the mischievous example, by pub-
lishing what he was pleased to call «“The Sacred
Theory of the Earth,” in 1681. According to
this author, the globe at the beginning was a
fluid mass, consisting of all the varieties of mat-
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ter. The heaviest descended by their gravity
to the centre, and there formed a solid nucleus,
round which the waters became first united, and
then the atmosphere. But between the water
and air, there was formed an oily layer, which
received by degrees all the earthy particles with
which the atmosphere was still charged, and
this became solid, uniform, and level, without
mountains, valleys, seas, or rivers, but yet very
fertile, and so continued for sixteen centuries
from Adam to the deluge. At that period,
however, the crust of clay, dried by the heat of
the sun, cracked and fell into the great abyss of
the waters. Hence came the universal deluge,
the derangement of the axis of the globe, and
the change of climate. And hence, also, the
islands, the continents, and the mountains.
Woodward came next, and published his
«« Bssay on the Natural History of the Earth,”
in 1702. According to this writer, all the
strata of the earth are disposed horizontally,
showing that they were deposited in the form
of sediments by the action of water, for which
reason they contain so many shells and remains
of marine creatures. He also maintained that
they were deposited according to their respec-
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tive gravity, having been all dissolved and pre-
cipitated at the same time by the great deluge.
But his speculations were thrown into the shade
by the work of the astronomer Whiston, called
the «“New Theory of the Earth,” and put forth
in 1708. This author contended that our world
was originally a comet. That it contains at the
centre a solid burning nucleus, the residue of
this comet, which is constantly sending its heat
to the circumference. That around it is a con-
centric orb of heavy fluid, and above this,
another of water, which serves as a foundation
for the earth. That the deluge was occasioned
by the tail of another comet passing near our
globe, and that this produced all the changes
which have taken place in the primitive surface
and the interior.

The celebrated Leibnitz, in 1683, published
his Cosmogony, under the title of Protogaea.
Like the philosopher, Descartes, he maintained
that our world was an extinguished sun; that
when the light was separated from the dark-
ness, the earth was in a state of fusion ; that the
external surface became in due time a wvitrified
crust ; that when this crust was sufficiently
cooled, the humid particles, which had gone off
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in vapor, fell back and formed the sea, and the
sea afterwards deposited the caleareous forma-
tions. But this sea at first covered all the sur-
face of the globe, and hence were derived the
shells and other marine substances which are
found every where.

In 1744, the famous Buffon published his
Theory of the Earth, in which he showed the
errors of those who had preceded him, and had
wisdom enough to avoid their absurd attempts
to explain the creation, or to account for the
miraculous deluge by natural causes. But in
1788, he published another work called « Epochs
of Nature,” and here he became the leader of
that hypothetical geology which admits all the
freaks of imagination. Thus, at the beginning,
he supposed the existence of the stars, a sun,
and a great comet; but does not say from
whence they had their being. From some
unaccountable cause, this comet struck the sun,
and forced from it an immense amount of igne-
ous matter, which divided into several distinct
masses. One of these masses became our earth.
By virtue of the laws of attraction, they all
resulted in globes of different sizes and densi-
ties, which revolved round the sun, and thus
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formed the planets. Therefore we inhabit a
crust which originally consisted of melted mat-
ter. The cooling of this crust in an unequal
manner formed the mountains. Butit required
the lapse of some thirty or thirty-five thousand
years before it became cool enough to receive
the waters of the ocean and the germs of vege-
tables. Such were the two first epochs of
nature. In twenty thousand years more, the
strata were gradually deposited, and the various
creatures which are extinct were formed, being
suited to a high temperature. This was the
third epoch. The fourth was marked by the
volcanoes, which produced new modifications,
though as yet there were no organized beings
except plants and marine animals. The cool-
ing process went on for thousands of years
longer, and then the fifth epoch produced the
larger plants and terrestrial animals. The
sixt’. epoch beheld the separation of the conti-
nents, and the seventh was distinguished by the
appearance of man.

This work of Buffon enjoyed immense popu-
larity for a season. He was followed by Deluc,
who partly adopted the notions of his predeces-
sor, especially by making the days of creation
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signify vast indeterminate periods. He was
succeeded by De Lametherie, with some
others of less note, and finally by the eminent
Cuvier, who became, in the earlier part of the
present century, the founder of the school of
paleontology, But the system of Cuvier was
attacked by De Blainville, Prevost, Brogniart,
Borié, Manfred, &c. And it is not easy to
decide whether it counts more friends than
opposers at the present day.

Herschel, the astronomer, Ampere, La Place,
and many others, adopted the hypothesis that
all the heavenly bodies were first created in a
gaseous form, from which they passed succes-
sively through the condition of comets, stars,
and finally planets. This notion was put to
flight, however, by the use of more powerful
telescopes, proving that the supposed nebule,
which these philosophers imagined to be gaseous
bodies, were in reality clusters of stars. Here
was a remarkable proof of the tendency of such
men to vain speculation, since an important
part of a system of Cosmogony was based upon
nothing more than the imperfection of their

instruments.
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But my limits do not admit of any further
notice of these *“oppositions of science, falsely
so called,” and therefore I must pass over the
other speculations of philosophers, intended to
convince the world that the varieties of the
human race could not have proceeded from one
progenitor, that the general deluge could not
have occurred, and that the resurrection from
the grave is quite impossible, notwithstanding
these points of religious truth are all taught in
the sacred Scriptures. Indeed the subject, to
do it full justice, would require volumes, which
few men could be tempted to write, because so
few would be likely to read them. The whole
may be disposed of more satisfactorily by a
simple recurrence to principles, which no can-
did reasoner can refuse to sanction.

1. First, then, let us remember that the term
“Science” can never be justly applied to mat-
ters of which it is impossible for men in our age
to know any thing, save what the original
record of inspiration has communicated. For
Science, as I have shown, signifies knowledge,
and this knowledge, moreover, must be founded
upon clear, certain, and self-evident principles,
and be reduced to a regular system. But the
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mode in which the Creator thought fit to do His
wondrous work is totally beyond human con-
ception. And therefore every attempt to
imagine how He proceeded, which pretends to
add to His own revelation, is so far from being
Science, that it is in truth nothing better than
a vain and irreverent presumption.

2. In the second place, these philosophers are
wantonly travelling out of their proper track,
and have no right to publish speculations which
can do no possible good, but must, on the con-
trary, do more or less evil. The Bible was
given for the moral and spiritual instruction of
mankind. What can they gain by opposing its
received interpretation? Suppose they succeed
in shaking the faith of Christians, what substi-
tute have they to offer? Religion is the only
regulator of the conscience and the heart,—the
only foundation of law, justice, order, and
government. And no man who is a real philan-
thropist, and will pause to reflect upon the ten-
dency of such assaults, can feel justified for a
moment in encouraging them.

3. Thirdly, it should be remembered, by those
who are addicted to such vain and worse than
useless studies, that there is no thorough agree-
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ment amongst the men of Science themselves,
upon any of these speculative theories. Philo-
sopher is opposed by philosopher. The inge-
nious romance of one is dissected and exposed
by another. And thus, while there is a vast
field belonging to the proper objects of Science
still unexplored, they waste the finest talents
and the most strenuous efforts in a struggle for
mastery about abortive fancies, which, in their
own nature, are not susceptible of proof, and, if
they could be proved, are of no conceivable
value.

But true Science avoids all these perilous
oppositions to religious faith. Its votaries are
content with the wide and inexhaustible range
which belongs to the arts and the phenomena of
nature, and they rely in faith on the Book of God,
for that spiritual knowledge which belongs
to the conscience and the heart. Hence there
is no conflict between true Science and Christi-
anity. Their relations are in perfect harmony
and concord with each other, like the body and
the soul. The intelligent disciple of the Saviour
is always ready to do honor to the real philoso-
pher. While the real follower of philosophy
will never forget that the word signifies the
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love of wisdom, and that he is specially bound to
render his cordial homage to that miGaEsT Wispow,
which secures, at once, the peace and order of

this present life, and the immortal happiness of
the life to come.

Nore.—I am aware that the examples which I have referred to, as
illustrations of the ‘* Oppositions of Science falsely so called,” may
not be liable to this charge, in the judgment of the reader. The
authors of these systems, it may be said, designed them to be in har-
mony with the Bible, and only sought to fill up the cutline of Secrip-
ture by hypotheses which were not supposed to be at war with its
authority. Hence their speculations were approved by many of the
clergy themselves, just as we now find the fashionable system of the
present day approved by such names as Buckland, Chalmers, Pye
Smith, and several other respectable ministers of the Gospel.

This is partly true; but yet, in my own mind, it does not amount
to a justification. It is of small importance, on the examination of
any question, to show that a few of the clergy bave espoused either
side of the argument, because as much may be proved in the defence
of every error, since the age of the Apostles. My appeal is made to
that plain common sense, which all intelligent and candid men are
able to exercize. Science signifies knowledge, reduced to a regular
system. But ingenious conjectures about the order of creation, or
the length of time which the Almighty chose to occupy, are not
knowledge, but speculation. The Science employed may be true
Science, so far as it deals with facts; but the result presented so con-
fidently to the world is mere fancy ; and therefore such result, how-
ever well intended, would be an example of ‘f Science falsely so
called.”

And that this false Science is in ‘‘ opposition” to the faith, notwith-
standing the endorsement of a few amongst the clergy, seems evident
to common sense, because reverence for the Bible is the very basis of
Christian authority, and this reverence rests upon our belief in it, as
the Word of God. There we are told that in the beginning He cre-
ated the heavens and the earth, and the inspired narrative proceeds to
state the process of that one creation. Is there no opposition when
the man of Science presumes to say, that there were several creations
before, with myriads of ages between them? The Bible sets forth the
work and order of each day, showing that it was a natural day by the


















