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PRE FACE

Y EFORE [ enter 1uto a more parti-
. cular vindication of what bas beeu
" already Jaid, concerningtheeclipfe
mentioned by Phlegon imay be nece/-
Jaryto fay fimething tnjufirfication of my
Jelf for entermyg nto this debate 11 the
manner I have. I findthat there are fome,
who, whatever thew fentiments are as 1o
the merits of the canfe, yetthey exprefs a
difltke , and difapprobation of this fort
of eﬁgmfzes They think ““that every
“man 1s at liberyy not to make ufe of
“an Argumens which be thinks 1ncon-
“clufrve; but that be 1s not at liberty,
“direltly and openly, to contradict or
““retute fich arguments as others have
“ frequently mfifted ony i bebalf of
“our common fanth: That 1t would be
“moveproper for an enemy 2o point ot
“thewr mfufficiency, than for a friend
“1o chrifiranny to do 1t 1o thewr hands:
“ And that this 1s difcovering a weaknefs,
“ which bad better be concealed”
A 2 « This




(1)
Ths bas been faid upon this occafion,
and admitiing bere 1he obfervation to ée

guft, yer I muft beg leave to put them in

mind, how [ was ﬂ’mwa mtothis debate.
IWhat paffed betwixt the late Dr. Clarke
and my fe/f it velaton 1o this pornt,
was 17 ¢ private converfation; and 1
might for ever have continned prz'wre,
bad not Myr. Whiton m brs late Me-
MOIrs, z'bmgbt ﬁ‘t to treat this matter
ashe did: And whatever my [entiments
weie, | didnot publifls them to the world,
ull Mr. Whilton made 1t necefJary m
my own defence. W hatever therefore

the fault 15, I am certanly free from all
smputation on this account; andif there
be a fault at all, it muf lie fomewbhere elfe.

And bevey L think, 1might reft fecure,
and appealso every one's breaft, bow far,
under thefe circumflances, | am blame-
worthy. [ muft only defire every one,
before be paffesa cenlure on my condult,
20 read p. 148 of Mr. Whilton's Me-
motrs; and when be bas read that, to
Jay, w/aez‘/aer I was not obliged 1o grve
my reafons why [ perfuaded Dr. Clarke

10
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to leave out this paffage of Phlegon?
Whether, when the new edition of Dr.
Clarke’s Boyle s Letlures appeardwith
fo vremarkable an alteration, I [bould not
bave beenreproached for myadvice? And
whether, when I had beeir openly aud
publickly charg'd with offermg 1o Dr.
“Clarke a groundlefs Juggefion;” wuh
“ gomg upon a fuppofal i a thing that
““ was c‘cz’?czé]e of certamntyywith “making
“ g prﬁeﬁ/fed correstion,” and with [ b
Jort of public cenfures for what pa/sd i
private, — whether [ fbould not have bad
all the crime I now bave, and have been
reproached witlh my ilence 200 as ax in-
abilsty to quflsfy what I hadt dpie?

But am notwilling to refp my defence
nponthisy how fzz/ﬁcée;'fz foever 1t may be,
becanfe [ do not thinl ihat (zuy pei ﬁ?-—
nal prowcm’mﬂ Should make a man do
what 1s not v1gbt or fit 1 1t Jelf. Upon
a thoyongh examination of this pownt, 1
am convinced that thisteflizony of Phle-
gon has wo relation to the daiknefs and
earthgnake ai the paf ot > | cannot theie-
fore buit think, that to vemove a falfe ar-

q4 INeHE
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gument 1 fo zmpm tant a canfe, 1s damg
a real fervice to chriflianry: *Tis cer-
tatnly removing an occafion of triumph
ont of the way of our adverfartes; and
115 taking away from them an opportu -
nity of cmf uiing what 15 orought as a
principal confirmation of the truth. Look
imto oity adverfaries writings,and fee what
aretpe pornts they triumph chiefly m. s
12 10t upon the talle toprcks, which t/Jé’ de-
feunders of our farth too often affert and
mamtain? Look 1o the wrttings of the
fews, or Mahometans: [s 72 uot the ido-
latry, zhe forg’d miracles, the confefli-
ons, zhe ablolutions, (. among Chrifti-
ans, thingsthat are fet upmflead ofy and
treated as, chriftranity, andthings which
they are able to confute,—-are not thefe the
thingswhichthey attack; and 1s not thesy
vifible fuccefs inthefe posts,notwithftaind-
mg what fuch chriffians as defend them
can fay for themfelves, the great reafon
why they continue unconverted? When
onr modern deifts oppofe revelation, do
they not foundthe chief of their arguments
1pon the weak oplnions that are too com-

monly
3
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monby recerved? Do they not take for
granted, thatthe fentuments of tie drvines
which they quote arethe [entimentsof the
feviptures themfelves ; and that by confit-
iug the one, they cffellually [ubvert the
other? Take awaythevefore any groundlefs
notion, that 1surgedbymen of learning as
an areument for chrafliantty s and you do
in fall a very greas {erviceto the canfeof
Chrit.

But; 115 faid,  you expofe @ weaknefs
¢ which learned men have Jor many cei-
< turies maintaned, and flill mamtain.”
Andwhat harm canenfue 1f you fhewthat
anymai, autient or modein, hasveein m:-
flaken? Isituot done every day? Is i nof
removing a prejudice out of weak minds?
/_47”’0! 2;5 .éf 744} ﬂ[)i“ﬁpé’f ww*@fbr any mail,
andmuch more for a minifler of the go/pel,
10 vefute anty tnveterate eiior, aid efpect-
ally fuch anerior ashas been made a firp-
port of the gofpel truth 2 As a chriflian
therefore, and as a drvtne, I think I have
a right to [peak agasnft fuchnotzons, as [
aim [ully pesfuaded to be falle: And I
cannot but concervey 1 every light that [
view 1t, that ile beft fervice that can be

done
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done for chriftsansty, next to the direff
proving it to be true, (which [ have elfe-
where endeavonredto d) 1s to remove out
of the way, whatever enther can be prov-
ed 10 be falle, or at beft cannot be prov-
ed to be true.

But 1f an argument be weak and infuffi-
crent, < 1t [bould have been left tothe ad-
“verfariesof chriftrantiy to difcover.” This
imdeed might be the cafe, were 1t a mere
contefs forviltory ; but not 1f you have as
bearttruth, and That only: There cannor
be a meaner part acted, thanto defend an
error as the fupport of truth, to the lafs ex-
trematy ; andwhen it can be defended no
longer, then to gsve 1t up with reluttance,
andunwillingly: Noristhere anyway to
recommend avaluabletruth [o effeltually,
asto feekno falfe covers,and to ufe no falfe
arts to vindicate 11, Chrifizansty flands i
seed of no fuch belps; but fecure and fafe
7 115 own firength cannever fuffer, unlefs
when the wifdom of Men prefumes to be
sreater than the wifdom of Goa.

A DE-



DEFENCE

DISSERTATION, &,

' HEN I publithed my Differta-

%It tion on the ecliple mentioned
AGAll by Phlegon, 1 declared, (and I
el did it with all the fincerity
pofiible) that “ I {hould not be

« forry to find my felt confuted, becaufe
« T then fhould have this teftimony to the
« darknefs at the paflion unqueftionable,
«« which I own’d, I did not conceive to have
“ any relation to the tme of the cruci-
« fixion of our Saviour.” Mr. Whifton has

fince publithed a Pamphlet under this tile,
B wee The




(2)
e~ The Teflimony of Phlegon windicated ;
or, an account of the great darknefs and
earthquake at our Saviour’s paffion defcribed
by Phlegon : including all the teflimonies
both Heathen and Chriftian iz the wery
words of the original authors, during the
firfk fix centuries of Chbriftianity, with pro-
per obfervations on  thofe teftimonzes. The
public advertifements added, (I fuppofe by
Mr. Whiftor’s order ) that * all Dr, Sykes's
« arguments to the contrary are fully con-
« futed” in 1. When 1 came to perufe
this treatife, and found my name neither
mentioned in the ttle page, nor once in
the book itfelf; when I found not one ar-
gument which I had urged in the Diflerta-
tion confuted; no comparing together what
different authors had faid, in order to fix
the year in which Pblegon’s eclipfe happen-
ed; no enquiry into the differences of the
witnefles, nor any attempt to reconcile
them; no entring into the probabilities of
the account, or what fhould occafion fuch
difference; no inftance produced of a fimi-
lar manner of expreflion in any Heathen
writer whatever, where an extraordinary
darknefs was called an eclipfe of the fun;

no account of the wniverfal filence in Greek
and
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and Latin writers of that time about {o
remarkable an event; n fhort, no one
thing done to remove or explain any one
difficulty propofed; I could not but ftand

amazed at the publication of {fuch an ad-
vertifement.

The Book therefore, ncither removing
any difficulties, nor proving what ought to
have been expetted from it, vz, that Phle-
gon had “defcribed the great darknefs and
“ earthquake at our Saviour’s paflion,” 1
refolved at firft to have left this matter en-
tirely to the reader as it ftood, and not to
have given my felf the trouble of taking
any notice of it: nor fhould I have alter-
ed my mind, had not a Gentleman, (to
whom I was a perfect ftranger) obliged me
with a much more exa&t and true calcula-
tion of the eclipfe in debate, than that
which 1 publithed from Mr. Whiftor's au-
thority.

The principal difficulty that I had in
accounting for Phlegon’s eclipfe, was, that
by Mr. Whiften’s computation 1t was “ totai
“ and central” foon after “ e In. the
“ morning ;” whereas Phlegon had {aid, that
it was dark at the fixth hour, 1. e, at twelve

B2 At
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at noon. ‘This was a material difference ;
and I took for granted, that {o reputed an
aftronomer as Mr. Whifton, could not have
eafily miftaken fbree or four hours In a
computation of this kind. I imagined there-
fore the numbers in Phlegon rather to have
been falfe, than Mr. Whiflon to err; and 1
concluded that we “ ought not to reject a
« certainty for fo little an 1maccuracy, as
« three or four hours, when all other cir-
« cumftances agreed o exattly” But asl
{aid, a Gentleman then unknown, fending
me a calculation of this eclipfe, which thewed
the total darknefs to be juft as Phlegon faid
it was ; and immediately after, a {econd
Gentleman, whofe skill in aftronomical com-

putations no one can queftion, perufing this
debate, and finding how much Mr. #%.
had miftaken this matter, he likewife un-
ask’d fending rue his calculation which va-
ried from the former but a very few minutes ;
T confulted a #hird perfon, whofe authority
2lone will inftantly filence all doubtsin a thing
of this nature, and whofe confummate know-
ledge in geometry and aftronomy the whole
world acknowledges, the great Dr. Halley.

Being thus fully confirmed in {o important
| a dif-
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a difcovery, I then determined to examine par-
ticularly what Mr. Whtflon had publifhed on
this occafion ; and to print the calculation I
received, that Truth might appear, and the
world not be mifled by a faulty computa-
tion publithed from one who may be
thought more exalt than he really is; and
that every one may judge of this fad.
Mr. Wh. has produced no lefs than twen-
ty fix teftimonies, Greek and Latin  ones,
partly to vindicate Phlegon’s teftimony ; and
partly to fhew, what s not denied, or dif-
puted, that there was a very great darknefs
and earthquake at our Saviour’s paffion.
Seventeen of thefe neither directly nor indi-
reCtly mentioning Pblegon, or his teftimony;
and Eufebius and Jferom being in effet the
fame evidence, the one being a profefled
tranflator of the other ; I am properly con-
cerned with a very few out of all this
pompous parade of ¢ original evidences :”
the point betwixt him and me being to be
determined from what a few authors have
faid ; and thefe are fuch, (excepting thofe
who lived later than the tmes to which
I had confined my felf) as I had confi-
dered and compared together 1 my Dif-

fertation.
In
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In general therefore, I muft obferve,

12, That Mr. Wh. talks much of « origi-

« nal teftimonies,” p. 3, 32, &c. without
ever explaining or defining what he means
by that expreflion. Phlegon is cited by Ori-
gen, Africanus, Eufebius, Maximus, ferom,
the Chronicon Alexandrinum, Philoponus, and
Malela. And all of thefe likewife {peak of the
darknefs at the paflion. What reafon can be
given why feveral of thefe are cited as “ ori-
«“ oinal teftimonies,” to the darknefs at the
paffion, and toPblegor’s authority, which will
notequally prove every modern writer that has
cited Pbhlegon, or has mentioned the darknefs
at the paflion, to be an “original teftimo-
“ ny?” He might as well have defcended
much lower, and have quoted Voflius’s
Harmony, and Scaliger, and Petavius, and
Bithop Mountague, and Huetius, and Grotius,
and Bafnage, and Tillemont, and Pagi, and
Bayle, and all the defenders of Chriftianity
down to the prefent generation; and he
might have given them all the name of
« original evidences; as well as he has o~
ven this name to {o many writers who lived
{o many cenwries after the fa&. For why,
e. g, is Philoponus, who lived 6oo years af-
ter Chrift, an * original evidence,” more
than
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than Grotius who lived 1600 years after
the fa&. Or why is Malela’s account more
properly an ¢ original teftimony,” than
Archbithop Ujher’s, or any Chronologer’s of
the laft century ? Here therefore is a moft
grofs impofition upon the reader, to call
fuch teftimonies “ original”, which were
not wrote till very many years, nay fome of
them feveral centuries of years, after the falts
happened ; nay to call mere tranferipts from
one another, or the mere copyings of later
writers out of preceding ones, by the names
of «original teftimonies.” 1 muft obferve
2dly, That there 15 the very fame abufe of
another expreflion, viz. ¢ authentic records
« and chronicles,” p. 37. and * authentic
 accounts” 7024, An “ authentuc writing”
fignifies either an original, or elfe {o faith-
ful and exa& and {o well attefted a tranf-
cript, that you cannot juftly difpute its
faithfulnefs. When ’ts applied to any record,
’tis called “authentic,” 1n a loofer {enfe, if you
cannot reafonably rejet its authority. In the
prefent cafe; no body difputes whether Phlegon
wrote of a certain eclipfe of the fun, and
of an earthquake that happened at Nice:
and therefore Phlegon’s words are an ¢ au-
« thentic record ” of fuch falts, But if the

2 queftion
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~queftion be, whether Phlegon wrote con-
cerning the darknefs at our Saviour’s paffion,
and that particular earthquake which then
happened, 1t muft not be taken for granted
that he {poke of thofe things, but it mutft firft
be proved that he did fpeak of them, be-
fore his can be called an « authentic ac-
““ count” of them. The authenticity of an
account 1s one thing; its relation to any
certain point 1s quite another 5 and notwith-
ftanding the one may be granted, the other
may be denied. Sometimes authentic ftands
oppofed to fpurious or forged : And in this
{enfe of the word, feveral of the teftimo-
nics here produced by Mr. #h. may juitly
be denied to be “authentic accounts.” Such
are his firft, his third, fourth, and fifth, his
ninth and fenth, and his fwentzeth teftimony.
Eight therefore of the teftimonies that cite
or appeal to Phlegon, are nothing elfe but
Phlegon’s teftimony eight times recited, and
muft ftand or fall by what can be faid a-
bout Phlegon’s meaning ; and confequently
arc not to be deem’d fo many different
witnefles in the prefent cafe: and fewen
more of thefe teftimonies being forgerses,
thele likewife ought not to be looked upon
as “authentic accounts,” Add likewile to

thefe,
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thefe, that all who tranfcribe merely from
preceding authors are in no fenfe « original
“ teftimonies ;” and then out of Mr. #l)’s
whole account there will remain no more
than the evangelifts as true witnefles of the
facts which happened at the paffion ; and
thefe are fuch whofe credit is not to be
denied, and whofe teftimonies are properly
“ original ” and “authentic” ; and as to the
debate about Phlegon’s teftimony it ftands
upon the probabilities on one fide or
other, what eclipfe he was {peaking about.

3dly, It 1s not enough in fuch a debate
as this barely to fer down what are here
called “ original teftimontes; ” but the
confiftency of the teftimonies 1s to be confi-
dered ; the words of every witnefs are to be
examined ; the probability or improbability
of 2 ftory, and every circumftance of it
is to be weighed.  Suppofe that an e-
clipfe of the Sun were 70w to happen, to-
tal and central ; and fuppofe that a pecu-
liar and uncommon darknefs were to attend
it for two or three: hours together : Every
accurate Hiftorian that fhould give an ac-
count of fuch an ecliple would certainly
take notice of fuch a peculiar darknefs, and
mention whatever was particularly and emi-

C nently

¢
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nently remarkable. E. g. Mezeray in hil
hiftory of France,{peaking of a certain eclipfe
of the Sun, A. D. 160¢, fays?,  that it began
“ an hour after noon, on the 2¢ of Oéfober,
“ and for fwo hours it caufed fuch a dark-
“ nefs, that it feemed to have been night,
“ the difc of that great luminary being hid
“ by the moon which appeared black, and
« as it were border’d by a luminous circle
‘“ about 1t.”

In like manner we may obferve that Phle-
gon, like an exact Hiftorian, took notice of
the b great darfnefs, and of the Stars ap-
pearing, and of the hour of the day. Had
now fuch an eclipfe happened at the full
moon, it 15 impofiible for any one, much
more for © ¢ very wife man, or an accurate
chronologer, to take notice of the eclipfe at
all, and not to take notice of that particu-
lar circumftance. ’Tis the principal point
of view; and to omit that, is to omit the

2 Le deuxieme jour d'oftobre. Elle commenga a une heure
aprés midy, & deux heures durant caufa une telle obfeurité,
quil fembloit quil fult nuit, le difque de ce grand lumi-
naire €tant entierement cache par la lune qui paroiffoit noire,
& comme bordée d'un cercle lumineux tout autour. Me-
zeray. Hift. de France. Jom. 3. p. 1260.

b NL% E‘;P‘i" 5 Tﬁg*ﬁfbépmg EYEVETO, 056 % &;gpm; £y §Faw€J Davapess,
Phlegon.

¢ o coarar® Pagywr, Malela, Egregius Olympiadarum fup-

putator. Higromym. |
chief,
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chef, the mof} remarkable, the wvery thing,
which an “exa& man” ought to take no-

tice of. So that Phlegor’s omiffion of fuch
a circumftance 1s a very ftrong argument,
that he was not ipeaking of an eclipfe at
the full moon. How abfurd 1s it to imagine
that an accurate man, curious in his ac-
counts of what pafled, fhould barely take
notice of the darknefs of an eclipfe, and
yet that he fhould not take any notice of
the duration of the darknefs for tbree hours.
nor of its being at the full moon; nor
i fhort of any thing preternatural, or
more than ordinarily remarkable ? A man
{o confiderable for his abilities, and accu-

racy in writing, as to be deem’d the fitteft
perfon to be trufted by the ¢ Emperor A-
drian with the hiftory which he had wrote
of himfelf; and yet {o zmaccurate as to o-
mit the only very remarkable circumftan-
ces in {uch events as he mentions, is highly
improbable in itfelf.

Again, 4tbly, Mr. Whifton profefles “ to
« {er down fairly the original teftimonies™
concerning the darknefs which happened at

d Famz celebris Adrianus tam cupidus fuit, ut libros vite
fuz fcriptos a fe libertis fuis literatis dedeiit, jubens ut cos
fuis nominibus publicarent; nam Phlegontis libri Adriani efle
dicuntur, Spartianus In Adriano. ¢, 16,

C 2 our
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our Saviour’s paffion; and amongft thefe he
mentions Phlegon, and cites from other writers
what is {aid about him, and from him, as if no
doubt or queftion could be raifed, i relation
to what he intended to {peak about. Now with
whatjuftice, or by what rules of reafon does he
c:ite this paflage as an * original teftimony”
for a certain fact, when every one can fee
that Phlegon’s words have no exprefs and
clear relation to that faé&. Is there a word
in it which mentions the paffion of %¥efus ;
or the time of year when the eclipfe hap-
pened, or its duration, or any one mark
from whence one can be fure that he
is fpeaking of an eclipfe on the 3¢ of
April ¢ Or 1s it clear and certain, that
Phlegon {peaks of the 4™ year of the 202¢
Olympiad. Surely Mr. Whifton imagines
it to be enough that Eufebius, or the
unknown author of the Chronicon Alexan-
drinum fay, that the eclipfe happened in
fuch a year, without any proof, without
any authority : When he cannot but. know
that if Eufebius, and the Chronicon fix it to
one year, other writers as pofitively and
clearly fix 1t to ofher years: that if Eufe-
b1us places it in Azs Chronicon in a cerfain
year, he has placed in the fame year, fa&s

which
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which certainly and demonitrably happen’d
many years before and affer that year: That
Ferom has been guilty of all the fame ab-
furdities that Eufebius has, and one more;
v7z. to place this fa¢t under the ¢ year
of the 202% Olympiad, at the fame time
that he tranflates Phlegon as faying that his
eclipfe happened in the 4™ year of that
Olympiad : that other writers ftill fay, that
it happen’d in the 2¢ year; and others, by
neceflary confequence affert that it happen-
ed 1n the firf} year; and others ftill that
it did not happen in any year of that
Olympiad at all. Is not this impofing on
the reader a dubious, uncertain, teftimony
for a clear and exprefs one? QOr will not
this manner of producing evidence prove
any abfurdity in hiftory 7 If the bare af-
fertion of any writer without the confide-
ration of circumitances, or if the {uitablenefs
of his words to any fact be {ufficient to deter-
‘mine that he is fpeaking of that fact without
any evidence or probability that he is fpeak-
ing of ir, then, any thing, and every thing,
ma)‘r be proved to be true, becaule {uch fort
of « original evidence”, and {uch fort of
« aguthentic records” may be produced for
every falféhood whatever, Surely one ought

6.
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to know, what authority any writer is of];
whether he fpeaks to the pomnt or not;
whether he expreffes himfelf clearly or
confufedly ; whether what is faid be pof-
fible, or probable only; whether he be not
contradicted by any other authors ; whether
the flory, or its circumftances be different-
ly related by himfelf, or others; and if it
be differently related, which account is moft
likely to be true. Thefe and fuch like
circomftances are all to be confidered ;
or elfe under the pretence and name of
« original evidence,” and “ authentic records,”
we may impofe on the world the grofleft
forgeries and corruptions 1maginable.

We have a manifeft inftance of this in
the book before us. The very firft autho-
rity, or “ original evidence” produced by
Mr. Whifton to fhew, that there in fact was
an eclipfe of the Sun art the paffion of our Sa-
viour, is taken from the Teffament of Levi.
The Patriarch Lew: died, (and this is ta-
ken for granted to be his genuine dying
{peech,) He died about 1600 years, or as
Mr. Wh. fays about 1700 years, before Chrift.
This evidence is produced in proof that
there was fo be an eclipfe of the Sun ¢ af

B ~o SR N
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the death of the moft High. However be-

caufe this evidence fhould have {ome in-

fluence and effeCt, Mr. #Whifton is willing to
« confider this witnefs as no earlier than

“ the fecond century, long before Origen,”
7. ¢. he confiders him hiftorically as ateefting
a paft fat, rather than foretelling a future
one. He* waves the confideration of the
“ great antiquity, and of the facred autho-
“ rity” of this book, p. 29. and only ar-
gues from its being in the world  long
““ before Origen.”

Here then we have what 1s called an ““ori-
“ oinal evidence”, taken out of a book
{aid to be written 1600, or “ 1700 years be-
“ fore Chrift,” . 3. But 1s this account
fufficient to fatisfy any one ? If it be ask’d,
how Mr. Wb, knows that this book was
wrote « 1700 years before Chrift”--- no
evidence can he preduced, unlefs you'll be
contented with its name and title, and will
believe it “ of facred authority,” antient and
genuine from that. If one would be con-
tented to abate 1500 years in its age, and
afk only how he knows that 1t was wrote
“ long before Origené” The only anfwer
is--- That Origen quotes a book entitled,

The Teffament of the Twelve Patriarchs, and

2 mtes
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cites out of 1t, not any words, but fomething
that is ltke to fomething that 1s in this book,
It is fuppofed, but never proved, to have been
wrote 1n Heorew : the learned are not agreed
whether 1t was wrote by aJew, ora Chriftian;
or whether 1t was not at firft wrote by a
Jew, and afterwards very much interpola-
ted by fome Chriftian, or whether it were
not wrote by a Jew converted to Chriftianity:
Nor 1s it agreed whether it were in being be-
fore the end of the 2¢ century : fome plead
for its being forged at the beginning of that
century ; others are willing to fuppofe 1t as
early as the firlt century: Dr. Grabe was
willing to fuppofe it in being before Chrift,
and to have been one of the apocryphal
books fent to Ptolomy by the Jews at the
{ame time that their canonical books were
fent him. In fhort, no one can pretend to
fay, when it was firft wrote, or where, or
by whom ; or even in what Language. And
yet this is here cited, as an * original tef-
“ timony ” as an “authentic record,” as an
« Authentic account” of a fa& ; and it is af-
ferted to have been in being « 1700 years

« before Chrift,” p. 3. But before this book

can be admitted as an * authentic record,”
for any certain fal?, one ought to know ---
of
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of what authority it is; when it firlt appeared
in the world ; whether it mentions the falf
for which it 1s produced ; and laftly, whe-
ther its author did not take his account from
others. Thefe things, at leaft, are to lie
prov'd ; and when an aurhor talks of its fa-
“ cred authonty, ' one has a right to enquire,
whether it be not a mere romance; whether
1t be not full of whimfical flories, and ionfin-
Jical abfurdities ;--- {uch are Angels appearing
to women, when their busbands accompanied
with them 5 and their bearing Giants, becaufe
tbe Egregori appeared to them as reaching up
to heaven, &c ;--- one has a right to afk how
comes fo remarkable a piece never to be
heard of for iSoo years together ;--- thefe
and many more fuch fort of queftions are
to be refolved before 1t can be produced as
“ original evidence,” or authentic record, or
as containing real propuectes about the dark-
nefs at our Saviour’s paffion.

But imagine thefe and fuch like difficul-
ties all furmounted ; let us hear its evi-
dence, f “ Know ye therefore that the Lord
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“ will execute judgment upon the fons of
““ men, who when the rocks fhall be rent,
“ and the Sun be put out, and the waters
“ dried up, and the fire fhall make a
“ trembling, and the whole creation fhall
“ be difordered, and the invifible {pirits
“ {hall melt away, and the invifible world
“ fhall be defpoiled, af the paffion of tie
“ moft bigh, will yet be incredulous, and
““ continue In their unrighteous actions.”
A man that makes no difficulty about
the expreflion---af the paffion of the moft
high --- may very reafonably afk, whether
at the death of Chrift the waters were in
fa& dried up; and did the fire tremble ;
and was “ the fun extinguifthed,” or, put out
Is the {un put out at any ordinary, or even
at an extraordinary, eclipfe ! Or 15 a candle
extinguifbed, when any thing is placed betwixt
the eye and that, which obftructs its light?
If nothmg of this happened at that time,--
what will become of this prophecy ¢ Or if
it be faid to be a fort of prophetical lan-
guage, and to be fulfilled in the fenfe it
was intended, one may afk how it was
that it was fulfilled? how is it that no
writer ever mentions what would probably
an{fwer to thefe high words? One might

afk
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afk whether it be the language of the 24,
genuine facred writers, to fay the fun was
extinguifbed at the tume of our Savicur’s
paffion? If the Rocks were rent litterally, why
were not the /aters to be dried up litterally,
and the Sun to be put out litterally ? Bue chis
fort of writers generally overad their parts;
and not content with the language of un-
doubted facred perfons, they betray the
caufe they would fupport, and deftroy that
faith they intend to promote.

Mr. Whiftor's {econd obfervation relates to
the teftimony of Africanus.  Africanus's
words are, “& Pblegon relates, that under
“ Tiberius Cefar, there was a complete e-

“ clipfe of the Sun at the full moon, from
“ the fixth 2] the minth hour)

Upon this teftimony (or “original evi-

“ dence” who lived near 200 years after
the fa&t ) Mr. Whs obfervation is--- « In

“ the teftimony of Phlegon as given us from
“ Africanus by Syncellus, 1 have put the

words [ at the full moon | and thofe other
words, [ff/l the nintdh bour | into brack-

ets : as very probably later mterpol 110Ns,
crept out of the maigm into the text,
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‘““and not the words of Africanus him-
“ felf” 4. 29. *

When one comes to examine what are
the grounds of this very great probability,
and to afk, is there any variety of reading ;
any difference of coples; any author that
quotes Africanus wio leaves out thefe words;
or has any like words in their places? The
anfwer 15, No. In truth, Africanus ought
not to have put them in ; and therefore
Mr. Whifton would leave them out. For

“ We otherwife know,” fays he, * and
‘“ that certainly, that Africanus was far
“ from a credulous, or carelefs, or impo-
“ fing avriter : pay that he was the moft
“ learned, faithful, and accurate Chronolo-
“ ger of all antiquity.” 614,

Yet as ¢ faithful and accurate” as Afr:-
canus was, ’tis evident in fa& that thefe
words are added to Phlegoi’s words. Nor
1s it enough to fay, that « very probably”
thefe are * later interpolations.” For ’tis
certain, that this addition to Phlegon’s tefti-
mony 1s as old as Africanus’s time: and
fince we find it n fact in Africanus, whence
fo probably did 1t come as frem Africanus
himfelf? Mr. #’b. has not ventured to ftrike
out as {purious, that part of the Latin O-

rigen,
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rigen, where the wife men of this world
exPrefsly affert, that » Phlegon did not in-
jbrm us that the eclipfe bappened at the fuﬂ
“moon. How come the heathens by this ojec-
‘tion, that Phlegon never faid that his eclipfe
happened at the full moon? Some body or
other muft have aflerted that this eclipfe
was at the full moon, and this made them
{o careful ro contradit it. And whence {o
“ probably,” as from this “ moft learned
“ chronologer of all antiquity,” in whofe
works ’tis exprefsly afferced of Phlegon?
I know not very well how to account for
it ; but in fact the men of the fecond and
toird centuries had a fcurvy trick of lying
for God’s fake : and when one looks into
‘the very long catalogue of books forged in
‘thofe times, one cannot be too cautious in
admitting what they fay ; notwithfanding
there may be men credulous enough now,
to maintain fuch forgeries to be authentic
records belonging to the Old and New Tefta-
ment. Mr., Whifton has no authority to firike
out of Africanus thofe words, at the full
moon 5 nor thofe other --- ¢é2/] the ninth hour :

W Et Phlegon quidem in Chronicis fuis f{eripfit in princi.
patu Tiberii (.'efms faltum ; fed non figntficavit in luna
plena Li&um. Origen. in Matt, trall. 35",

;-md



( 22)

and when writers are *“ driven to fuch dif-
trefles,” as without any MSS, or any evi-
dence, or any juft reafon, to ftrike out as
{purious any paffage ; they become not edi-
tors but corruptors of authors; they are

properly forgers, and are anfwerable to the
world for fuch corruptions.

Mr. Whifton’s third attempt 1s upon Orz-
gen, and ’tis very remarkable, that when he
could not reply to the teftimony, he fets a-
fide as  fpurious” a very long paflage,
without one MS. without the authority of
any one writer, or without any one reafon.
Had he applied the fame art to one fingle
fentence more, and pronounced thofe words,
« * Phlegon indeed has written in his Chro-
“ nicles, that this eclipfe happened under
« the government of Tzberius Cafar; but
““ he did not inform us that it happen’d
“ at the full moon” Nay, 1if he had
but pronounced the latter part of this fen-
tence to be fpurious, and the former part of

it out of place; (and this would not have
been the firlt inftance, where diflocations

have been thought of by Mr. Whifton, in

* Et Phlegon quidem in Chronicis fuis feripfit in princi-

patu Tiberii Cefaris faétum, fed non fignificavit in luna plena
hoc faftum.

order
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order to account for a difficulty )---- How
eafy then would all be reconciled } Or fince
he was willing to fet afide as fpurious fo
very long a paflage, why could he not have
made the objetion of the children of this
world end with the queftion they propofe.---
“* How could a fa&t fo wonderful be
“ pafled over in fuch filence, as not to be
“ mentioned by ‘any Greek or Barbarian to
“ have happened at that time? efpecially
“ by ‘thofe who have written Chronicles,
“and have taken notice when ever any
“ thing new was obferved ?”--- and then
make Origen anfwer dire@ly,---+ < Phlegor
“ has not only written 1n his Chronicles
that this eclipfe happened under the go-
« vernment of Tiberius Cefar, but alfo has
“ informed us that it did happen at the full
“ moon,” To juftify this reading, the ex-
prefs words of Africanus, and the Chronicon
Alexandrinum, and Philoponus, and Maxi-

{i

* Quomodo hoc faftum tam mirabile nemo Grazcorum,

nemo Barbarorum faltum conferipfit in tempore illo ? maxi-
me qui Chronica confcripferunt, et notaverunt ficubi tale ali-
quid novum factum eft aliquando, fed foli hoc feripferunt ve-
ftr1 autores?

+ Et Phlegon quidem in Chronicis fuis feripfit in prin-
cipatu Tiberit Cafaris fattum, fed non [ac etam] fignifi-
cavit in luna plena hoc fatum,

mus
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mus, (“ original evidences” all, ana all pofi-
tively concurring in the {ame teftimony, )
might have been produced to prove, and (when
all the reft 1s ftruck out as fpurious,) they
would have proved that Phlegon did write
that there was an ecliple af the full moon :
and thus -we fhould have had ¢ authen-
« tic records” to prove that Phlegon did
fay in fact, what is now known that he ne-
ver did defign to fay.

"T1s very remarkable then that M. ng/'
ton begins his evidence, 1/, with a notori-
ous forged book : In his fecond obfervation,
he himfelf corrupts one fingle fentence of
Africanus 1n two feyeral places : and in his
third obfervation, he fets afide as /purous,
a very long p1ﬁage of Qrigen, only becaufe
1t contained in effett a demonftration,. that
Phblegon’s ecliple had no relation to the
darknefs at our Saviour’s paﬂlon.. From
fuch a begmmncr one may imagine what
will be the end.

However, in order to fhew what little
grounds Mr. Wb has for this proceeding,
let it be -obferved, in general

£, That Origen in his allowed genuine
works, notwithftanding his profeflion that

he
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he had i done all be could, yet cited Phle-
gon {o carelefsly, that he did not give him-
{elf the trouble of looking into him, or
confulting his book.  This appears from
his not knowing certainly i what book of
Phlegon’s this eclipfe was mentioned. « kIt
“ 1" fays he, “1 suppose 1 the 13% book
« of his chronicles.”

2dly, All that he quotes Phlegon for mn
his allowed genuine works, 1s, ' That there
« was an eclipfe in Tiberius Cafar’s reign:”
and he determines only, that “ fome time
‘“ in that reign Jefus was crucified;” and
that this eclipfe and earthquake happened
“ fome time about the time of the paflion
« of Jefus.” This is the whole of what
Origen fays in his Greek works: and con-
fequently Mr. #h. fays more than his ¢ ori-
“ ginal evidence” amounts to, when he
fays, that the “ genuine Origen fays the
“ darknefs at our Saviour’s paffion was cau-
“ fed by an eclipfe of the Sun.” p. jo.
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3dly, Mr, Wh. affirms, that  the genuine
“ Origen never confines either the great
« darknefs, or the great earthquake to fu-
“ dea” This I admic to be true : but the
reafon of it 1s, he never in his Gresk works
{peaks a word about it, whether 1t was, or

was not, confin’'d to Fudea.
athly, He fays, that the “ genuine and
« great Origen could not poffibly be guilty
« of fo grofs an abfurdity as once to fup-
« pofe that by, all the earth, or, all the
“ Jand, 1. e, wagay Ty yw, might be meant--
“ the land of Yudea only.” 1 reply, 11,
This is no abfurdity. 2dly, the reafoning
is good,--- that as certain of the facts which
were done at the paffion of Chrift, were
done no where but at Ferufalem where Je-
{us was known ; {o the other faés likewife
may very reafonably be fuppofed to be done
in Ferufalem, or Fudea at furtheft, where
Chrift lived, and preached, and was known,
or heard of. Nor can any ¢reat ufe be con-
ceiv'd of a miracle worked all over the world
as an atteftation of the miffion of a perfon
who was not then known, nor heard of
nor likely to be heard of for many years
in many places; nor in fome places heard
of in many centuries, 3d/y, Suppofing that
in



(27 )

in fa& there was no three hours darknefs all
over the world, as it does not appear that

there was, then the words--- a// the land---
muft be confined to Fudea m this paflage,

tho’ there were no other inftance in the
New Teffament of the like ufe of thofe
words. But 4#bly, 1t 1s moft probable, and
I could produce very good criticks and in-
terpreters of Scripture, antient as well as
modern that maintain 1t, that by, a// the
land, or, all the earth, no more is intended
than that country alone of which the au-
thor 1s {peaking. But ’tis foreign to my
purpofe to enter Info this point. ™

cthly, "Tis granted that the Lat/n works
of Origen, in general, are not of equal va-
lue or authority with his Greek ones. We
know, that his tranflator’s » “ have endea-
« youred to remove whatever was ofenfive
“ in him; and took care that nothing
« {hould appear dilcrepant from the re-

m V. Le¢ nouveau Teltament de Beaufobre et L'enfant. Pre-
face General. p. xx, xxi. Notes fure Luc. 2. 1. ldioma eft
fnétz feripture ut omnem terram illms fignificet previnciz de
qua fermo eft; quod quidam non intelligentes, ad omniuny
terrarum {ubverfionem trabunt.  Hicron, in Efar. ¢ 13,

n In quibus cum aliquanta offendicula mveniantur in graceo,
ita elimavit omnia interpretando atque purgavit, ut nthil in
illis quod a fide noftra difcrepet, Latinus leCtor inveniat. Pref.
Ruffni in lib, mepi cepyon Origen.

E 2 “ cerved
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« ceived faith.” But what then? Is there
any cvidence that the prefent part, where
orthodoxy 1s not concerned, 1s {purious or
corrupted 7 Or has this particular paflage
been ever objetted to as « {purious” before
now? In matters of herefy, or of private
opinion, no doubt Origen’s books have been
corrupted, and made to fpeak orthodoxly ;
and in #hofe cafes his Latin works are not
of any great authority, nor ‘much to be
deCDdCd on. But what 1s [hﬂ:tﬁto the pre-
fent point? St Ferom puts this queftion,
which 1 think very pertinent to the prefent
cafe °: “If one book of Origen’s has been
« corrupted, are therefore a// his works cor-
“ rupted, which he publifhed at different
“ times and different places ?”

Laftly, Since this long paflage 1s pretend-
ed to be fpurious, 1 cannot but ask, which
is ihe moft probable, whether he that forged
it fhould forge 1t in favour of a common
reccived opinion, and with the feeming con-
curring teftimonies of Trigen's friend, Afri-
canus, 2~1 other old writers; or that he
thould fet down in Orsgen’s name a peculiar

7 01 unus violatus eft liber, num univerfa ejus opera, qua

civerfis & locis & temporibus edidit, fimul corrumpi potue-
ent 2 Hieronym. ad Pammach.

notion
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notion of his own, in flat contradition a8
is pretended to the author whom he perfo-
nates ? Thus much in general: T fhall now
examine the particular inftances which
Mr. Wh. has produced.

1/}, He fays, « The genuine Origen quotes
“ the text of St. Luke as it ftood in che
“ copies of his age ---that there was dari:-
“ mefs in the day time by an eclipfe of the
“ fun. The other [z e the Latin Origen]
““ looks on that reading as an interpolation,
““ indeed as a dangerous interpolation made
““ by the enemies of chriftianuty.” p. 70,

This 1s a very great mifreprefentation of
Origen: For Origen never < quotes the
“ text of St. Luke” as having thefe words--
there was a darknefs 1n the day-time by an
echipfe of the fun. -Origen himfelf fays fo
but he does not ctte i, as being “ in the
“ copies of St. Luke 1n his age.”

2dly, Mr. Wh. proceeds, ¢ The Latin O-
« rigen direCtly denies, that the evangelifis
“ do fo much as name the fun upon the
““ occafion; not only contrary to Origen's
‘“ own words, and citation of St. Lzukd’s
“ oofpel, but contrary to all the citations,
“ and MSS. of St. Luke, now known in the
“ world,” 7014,

Here
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Here indeed a difficulty arifes,--which way
Origen could fay », “ that the evangelifts had
“ not named the fun in that place, but only
« that there was darknefs over all the earth,”
--- When St. Luke had mentioned the fun's
being darkned. But {uppofing this could
not at all be accoun:ed fo:; all that would
follow is, that Origen forgot himfelf; that
in his zeal to account for a difficulty, which
would 9 ¢ ftagoer a wife man who hear-
 kens to every thing with reafon and
« judgment,” he had been guilty of a mif-
take, And who is not fometimes faulty 1n
this refpet? Is every thing to be rejected
as  fpurious,” where there are fuch inac-
curacies as thefe? But perhaps 1f we con-
fider Origen with candour, and take his
words not too rigoroufly, he may not have
been guilty of fo great a miftake. What if
he meant by --  the evangelifts ”’--- no more
than Matthew and Mark 2 Will not his
manner of expreflion a little before juftify
this interpretation of him? When he un-

P Cai talta rcfpondemus: primum quidem quod omnine
Evangclifte nec nominaverunt folem in ifto loco, fed tantum
quia tenebra facte funt fuper omnem terram.  Origen. Tradt.
i Matt, 55"

4 Potens movere omnem hominem f{apientem,” qui --- omnia
cum rasione & judicio audit. 76/,

dertook
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dertook to anfwer the difficulty under con-
ideration.--“ How could a fa& {fo wonder-
« ful as the darknefs over all the world be
«« pafs’d over In fuch filence?”--- He begins
thus: * “ We fay then that Matthew and
« Mark have not faid that there was an
« eclipfe of the fun which happened at that
“ time: no nor Lwke according to the
« oreateft part of the copies.” If there-
fore he meant no more than the fwo for-
mer evangelifis, when he faid, that * the

« evangelifts had not named the fun In
« that place,” this folution of the difficulty
might be born, rather than reject the whole
as {purious. But I wonld not infift on this
defence of Origen. What 1 am apt to think
to be the more true ftate of the cafe 1s this.
Origen {uppofes that {fomebody might fay?,
« __-If the darknefs did not proceed from

“ an eclipfe of the fun, but from fome

r Dicimus ergo, quod Matthreus & Marcus non dixerunt
defeftionem {olis tunc factam fuifle : {ed neque Lucas, fecundam
pleraque exemplaria.  #b7d.

* Dicit aliquis:-- fi non ex defetione folis faéte funt tenebre
tunc fuper omnem terram Judzam et Hierufalem, fed ex alte-
ra caufa, oftende caufam. Cui twlia re{pondemus: primum
quidem quod omnino Evangelifte nec nominaverunt folem in
illo loco; fed tantum quia tenebrae filtw funt fuper omnemn
terram.  Si enim tenebre fi&e funt fuper omnem terram fole
non nominato, fine dubio confequens eft intelligere quafdam
tenchrofiffimas- nubes --- concuriiffe fuper terram  Judzam, &
Hierufalem, ad cooperiendos radios folis: & 1deo profund:e
fafte funt tenebrw a fextd hord ufque ad nonam,

““ othet
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« other caufe, tell us what that was,”
To which be replies. “In the firft place,
« that the evangelifts have not at all
« named the f{un, [he mtended o fay as
« eclipfed ] in that place, but only that
« there was darknefs over all the earth.
« Now 1f the darknefs was over all the
«“ carth, without naming the fun,” [ 7. e.
as eclipfed, ] ¢ doubtlefs we are thence to un-
« derftand that certain very dark clouds”
concurred, ¢ which obftructed the rays of
« the fun,” and thence came * the darknefs
« from the fixth hour to the ninth.” What
s there forc’d or unnatural 1n this inter-
pretation ? He 1s fpeaking of an eclipfe of
the fun, as not being named by neither
Matthew, Mark, nor Luke. The objetion
is, . ¢« if an eclipfe of the fun be not the
« caufe of this darknefs, what then can be
« the caufe? His anfwer is, an eclipfe of the
Jun not being named by the evangelifts, you
have no occafion to recur to that as the
caufe ; fince great, thick, dark, clouds might
caufe it by their obftrutting the rays of
the fun, as much as the interpofition of
the moon could do. He meant therefore
all along by, “the evangelifts not naming
« the
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“ the Sun,” their not naming itas eclipfed, fince
in his own folution by * dark clouds obftructing
‘“ the rays of the {un” he fuppoles that it may be
named in the {olution, as much as if he had oc-

cafion to mention an ecliple of the fun it felf,
But let us fuppofe the worft, thatno {cheme

will fully account for this paflage in Origen, yet
fince we know what a fort of tranflator chis was ;
one that wasvery mean, and had very lictle {kill
in that language from which he tranflated ; one
of very little fagacity, and thatvery rarely ex-
prefled fully the fentiment of his author; — an
accidental blunder mayjuftly be imputed to him,
whenat the fame time two or three whole pages
are not to be treated as fpuriousmeerly onaccount
of a miftake, unlefs one had fome evidence, fome
authority for it. *Tisgranted chat thefe treatifes
on Matthew aret miferably mangled and deform-
ed: Tis granted that this tranflator, whoever
he was, was as ignorant, and as dcititute of
fagacity in finding the fenfe of Origen, as Mr.
Wh. trom Huetius pretends. Yet I muft obferve,
that Huetius no where intimates any thing con-
cerning this particular 3¢ tralt, but [peaks in
general concerning a// the difcourfes on Aat-
thew. He no where fays that this particclar
tract 1s more corrupted than others. Unlefs there-

T om

¢ Mifere deformata funt quae Latmis editicuibys continentur.
Hyst, Origenianoruiz | 5% v 249, v, p. 234

I fora
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fore fome further evidence can be produced,
his general charges againft this tranflator will
not amount to any proofs of {purioufnefs in this
particular place.

Again: Allowing the charge of ignorance
1n this tranflator to be juft; and allowing that
he is quite deftitute'of fagacity, as Huetius, and
from him Mr. Whiflon, pretends: What will be
the moft probable confequence? Can anything
fhew greater acufenefs, and greater fagacity, than
the folution of the difficulty before us? Or does
he gafs over the dificulty as the manner v of
this tranflator was? No: So far from it, thac
he very largely accounts for it. The charges
therefore againft this verfion rather prove that
this was really Orzgen’s ownaccount of this mat-
ter, than his tranflator’s.  But to proceed.

qdly, Mr. Wh. obferves, “ that the genuin
“ Origen cites, both in his Greek and the former
« part of this Latzn Verfion, Phlegon, as a real
“ and valuable heathen witnefs to the truth of
“ the extrordinary darknefs, or eclipfe of the fun
“ related in the gofpels But the other is ra-
“ ther bufy 1n fetting afide all fuch heathen te-
““ {timonies.”

The truth 15, Orzgenin his books againft Cel-
Jus 1s fo far from citing Phlegon as ¢ a real and

# Difliciiim guegue quali conlnto prvtcrmilit. 704d. p. 25 .

“ yaluable
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¢t yaluable heathen witnefs to the truch of the
« darknefs mentioned in the gofpels,” that ’tis
impoffible to conceive a witnefs cited, that

fpeaks lefs to the purpofe, than Origen with

““ x ]l his abilities” makes Pblegon there to {peak.
And as to the Latin Orzgen, he owns freely that

he knew of no * valuable heathen teftimony” to
any Eclipfe atall at the precife time of our Savi-
our’s death. The one cites Phlzgoi as {peaking of
an eclipfe about the time of Chrift’s death; the
other declares he knew no heathen that menti-
ons the very particular darknefs a¢ his death.
It1s not my defire nor defign toaggravate any
difliculties, but to remove them if poffible: And
when a fazr and rational {olution of any objec-
tion againft the gofpel is offered, I always with
the utmoft pleafure and fausfaction embrace 1.
And accordingly I take the folution of Orsgen
to be very poffible and probable. If any one is
of opinion that the darknefs at the paflion arofe
from a real Ec/ipfe of the fun, 7 e from an
eclipfe at the fullmoon, I think he ought fairly
to anfwer the difliculty propoted by Orizen. ¥

Suppole
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“« Suppofe “fays he,” this eclipfe of the Sun to
‘ have beenan extraordinary one,and that it hap-
““ pened not long ago, under the Roman govern-
“ ment, and this {othat there was darknefs over
“ all the world uill theninth hour : How cou’da
“ fact {o wondertul be pafs'd over infuch filence
“ as not to be mention’d by any Greek or Bar-
‘“ barian to have happened at that time? Efpe-
“ cially by thofe that have written Chronicles,
“and have taken notice whenever any thing
“ new was obferved ? So that they are only your
“ own authors that write about 1t. Phlegon
““ indeed has written in his chronicles of an e-
“ clipfe that happened under the government
«“ of Tiberius Cfar; but he did not inform us
“ that it happened at the fullmoon.” Thus far
the allowed “genuin” Origen ftates the difhcul-
ty. If any one can an{wer 1t upon any other prin-
ciples except thofe which the Latin Origen
maintains, he muft produce fome Greek or Ro-
man teftimonies for it; or hemuft prove by fome
medium or other ‘that Phlegon really {poke of
the darknefs at the paffion. This has not yet
been done; nor do I apprehend that it can be

quidem in Chronicis {uis feripiit in principatn Tiberij Crfaris fa-
¢tum; ted non fignificavit in Luma plena hoe faCtum. Orig. 4
Matt. Trafi. 3510

done,
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done, fince Mr. Whifton has not been able to
produce one argument to prove it.

It had been obferved by me that Africanas,
(who Mr. Wb, fays « was far from a credulous
““ or carelefs writer, nay that he was the moft
“ Jearned and accurate chronologer of all anti-
“quity,” p. 29 ) Africanus, 1 {ay, had afferted
that Chrift died in the 1¢® of Tiberius: And
confequently, that if Phlegon’s eclipfe happened
at the fame time that Chrift died,then “the moft
“ learned and accurate” Af7zcanus muft fuppofe
Phlegon’s eclipfe to have happened in the 4t
year of the 201f olympiad, or in the 1t year
of the 202". This confequence 1s not denied:
Nor is the Year of Africanus pretended to be
mifreprefented by me ; nay Mr. 5. owns, that
“ Ferom’s prefent copies fay fwzce that Africa-
““ nus believed the death of Chrift to have been
“in the 1¢t of Tiberius” How then is this
objection anfwered by Mr. Whifton? Why tru-
ly ; this, {ays he, “1sdirectly contraryto the entire
“ chronological reafoming of the fame Africa-
““ nnus - which clearly agreesto the ending Da-
“ miel's weeks at the 1, 2%, or3?year of the 2029
‘“ olympiad, and at the 162, 17th and 18% of
“ Tiberius.” Be it {o. Itonly follows that « the
““ moft accurate” Africanus was in truth- wac-
curate.  However: Which is the moft proba-

ble
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ble way of knowing, or of judging of any ones
opinion in what year any fa& happened ; — from
following the evidence of his own exprefs, pre-
cife, determinate words, affixing a fact to a
certain year; or from a long {cheme of chrono-
logical reafoning,where there may be abundance
of muftakes 1n every ftep? Efpecially if we add,
what Mr. 7. allows, that chronology was then
“ but in its infancy,” p. 38.z ¢, far from being
exalt.

But in the prefent cafe there is ftill {ome-
thing more peculiar, Africanus reckons the
120t of Trberius, and the fecond year of the
2024 olympiad, and the year of Chirift’s death,
all to coincide ; as Ferom 2 tranflates him; and
he pretends to give us @ his very words.  Eu-
[ebius has preferved the fame paffage; but what
1s very remarkable, he has omitted the year in

2 Ipt macedones regnavermmt annis trecentis: atque exinde uf-
que ad annum guintum  decimum Tiberij Gafaris guando pajis
¢ Chriffus.numerantur anni fexagintai—— A vicciimo autem
amo Artaxerxis regis ufque ad Chriftum complentur Hebdomada:
feptuaginta, juxta lunarem Hebrzorum fupputationem. Nam
a centefimo et quinto decimo anno regni Perfarom, quando Ar-
taxerxes rex ejuldem imperij vicefimuam regni fut habebat annum,
et erat Octogelime et tertiz olympiadis annus guartus ufgue ad
cuceitelimam fecundam olympiadem, et Jecunan: ¢ ifde olyin-
piadis anpamy Tiberij que Cefaris annum decimum quirtur: co -
cuntur annl quadringenti feptuaginta quinque, qui faciunt annos
Fiehraicns quadringentos nonaginta jumlumrca (ut diximns) men-
tos.  dfricanus apud Hicromyman in Darvicnm,

“ F“TN Abeane ettdem verdis ¢ flumu rwrcmmuslc)t.mh el 1oid.

which
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which Africanus faid that Chnft died, vrz. the

ysth of Tiberius; and he makes b ¢ the 2d year
«« of the 2024 olympiad, and the 16t of Tibe-
«« pius to coincide.” Now, from the “chrono-
« ogical reafoning” of Africanus, we can not
be certain whether Chrift died 1 the 15 of
Tiberius, as ferom makes him fay; or in the
16, as Eufebius makes him fay; or even in the
17%, as his ¢ reafoning about the difference be-
« rwixt Solar and Lunar years may make it out.
« The moft accurate” Africanus therefore 1s
certainly in this point inaccurate; and take him
in what manner you will, as either Eufebius,
or ferom reprefents him, 1n none of thefe
fchemes will the death of Chrift happen in the
40 year of the 202" olympiad.

However, when I produced Ferom’s autho-
rity to prove that Africanus thoughtthat Chrift
died 22 zhe 1 of Tiberius, unlefs there were
fome clear evidence that feromn miftook or mif-
reprefented him, 1t ought to be admitted fuffi-
cient to prove that Africanus thoughe Phlegon’s
ecliple to have happened fome time in the 4t
year of the 201f, orin the 1" year of the 2024
olympiad. But my argument went further:
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For I thewed that Origen was in the fame o-
pinion, or varied but little from it; and fo was
Tertullian, and Laftantius, and Clemens Alex-
andrinus; and, ingeneral, this was the current
notion of all the primitve chriftians, or all but
one. It follows therefore that Origen and all
the primitive chriftians, as well as Africanus,
muft conceive Phlegon’s eclipfe to have hap-
pened in that year, fince they thought that
Chrift died in that year: And fince 1t appears
that in fact there was fuch an eclipfe in that
year, their teftimonies are {fo many evidences,
that Phlegon fpoke of an eclipfe in that year,
and not of a darknefs that happened three years
after.

Mr. Whifton's next remark is about Phrlgpo-
nus. He grants that he afcribes both the e-
« clipfe and the earthquake as taken out of Phle-
«« gonz to the 24 year of the 2024 olympiad;”
but then,he adds “ that he likewife fwice afcribes
« them to the 4*h year of that olympiad. So
« that this Phzleponus who has long been {up-
« pofed to be theonly old author who quoted
«« Phlegon’s teftimony as belonging to the 2¢year
< of the 2029 olympiad, appears 220w to be of all
«« others the moft undeniable witnefs, that it be-
« longed to the 4 year of that olympiad, and to
“« noother: And all thiswhile he appears not to

“ have
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« have taken his accounts from Eufébius, or Fe-
 yom, orthe Chronicon Alexxandrinum, butfrem
“ Phlegon’s own olympiads zhen lying before
“ him: as any one may fee upon the perufal of
¢ his own words.” 2.3 3.

A ftranger to Books of litterature wou'd na-
turally think from thisobfervation,that Mr, 5,
had now firff made this difcovery that Philo-
ponus was inconfiftent with himfelf in relation
to Phlegon. What elfe can he mean by fay-
ing — ““ {o that this Phzloponus who bas LonG
““ been fuppofed to be the only old author who
““ quoted Phlegon’s teftimony as belonging to
““ the 2¢ year of the 202 olympiad, appears Now
“ to be of all others the moft undeniable wit-
« nefs,” &¢. Did not Huet1us oblerve this /ong a-
goe? Did not he propofe tochange the word J‘aﬂ,'ée@
into 7¢aglw to reconcile Phuoponus with himfelf
and with other writers? 'This inconfiitency then
is not left to be mow firft found out by M, }7/x-
fion, but has long been obferved by others.

However, what I would principally obferve
is, that in the place where Philoponus quotes
Phlegorr’s own words, there he has it— “in the
“ fecond year of the 202° olympiad.”  When
he twice {peaks of the fourth year of the 202*
olympiad, there he only gives us Phllegon’s
fenfe, and not the words of Phlegon himfelf. And

G from
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from this obfervation I argue thus: If Philopo-
ntts ““ had Phlegon’s olympiads then lying before
“ him,” as Mr. 7. fays he had, then he read
i Pblegon, not the fourth year, but the fecond
year of the 202 olympiad; for {o he expreily
cites Phlegor’s words. If in reafoning about
the year when Chrift fuffered, and in proving
that that happened in thenineteenth of T7ber:-
us, he fpeaks of Phlegon’s eclipfe as happening
in the 4™ year and not in the /fecond — This
only fhews that Philoponus talked inconfiftent-

ly ; thathe was for applying Phlegon’s eclipfe to
the death of Chrift as others had done before
him; and that he was forcing Phlegor’s tefti-
mony 1into his {ervice, contrary to the exprefs
wortds of Pblegor which “then lay before him:”
Thisit will prove; but not that Phzloponusdid not
{ay what he has often been produced for faying.
Mr. Whiftow's mnth obfervation is, ¢ ALL the
« antient teftimonies already produced, both
« Heathen and Chriftian agree, that within the
“ four years of the 202% olympiad, juft about
“ the year when Fefus of Nagareth was cruci-
“ fied, there was both a prodigious darknefs,
“ or eclipfe of the {un beginning at noon: And
“ that this darknefs or eclipfe was accompanied
«“ with a great earthquake alfo; and this not
“in Judea only, but in Bithyma” p. 3s.
- Ths
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This obfervation is not ftritly true: For
Maximus, one of ““ the teftimonies produced” by
Mr. Wh.p. 19. fays, that thigeclipfe was not at
all in the 202¢, butin the 203 olympiad; and
confequently not “ with in the four years”
{fpecified. And Origen denies exprefly thar the
earthquake at the paflion extended beyond -
dea at fartheft; and queftions whether it reach-
ed beyond Ferufalem it felf. But,

This was defigned to introduce a remark up-
on my {olution of a difficulc paffage in Tertuilian,
which I conceived to be hardly intelligible; and
which I apprehended mightbe made eafy,and ve-
rygood fenfe, by inferting a negative particleinir.
Tertullian's wordsare, fpeaking of the darknefs of
the paflion — Deltguium utique putaverunt, qu:
1d quoque Juper Chriflo predicatum non fcierunt :
ratione non deprebenfa, negaverunt :  Et tamen
eum mundi cafum relatum in arcanis veftris ba-
betis. Apol.c. 21, 1 propofed it asa mere con-
jeGure, whether thefe words might not be
read thus — Deliquium utique {non | putave-
runt, qui &c.~and I fuppofed the fenfe to be,
That thofe who knew nothing of a prophecy,
that God defigned to caufe the {un at that time
to be eclipfed, thefe did [not] 1magine that
that extraordinary darknefs proceeded from an
eclipfe, whereas in reality it did proceed

G 2 from
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fromaneclipfe: They not confidering nor ima-
gining the reafon of fuch a preternatural dark-
nefs, denied that there cou’d be an eclipfe, con-
trary to known fact, and to what their own ac-
counts bear witnefs to. ‘This interpretation
malkes good fenfe, and good reafoning: Where-
as, as it ftands in Tertullian, I queftion whether
it be intelligible. For what is the meaning of
thefe words— “'Tis true that thofe who did
“ not know this was foretold concerning Chrift,
“ thought it was an eclipfe: But when they did
“ not underftand how that cou’d be, they deni-
““ed 1t: And yet you have that event related in
“your archives.” The difficulty is, how the
fame perfons that at firft 2hought it a natural e-
cliple, thou’d afterwards, when they were told
that it was a preternatural ecliple, deny that
there was any eclipfe af all, either natural or
preternatural.

But admit it to be intelligible, which I will
not contend about, I cannot but make a re-
mark upon the obfervation Mr. Whifton has
made on thisoccafion. *Nor will antient tefti-
« monies,” fays he, ¢ fignify any thing, if it
“ may be allowed to change negatives into affir-
« marives, and affirmatives into negatives when
< any modern bypothefis fball have occafion for

« fuch a procedure. When any writers are dri-
| “ yen
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“ yen to fuch dittrefles, they need no further
« confutation.” p. 36. The obfervation is cer-
tainly juft in itfelf: But— does any thing I faid
about the Aé#s of Pilate, thofe manifeft forgeries
of the 2¢ century ; or doesany thing I faid about
the eclipfe mentioned by Phlegon, depend upon
this hard fentence of Tertullian? No, Let Tertyl-
Jian be underftood in any fenfe, or let him be per-
fe@tly unintelligible ; add a non, or let it alone;
1t does not affet any one point in this debate.
The remark therefore is very unjuft, as it ftands
applied to what I did; becaule my argument
is exaltly the fame, whether you change the fen-
tence or not; whether you read 1t as I tranflat-
ed it; or add the negative as I thought requi-
fite to make the fenfe the better. It was a mere
conjeCture to make a dark fentence intelligible,
but it had no relation to any one point in my
hypothefis, orin whatI contended for; norhad
I occafion for « {uch a procedure” 1n order to
eftablith what I was arguing about.

However, difpleafed as the good man is with
me for prefuming to “ change an affirmative in-
to a negative,” I cannot forbear obferving that
notwithftanding all his reproaches, within the
compafs of a few pages, he himfelf contends
for inferting a megative into a fentence of Paf~
chafiys Rhbadbertus, One wou'd think that a

{hame
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fhame was owed him, to be guilty of this ve-
ry thing; to be forced to infert the very nega-

tive for which he reproach’d, and treated with
fo much difdain, the man whom he had firft
injured, and then cou’d not forgive. “ He is
“ {peaking of a fentence in Pafchafius Rbadber-
“tus,’” Flegon quidam Gentilis, tefle Origine,
““ boc factum narrat in chromicis fuis, fub princi-
¢ patu Tiberii Cafaris : #1fi quod[non)] fignifica-
“vit plena luna boc factum. 'The coherence, here
“ fays Mr. #b.” and the Latin of Origen above
“ plainly requires the negative particle to be
“ inferted as I have done p. £7.” 1 think the
coherence and the fenfe of Tertullian require
the fame negative particle to be inferted as I did;
and I have juft as much reafon to infert it inmy
cafe, as Mr. #h. hasin his. The fenfe of the
author muft juftify fuch infertions, and nothing
elfe: For wherever it is done to ferve an hypo-
thefis, {fuch writers never wantany further con-
futation,

Bithop' Parker 1n his demonftration of the
divine authority of the chriftian religion, 2.
230, hascited this paflage of Tertullian in fuch
a manner, as to make it indeed intelligible ; but
at the expence of all regard to hisauthor, * Eo-
“ dem momento dies, medium orbem fignante fole,
“ fubduita eft. Deliquium putaverunt qus 1d quo-

que
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{; que fuﬁé’?‘ Cbrz'j?um _;braedz'mtum non fC‘Z'E?‘Z{ﬂf,
« of tamen eum mundi cafum relatum in arch;-
« ois veftris habetss. At the very moment of
« our Saviour’s crucifixion the fun was darkned
“ at midday, and tho they fuppofed it only an
“ eclipfe that knew nothing of its relation to the
« paffion of Chrift, yet this ftrange accident,
“ be it what it will, youmay find regiftred in
“ your publick records.” The fenfe here is ve-
ry good and perfectly intelhigible; but he has
omitted Tertullian’s words, ratione non depre-
benfa, negaverunt, which make the fentence fo
difficult. Parker probably took it from Grotius,
Matt, xxvi, 45, who has been guilty of the
very fame omiffion: But why Grofius omitted
thofe words, I will not prefume to guefs. Only
I muft obferve, that Huetzus has been guilty
of the very fame omiffion in his Demonft. E-
vangelica ; and fince his time Donmque de Co-
Jonia has omitted even more than Parker, or
Grotius, or Huetius. Such carelefs citation of
authors can hardly be reconciled to truth or
faithfulnefs; and fhews how little truft 1s to be
placed 1n quotations from any writer, whilft
they are not the fubject of any controverfy; or
elfe it thews that thefe great men faw the difhi-
culty, and omitted what they did, becaufe they

cou’d not well tell how to account for i,
It
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"> 1t 18 not my defign to account for the dark-
nefs which happened at the time of our Saviour’s
paffion. The fa¢t is owned; not from what
ecclefaftical hiftorians have faid upon this oc-
cafion (who knew no more of the matter than
wedo now;) but from the authority of the e-
vangelifts, who are properly original teftimonies,
and the only authentick records about 1t, and
from whom the fathers had all that they knew
about 1t. 'That which I contend for is, that
the eclipfe mentioned by Phlegon has no man-
ner of relation to it. Whether the pafling of
a comet betwixt us and the {un will account for
the darknefs at the paflion may be affirmed or
denied without affeting any thing that I have
faid. However, fince Mr. #h. pretends to ac-
count for what happened at Xerxes's march in-
to Europe, and for that ecliple av Auguftus’s
death, and for the darknefs at the paffion of
our Saviour, by means of comets, * without
“ the nterpofition of the moon,” #. 38; and
feems inclinable to produce “ a third” {he
thou’d have call'd it a fourth) “example of
““a f{olar eclipfe not made by the interpofition
« of the moon,” wiz. thyt of Plutarch, De fa-
cie inorbe lune p. 79, I cannot but recommend
it to him to confider — how big the comet mutft

be that cou’d caufe a three hours darknefs ; —

How
3
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How zear it muft come to the earth for us td
be fo long inits fhadow ; — what effe@s it muft
neceflarily have produced upon the earth when
it was thus long in conjun&ion with the fun;—
what was 1ts courfe that it mift usand the moon,
and how we cou’d be {o long as three hours in
its thadow, when its motion muft neceffarily in
that part of its orbit be exceeding quick. The
biggeft comets appear not ufually bigger than
ftars of the firft or fecond magnitude: And if
fuch were to pafs under the fun they wou'd not
caufe an eclipfe, but appear as a fpot. If any
one were fo big, or were to pafs fo very near the
earth, as to be able to produce a three hours
total darknefs, the effects and confequences of
fuch an appulfe cou’'d not but be very great, ag
every one that is verfed in this fort of ftudies
muft know. And as Mr. #hifton himfelf has
computed the encreafe of tides in particular, up-
on the fuppofition of a {mall comet’s approach-
ing very near our earth; and has attempted to
{hew that in fact 1t caufed an univerfal deluge
formerly: Itmaydeferve his thoughts whethera
comet coming {o near us wou’d not have drown’d
a very great part of the habitable world at the
time of the paflion: Or whether the contrary
wou'd not have happen’d to what the fefs-
ment of Levi faid, vrz. whether inftead of the

H Waters
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waters being dried up, there would not have
been immenfely great mnundations.

Butbe thisasitwill; T can’tbur atk, in effe&,
with Orzgen — Whence is itthatno Greczan, no
Roman, has ever mentioned {fuch a comet at this
time, or fuch a ftrange eclipfe caufed by a comet?
Whence is 1t, that thofe who have wrote Chro-
aicles, and relate whatever is new and extraor-
dinary, yettake no notice of fuch ftrange events?
Orhow is 1t that thofe who have had occafion
totreat of comeéts, and have mentioned thofe that
happened a little dcfore, and a little afzer, the
time of the death of Chrift, yet never fpeak of
one af this particular time, notwithftanding its
effects muft be fo very notorious?

Séneca tellsus of a comet that appeared « af-
terthe death of Demetrius King of Syria, a lit-
tle béfore the war in 4ébaia, “which was not
lefs than the fun: And gwes a particular ac-

count of the manner of its appéarance. 'This
was about 148 years before ‘Chrift, ‘Fle men-

tions likewife one in Augifius's time ; another
ih Claudius's relgn 4nd drotherin Nera s, -and

> Poft mortem Deérmettii Syriz fegis, cujus Demetrius et Antio-
thus libeti:fuere pauio antc Achaicum.beltum cometes effulfit, nor
minor fole. Primo igneus ac rubicundus orbis fuit, clarumque lumen
emittehs,” quqntb ‘vinceretnoftem. Deinde padlatim magnitudo-ejus
diftrita-eft, et évanuitclaritas.  Noviflime atem totus intercidit.

Sen, Nat. Quzft. ¢ s.
one
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one too juft after the death of ¢ Fulius Cafar.
Is it not unaccountable that he thou'd mention
a comet in every reign, except the one of Tibe-
rius, wherein Mr. /b, imagines one to have
appear’d the moft remarkable of all, and which
produced the moft remarkable effects? How
comes it that not only Sexzeca does not menti-
on any comet in Tzberius’s reign, but no other
author ever mentions any ¢ 'The accurate Sza-
niflaus Lubienieciys, in his hiftory of comets,

takes notice of all that happened in thofe times,
and does not forget to place among them the

ftar that appeared at our Saviour’s birth: He
takes notice of that at Auguftus’s death: Buc
then cou’d find no other till the 40th year of
Chrift, after the death of Tiberius Cafar. Is it

poffible that a comet cou’d happen, and occa-

fion fo long a darknefs as #hree bours, and yer
no body fhou’d mention, or hint at, {fuch an ap-
pearance, at the {fame time that they take no-
tice of every little comet, and ufually make it
a Prognoftic of {fome great good or evil ?

I do not enquire 1nto the truth of what Se-
neca fays, that a comet appeared ¢ nof lefs than
the fun: Seneca did not fee it; nor is every

¢ Nec eft quod pytemus cundem vift effe ub Claxdisquem [ub
Auguffo vidimus ; nec hunc qui fub Nereze Cofive apparaii,
cometts detraxit infamiam, illi fimilem fuifle qui poft necem 7
J#/ii veneris ludis genetricis circa undecimam horam diei emerfit,
Seneca, 1ib. 7. Natural. qualion. c. 17.
- ¢ Non munor fole. #2i4, c. 15

H 2 report
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report inftantly to be credited, even when you
cannot abfolutely deny it, tho this I think may
juftly be denyed. Hewvelius obferved a comet
in the year 1652 that appeared no lefs than the
moon, as my author fays, f tho in light and
brightnefs much inferior to the moon; I fuppofe
he meant it, with its coma around it, and not
the nucleus of the comet diftin& from its coma.
‘Suppofing now a comet appeared at the death
of Chrift, and one of the largeft magnitude;
vet ftill one of thefe cou'd not caufe a three
hours total darknefs, but the eclipfe it felf muft
be in fome proportion to our cammon eclipfes,
and that would be a great many hours longer,
and muft have been feen all over the world.
The eclipfe which happened 4. D. 29, and
which I contend that Phlegonipeaksof, lafted at
moft notabove two minutes, and was vifible o-

ver atract of 4400 miles. Muft not an eclipfeof
three hours have been {een much farther, and
have been the wonder of the whole world?
Could it then be paffed over in filence by 2/
writers in the world, even by thofe who have
taken notice of the fmalleft appearance of this
kind? Mr. #b. may believe it, if he can,

To make the notion of an eclipfe by a co-
met at the paffion the more probable, M.

t Keil's Introductio ad veram Aflronomiam. p. 234.

W,
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Wh. {peaks with fome aflurance concerning
two total eclipfes without the interpofition
of the moon: The one a little “before the
“ death of Auguftus, related by Dioand Fe-
“ 7om ; the other when Xerxes was coming o-
« ver the Hellefpont.”

As to the firft, had it been occafion’d bya
comet, ’tis impoflible that Dro could have ex-
prefled himfelf in that manner. For giving an
account of the prodigies which happened fome
time before Aygufius’s death, he fays, “ The
““ fun was totally eclipfed, AND a great part of

“ the heaven feemed to be on fire, AnD bloody
“ comets appeared,” &c, Now

There is no abfolute neceflity that all thefe
prodigies thouw'd happen juit a# the time, or
even verylittle before Auguftus’s death. Neither
is it impofiible that Dso and ‘ferom may be
miftaken; fince noconfiderable eclipfe happen-
ed at Rome within eight years of his death,
Nor do Dio, and Suetonius, and ferom a-
gree in all the fame prodigies:  Swetonzus not
mentioning any eclipfe at all; ‘Yerom mention-
ing not any thing but the eclipfe, and pafling by
both the Aurora borealis and the effeCts of the
thunder. But whether Dz and ferom were
miftaken as to the eclipfe or not; had the e-
clipfe which Dro [and Xiphtlia too] {peaks of

| heen
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been by the interpofition of a comet, he muft

have alter’d his language, and not have faid —
“ 'Thefun waseclips'd, anpbloody comets ap-

“ peared” — But — the {un was eclipfed by the
interpofition of a comet — or infome fuch man-
ner.

As to that phznomenon mentioned by Hero-
dotus when Xerxes began to march from Sar-
drs, ’tis generally agreed that he march’d from
home onthe 4t year of the 74t olympiad, and
having winter’d at Sardts,in the following fpring
A P, . 4234. he march’d forward for Greece.
The 7sth olympiad beginning after midfum-
mer, if there happened any remarkable eclipfe
in that {pring which preceded the 7 st olympiad
that would account for Herodotus's ftory. Buc
as in truth theeclipfe on the 19t of Aprs/ hap-
pened the year before, or 4. P. }. 4233, chro-
nologers have been at a lofs to account for this

phenomenon. Now fuppofe 1t can’t be account-
ed foratall: Or {fuppofe a miftake in Herodotus
in making that to happen after his march from
Sardis, which really happened after his march
from Sufa : Or fuppofe one cannot aflignany
juftfolution: Yet fhill it may be nodifficult mat-
ter to know what can nof be the caufe: and if it
be true that an Ec/spfe 1n falt happened upon

Xerxes's march from Sardis, 1can much eafier
account
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account for his expedition a year fooner than
is commonly conceived, than fuppofe an ima-
ginary comet to do what no comet ever was
known todo. Plinyindeed {peaks of a comet
g much about the battle of Salamzs, which is
called Ceratias, from itsrefemblance in fhape to
aborn: But this {pecies (if it may be called {o0) of
comets were all very {mall; and could not e-
clipfe the fun. Whatever therefore was the
caufe of this fudden darknefs, it could #of be a
comet ; and they who think it 2 common na-
tural eclipfe are, in virtue of that fuppofition,
obliged to make Xerxes's march that year that
this eclipfe happened.

But asto what is fuggefted by Mr. /5. from
Plutarch, it may fairly be accounted for from
a real eclipfe which happened 4. D. 5g. which
Plutarch might very well remember , it being
fo remarkable ; and he being then g or 10 years

old : efpecially fince upon computation "tis found
to ‘be juft as he fays, prefently after noon, itbe-
ing at two a clock P. M. on the laft day.of A-
pril.

‘However whether I could-account for thefe
paffages inold authorsor not, isnothing to the
point in‘hand. Suppofe that-aftronomers had

g Kerat'ins cornut {peciem habet , qualis fuit cum Gracia apuld
falamina depugnavit, Plin. 1. 2. ¢. 2.

not
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not been able to find out any eclipfes that would
anfwer Plutarch’s words exaltly, —1is an hy-
pothefis inftantly to be invented, without one
inftance known; or one author’s intimation of
any fuch fat; or onediret proof; or fo much
as one calculation to make it look like poflible,
or probable! I cannot conceive that any real
{erviceisdone to chriftianity by treating inxpro-
babilities as high probabilities; or by maintain-
ing what is not perhaps abfolutely impofiible
as if it were a real fat. Nor do I f{uppofe it
any great advantage to a good caufe to imagine
that old authors can never be miftaken as mo-
derns fometimes are; much lefs good is done,
nay a great evil is done, by reprefenting as
« authentick records and accounts,” and as “of
« facred authority and genuine,” the fictions and
follies of no body knows who.

It fignifies but little to take notice of fuch
lictle inaccuracies in Mr. #Whiftor’s performan-
ce as the following, When he cites Eu/ebius’s
Chronicon, he fays — « Over againit the third
« year of the 202" olympiad, and in the 13
« of Tiberius,” p. 17, the words he cites are
placed. Whereas every one’s eyes will fhew
him that the citation in Eufebius 1s placed not
« over againft the third,” but over againft the

fourth year of the 202° olympiad, juit as I
printed



(57 )
printed them in my differtation g, 42. So a-
gain,

When he comes to cite St. Ferosir's verfion
of the chronicon of Eufebius, he fays« Ferom’s
« chronicon of Eufebius over againft the fame
« year with Eufebius.” p. 20.  This is likewife
a miftake: For in erom’s Chronicon it {tands
over againft the 3¢ year of the 202% olympiad;
whereas in Eufebius uis placed under the fourth
year. vid. Differtation, p. 49, :1.

It may hkewife be obferved, that amongft
the teftimonies produced for to vindicate Phle-
gonand his eclipfe, St. Chryfoftom is produced
. 22.whofays, ¢ That thisdarknefs was NoT
“an eclipfe, but an effect of the anger and dif-
““ pleafure of God, 1s manifeft; not only from
“ thedarknefs it felf, but from the time it con-
“ tinued, three hours. Now an eclipfe hap-
“ pens in an inftant of tme.” &r.

Amongft the other “original teftimonies”
mentioned by Mr. #h. Orofius 1s produced,
who wrote his hiftory towards the beginning
of the fifth Century. And when he comes to
make his obfervations on him, tis really amaz-
ing to fee how little he himfelf gives credit to
fuch a teftimony.  Orgfius is {peaking concern-

4
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ing fome partiular generofity of Tzberius, “and
“ fays, that he made thofe cities free from tri-
““ bute and gave them their liberty which had
‘“ been thrown down by THIs earthquake ,” ap-
plying thisto the earthquake at the paffion. Lzp-
Jfius’s remark upon this (and I think Lzpfius wag

bigot enough in all confcience) 1s this — Bonun
Orofium quam fugit ratio, qui bunc tremorem

terree ad tempus refert mortur nofiri fervatorssé
Quod nos quidem feimus totis X1v annis pofieri-
us fuiffe.  Scilicet egebant boc fuco facre hitte-
re! Lipfis in Tacit. Annal. 1, 2.

In order to juftily Orgfus, Mr. Wh. fays
“ Tis poflible that Orofius might take part of
« this account from Tacitus. Tis gofible alfo
« that Orofins might miftake ezghteen or twen-
« ¢y years, if he did take it from Tacitus; and
“ might afcribe that to the end of Tiberius's
““ reign, which the other afcribes nearer to the
“ beginning. — Tis equally pofible, Orofius
“ might have his account from other atthors,
“ and might not make fuch a grofs miftake of

“ 18 or 20 years time.”

Why Mr. #b. fuppofes any fuch authors, or
fuch a poffble miftake as that of eghteen or
fwenty years, is fomewhat unaccountable, when
we have no hints of any {uch authors except

Phlegon be alluded to; nor can there bea mi-
ftake
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ftake of fo many years, fince no body that looks
into Tacitus can think this ¢ generofity of T7h¢-
« yius” was fooner than the year when Celius
and Pompontus were confuls, 2. e. feveral years
after the beginning of Tiberius’s reign; and no
one carries the death of Chnift later than the
18t or- 19t of Tiberius. How then is it poffi-
ble to «“ make fuch a grofs miftake as that of
““eighteen or twenty years:  Again;

One cannot forbear taking notice whar a fort
of « original teftimony” or ‘authentick ac-
« count” this of Orofius 1.  For Mr. Whifton
himfelf cannot fay more 1nhis favour than this,
that ¢ “tis poffible” he may be right in what he
fays: Then from this pofibzlity he prefently in-
fers a probability that Orofius’s account s true.
Whereas in reality, ’ts {o far zmprobabie, that
it does not appeat any where, that there was
any earthquake at the time of the paffion, out
of Fudea, which deftroyed any cities in Aa,
or elfewhere: It does not appear that 7zbe-
rius continued his hiberality 1n rebuilding cities
in any of the provinces: No Greek, no Latin
books mention any grounds to believe that there
was any fuch generofity fhewn to any city in
Afia, at that time: And confequently Orofi-
us’s teftimony is very improbable, if not abfo-
lutely falfe,

[ 2 I am
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Iam not willing toenter into the ftories men-
tioned by travellersrelating to places in the Ho-
ly land. They that relate them very feldom
believe the accounts to be true; nor do they de-
fire that their readers fhould. They are the
traditionary romances of the place, and gene-
rally are related asfuch, If Mr. Whiffon canbe-
lieve them to be true; I wou'd not willingly
difturb him in the enjoyment of any fatisfacti-
on. But1muft obferve, that the fables that are
fold in all places, and much more fuch as tend
to encourage and promote fuperftition, would
make a man fick of the follies and weaknefs of
{fome well meaning ignorant perfons: And for
my own part, I cannot but fear that the lies, and
fabulous ftortes, that have been told in order
to promote religion, have too often had the
contrary effect to what they were defigned for:
and inftead of making now and then one chri-
{tian of a deift, have made one thoufand deifts
of fuch as had been chriftians.

Having thus examined what has been ob-
ferved by Mr. #h.1n relation to Phlegon’s eclipfe ;
I thall next fet down, what I principally had in
view, an exalter computation of the eclipfe
A. D. 29, than that which Mr. W hiffon was
fo kind as to communicate to me. And when T

have made fome particular remarks on that, T
{hall



[ 61 )
fhall difmifs all thoughts of a further examina-
tion of this fubject.

I obferved in the beginning, thatI had re-
cetved from a gentleman, to whom I was then
a perfet ftranger, a computation of that eclipfe
which I conceived Phlegon to mean. Imuftin
this place acknowledge my particular obligati-
ons to him: And every one that is curiousin
this fort of difquifitions, and loves truth for
truth’s fake, muft do the {fame.

His computation ftands thus; and I have his

leave to publifh it to the world.

Anno.
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« From the above calculation I make this
« eclipfe to have been almoft total both at Fe-
“ rufalem and at Gairo in Egypt. At Cairo
‘ T make the middle to have happened juft ae
““ noon ; butat Ferufalem not till above a quar-
“ ter of an hour after-noon.

“ T reckon the whole #0fa/ thadow to have
¢ pafled between Cazro in Egypt, and ferufa-
“ lon, and that in the center of the thadow the
“ fun was totally darkned about fwo munutes;
“{o that very probably Veuus, Mars, Mercu-
““ 7y, the bright ftarof the Harp, Antares, Spi-
“ ca Virgims, and Aréfurus, might have been
« {een, 1f not {ome others that are but of the 24
“ magnitude.”

Thus far this very ingenious and exact gen-
tleman. |

Withina very few days after the receipt of this
computation, that accurate aftronomer Mr.
Hodgfon, mathematical mafter of Chriff's Hofpi-
tal, was fokind as tocommunicate to me his cal-
culation of thefame eclipfe; and I find moft of
the fame ftars mentioned, and that the greateft
obfcuration, according to him, at Ferufalem,
was at I2h 24m  and chat the duration of to-
tal darknefs was 1" 91,

Dr. Halley, who is never to be named with-

out particular honour, ¢ having carefully re-
1 6« HVH‘ed
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“ yifed a former calculation which he had made
“ of this eclipfe, fuppofing the difference of me-
“ ridians 2" 23’, and the lautude of Ferufalen
“ 420 (both which are very near the truth) he

“ finds that this eclipfe was total at Ferufalem,
¢ or near 1t, about 11 minutes after noon, and

‘“ that where it was central at that time, the
“ darknefs was not lefs than 1" 40",

Now what I would remark from thefe fe-
veral computations is, that the difference of the
times at which the total darknefs happened,
and during which it lafted, 1s very eafy to be
accounted for, but is of no confequence in the
prefent debate betwixt Mr. #Whiffon and my felf,
fince all of them agree that this eclipfe was {oon
after twelve, (juft as Phlegon faid,) and not as
Mr. Wh.. faid at zme in the morning. They
each computed this eclipfe by different tables
And as they all agree that it was at paft fwelve,
it may not be hard to fee how this eclipfe at
the /ixth hour, came to be confounded with the
darknefs at the fixth bour in the evangelifts.

And now having thefe calculations, upon
which the reader may fecurely depend, one may
proceed to examine Mr. //hifton’s remarks upon
this eclipfe.

It appears then 1/, by calculation, that the

total eclipfe in the firff year of the 2024 olym-
| ptad
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siad was at its heigth withina few minutes af
ter twelve at noon, 7 e it wasexallly as Phle-
gon defcribed it in the fixth hour. The prin-
cipal difficulty therefore which attended my
former account 15 now abfolutely removed:
And every charaéter which Phlegon has menti-
oned will agree to this eclipfe.

2dly, Mr. Wh. very inconfiderately aflerts,
that there is “an agreement of all the antients,
““ who relate Pblegenr’s words, as belonging to
“ this very year, 7 e, 4 of the 202! olympi-
“ad.” p. 32, and 46. Africanus and Orizen
neceflarily fuppofe Phlegon’s ecliple to be 1 tle
1f-year of the 202" clympiad. Philponus who
had Phlegon lying before bim (as Mr, Wh. fays p.
373.){ays exprefly “twasin the fecond year. erom
places itunder the #hird year, tho he tranflates it
as 1f 1t were in the original iz e fourthyearand
Maximus {ays that Phlegon’s ccliple was in the
2034 olympiad. The year therefore being thus
uncertain; and Phlegon {peaking of an eclipfe
of the fun and faying that the Jlars ceuld be
feen; without any circamitance of zbe jull
moorz, or any thing preternatural ; and even
chriftian writers denymg that the darknels ac
the paffion could be called an ec/ipfe, (0. ¢ Chiry-
Joftom) hence I conclude that Phlegor meant a

Ot oxelog e, 5 OYK iy “edayisciren i Chivl flom,

K real
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real natural eclipfe, and particularly a total one

which happened at the very hour he mentions
in the 1t year of the 202 olympiad.
qdly, Mr.W5's fecond character is that  Phle-
« con’s eclipfe was the greateft that ever was
« known before; which greatnefs, fays he, muft
« confift 1n thelength of duration. Now the
« darknefs at the paflion was no lefs than three
« hours; whereas the intire duration of all na-
“ tural {olar eclipfes 1s {eldom much above two
« hours, and the duration of the darknefs very
« rarely fo much as five minutes. And as for
« Kepler's eclipfe, 1f it were at all total, along
« the central thadow, which 1s not certain, it
« could be fo but avery fimall part of a minute.”
$. 47. Lreply, 1/, That if you will take thefe
words rigidly, the greateft of any known be-
fore—then this will prove too much. For
when a thing was never known before, it is ab-
{urd to call it the moft remarkable, or greateft
of any kNowN BEFORE. And therefore Philo-
porus, who reafons juitly from this principle,
that there ncver bad been fuch an eclipfe, has ad-
ded a negative particle to this citation, dnd reads
it f.{E'}'fﬂ,"?] T WY [ém] Efvaa'{,céva'v 7:'@379@01;, deﬁgning
to intimate that fuch aone had ot been known
before, tho manifeftly corrupting Phlegon.
fence 1t appears, that Ph/legon meant a real

elipfe



(67)
eclipfe. 2dly, Phlegon may mean no more than
what Ferom underftood him to mean, magna &
excellens inter omnes, 1. e. a very great and re-
markable one; in the fame manner as Homer

{peaks of Aax Oileus

Eyyen exexage Haviddpas % Ayaiss,
11. B. 570,

. e. as Dr. Clarke very juftly obferves, non ne-
ceflario indicat bunc plane et omnino omnibus fi-
perworem fuiffe, fed bafie mittende peritia inter
omnes exumium., And fuch was thiseclipfe up-
aon all fuppofittions.  DBur,

14ly, Suppofing even this interpretation not to
be allowed, yer, I muit obferve, thatifyoulook
backwards from this eclipfe which happened

A. D. 29, for go years together, you will meet
with but 7w of any particular note inAfa ii-
nor.  One on the 14 of fanuary 18 years be-
tore Chrift,the total darknels of which could not
be more than 8§ or 10°, The other wasasgreac
as this which Pl/egon mentions,where it was ces-
fral; but 1t was only /o 1n the northern parts of
Afia about the lattude of 42>, There were no
other total eclipfes in thofe parts, whole thadow
pafled between the Black Sea and the fouchern
parts of Egvpr,  So that this eclipie mighit pro-

k!

.r - I -
Koo poriv
]



( 03 )
verly be ftyled the greateft of any known before
or as remarkable as any; not that there never
was a greater in no part of the world, but not a
greater known by any body alive, as the words
may fignify; or, 1t may be, taken notice of, by a-
ny bedy particularly before that time.

In the eclipfe faid to be foretold by Thales,
A P. F. 4113, Ant. Ch. 6o1. where Bithop
Uffer and Dr. Prideaux and others fix the Ly-
dra War, the fun could not be eclipfed more
than 3 or g digits in any part of Afia. Inthat
ecliple which Sic Ifaac Newton makes to be
foretold by Thales, snte Ch. 8¢, in which he
places the war betwixt the Lydians and Medes,
ard which happened May the 28t 1t was not
total 1n any part of Afia, ull afew minutes be-
fore funfer, 1f at all, From whence 1t hasbeen
conjectured, that the famous battle betwixt the
aforefaid nations really happened in the year
An. Ch. 603. in which year there was an eclipfe
of the {un, both central and total, in Afiz, on
the 19 of May between 11 and 12, inthe lat,
of 40 north, and long. 40tothe eaft of Londos.
But then I do not find chis ecliple zaken notice
of by any. The ecliple 4. P. 7. 4283, upon
Auguft 9 could nothave been total any where,
That 4. P. . 4310, on September 9* was no
where total, The eclipfe which happened Au-

gufs
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guff 15t A P.f. '4404, was indeed a total
eclipfe; and where the central fhadow paffed,
the obfcuration was near as long avain, asin
that which Pblegon mentions; and in courfe
this was, in it felf, a bigger than that which
happened Anno 29. Eut as itsfhadow pafied di-
rectly to the fouth of AfaandGrecce)’tis 2 queiti-
on whether 1t mightbe total at all zbeie. That
which happened Felruary 11. A. A.Ch. 217,
was not near total in any part of Afz.  That
Fuly 19, A.A.Ch 104, wasno wheretotal. So
that I do not find any ecliple zaken notice of, that
happened in Afia, or thereabout, for above fix
hundred years tharwas {o large asthis which
Phlegon mentons : And but one raken notice of a-
ny where thatexceeded his. Now it is not enough
to find out by computaticnanechipfe, which, in
fome part or other of the woild, was greater
than this which FPllegen {pcakis ot : Bummuﬁ
be one that fome preceding vriter, in {adt, men-
tions; andif {uch aone canbe produced, it will
only prove, ecither that Pligenwes mifiaken
in calling that A, 29, abllutely 7he greateft of
mzy known or taken notice of ffn*'fzf- cr, that
he had not himiclf taken nouce of any one fo
grm* I {hould be elad o have the cur?ow
fearch mto tius faft: Formitherto, as I {a1d, 1

have
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have been able to find not above one, at moit,
taken notice of {o great as this of Polegon.
4thly, Mr. Wh. fays that this eclipfe was to-
tal “but a very fmall part of a minute”. p. 47

In this he is miftaken again, The gentleman
who firft fent me the anonymous letter, and

to whom I am obliged for fo many calculati-
ons, fays, thatit ¢ continued about two mi-
nutes,” Mr. Hodgfin {ays ‘twas I minute 31

feconds. Dr.Hally fays 1 40",
cthly, Another thing in Phlegon’s eclipfe re-
markable, is — The day became night and the
flars appeared. Mr. Wh. remarks, « That as
“ to Kepler’s ecliple, 7. e. in the 1F year of the
“ 2024 olympiad, when by calculation Fupiter
“was below the horizon, it is a great queition
« whether any one ftar excepting Venus, which
« is frequently feen in the day time alfo, could
“ beat all vifible.” INow if my author informs
me right, for I readily own my {elf notajudge in
this cafe, Mars, Venus, Mercury, Antares, Arétu-
rus, and sz'm Virginis, were tobe {een, if not
the fwo brighteft flarsin Libra, and the brighteft
in the neck of the Serpens,  Mr. Hodg fin fays,
the planets Mars, Mercury, and five of the
moft eminent fixed ftars Aréfurus, Antares,
Ivra, Regulus, and Spica Virginis were vi-
fible. So that this charadter very fully agrees
| to
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to the eclipfe affigned, and Mr. #hiffor’s affer-

tion s entirely groundlefs.

6¢hly, « Phlegor’s eclipfe began, fays Mr,
« I7h. at the 62 hour of the day or noon, as did
“ the darknefs at our Saviour’s paflion. But
« Kepler’s eclipfe about 8 or g a clock in the
“ morning: Which 3 or 4 hours—is a very
“oreat difference,” p. 45. It appears now
from much exalter calculation, that in all ¢his
Mr. Wh. s miftaken: For it began beforenoon;;
it was dark quite juft after 12 ; itcontinued near
2 minutes quite dark, and by that means the
ftars abovementioned were eafily vifible.

Lafily, He fays ¢ Phlegon’seclipfe was accom-
“ panied with an earthquake to Bithynia,” p. 48.
But how does it appear that the earthquake at
the paflion was any {where but in Jedea? It
might feem unaccountable that Mr. /7). thould
take for granted {o palpably the thing in quefti-
on, as to fay the carthquake at the paflion ex-
tended beyond Fudea, or fhould aflerc that it
« went over crofs the middle of the Roman em-
« pire, from Great Britaziz thro Fudea vo Ba-
““bylon, or the contrary, p. 40.” Or that he
fhould fuppofe that it reach’d even to Nice.
He has not one teftimony for this except Phle-
gon, or fuch as derive what they fay from Ph/e-
gon; and I think 1t has been {efliciently proved,

that
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that Phlegon’s ecliple was 4. D. 29, in Novem-
ber, and not at the time of the paffion.

And now, from this miftake of Mr. Whiflon’s,
I will not inftantly conclude him “not fit to
“ determine in points of either chronology ot
“ aftronomy,” p.3¢. Whatever my abilities are,
which I freely acknowledge to be not great, yet
be they more or lefs, truth I love, and truth

I conftantly fearch after, and make truth the
{tudy of my life; and 1hope nothing will ever
have influence enough to make me fwerve from
that. It was in this difpofition that I fuggeft-
ed to Dr. Clarke, that that famous paffage in
Phlegon which was cited by him, and had been
{o generally cited by other learned men as an
atteftation to the darknefs at our Saviour’s paf-
fion, was without {ufficient evidence: That it
was impofiible to be proved to relate toit: And
that therefore it ought to be omitted in a book
where the evidences of natural and revealed re-
ligion were {o excellently and judicioufly {tated.

There is one thing further in this piece of
Mr, 7). that deferves a {ight remark, and that
is, That notwithftanding he has wrote fomany
things againft, and has been {o bitterly fevere
on every body, and on Dr. Clarfe in particular,
for imagining a double fenfe of prophecies, yet

in this bock, he himifelf has inconfiftently fall-

CIl
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en into the fame notion.  Speaking of the pro-
phecy of Amos, vii. 9, 10, 11. It fhall come
fo pafs in that day, jaith the Lord God, that I
will caufe the fiun to go down at noony and I will
darken the earth in the clear day, &c.  This.
« prophecy, he fays, belongs primarily to an
“ eclipfe in Amos's own time, butto fuch 2 one
““ as was defigned to be exaltly parallel to that
« before us, and fo may well enough be applicd
“toit.” p. 44. Now what 1§ it that thofe who
plead for double fenfis of propbecies mean, ex-
cept this very thing, that they belong prima-
71y to one thing, but are dejigned to be exaltly
parallel 1o another?

What is the difference betwixt this, and the
faying, as others have faid, and have been wrote
againft by Mr. #7h. for faying, that/*¢ many
“ prophecies, whichtho’ thcy may have a pri-
“or and tmmediate reference to {ome negicr
“ events, yet by the Spirit of God may have
“ been direted to be uttered in {uch words as
““ may even more properly and more juitly be
“ applied to the great event which zowdr, e
“ had 1n view, than to the e mm’zaz‘f event
“ which God defigned as only a pledge or ear-
‘“ neft of the other.” 1If the onebe in an er-
ror for arguing thus zbout the prophecies of
the old teft ament, I fear Nr. Jhwill find i

L dificuir
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difficult to clear himfelf of the very fame mi-
flakes in the prefent cafe.

And now to conclude, with a folution of
that problem which Mr. #b. thinks fo very
difficult and infoluble, “How that great and
‘< udxcmus perfon Dr. Clarke thould be perfuad-
« ed to give up Phlegor’s tettimony?” 1 think
Mr, #'h. himfelf did, in effe&, folveit, when he
obferved that Dr. Glarke had no violent paffions
at all, no ffrong inclinations. Whenevera truth
was {(hewn to Dr. Clarke, be was ready and will-
ing, as every honeft man ought to be, to em-
brace 1t in the love of truth. If the queftion
were put concerning a man of very violent paf-
fions, of very Jlrong inclinations, of one that is
warm 1n his nature, and that could not bear
contradiction — What would Ae do, in cafe he
had once maintainedany error f — The anfwer I
think would be, That the odds are infinite againft
fuch a one, that he would never give up an
0p1mon once maintain’d, how groundlefs foe-
ver it was: That he would aflerc pofitively,
and be deaf to conviftion: That he would
call any teftimony that firft {truck his imagi-
nation, ¢ original evidence”; and any forgery
an “authentick record.”

APPEN-
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el 3 confidering the circumitances of
pad [ Ihsell 7. Grélon’s narration CONCETNINng
SO the miflionaries of China, and
(P EE0 S (heir requeft to “the mathema-
“ticians of Europe, that they would take the
“ pains to examine, whether in the 324 year
“ of our Lord, about the month of Apri/there
“was any eclipfe of the fun, and whether it
« could happen naturally:” By way of reply
I faid — ¢ Take it cither way; 1if there was
““ upon computation a naefural ecliple of the fun
“ at that time, fuch an eclipfe could not pofii-
“ bly be to the purpofe, becaufe the eclipfe az
L. 2 “iae
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“ the time of our Saviour’s death muft have
“ been at the fu/l moon, and therefore not natu-
““ral, nor compurable. Ifthere werefuch ane-
“ clipfe as did happen preternaturally; thenall
“ the mathematicians of Exiope could not com=
“ pute 1t.” p. 91.

'T'is probable, I think, that the miflionaries
were defirous that the mathematicians of Eu-
rope would take the pains to compute the eclip-
fes of that year: And then, if it appeared that
there was no eclipfe at all about. dpril, A. D.
32, then they thould have “ this very plauﬁble
“argument to convince the Chmgfe;” w1z,
The darknefs of the paffion was the fame with
the eclipfe mentioned in their books; that they
themfelves had taken notice of this miraculous
~circumflance at the death of 7¢fus; and confe-
quently it was true; attefted even by fuch as
were either perfet flrangers, or open adverfa-
ries to chriftianity.

This I now take to be the miffionaries de-
fign, and this the end of their requeft. The
mifchief1s, this “very plaufible argument”™ de-
figned for the conviétion of the poor Ghinefe,
{uppofes, that in records of long ftanding,
there is no miftake either originally, orintran-
fcripts; it {uppofes the Chinefe aftronomers at
rhat time not to have been miftaken; 1t {up-

Pofe.-s
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pofes that there was fuch an eclipfe from the
authority of theirbooks; itfuppofes it at the fu?
moon at the {fame time that their hiftories fay
that it was at the new moon; it fuppofes the
miffionaries to contradi¢t their hiftories in the
very thing they cite their hiftories for; and ic
fuppofes that Ghriff died In a year in which he
did notdie. What ftrange arguments and arts
do miffionaries make ufe of as *“ plaufible” ones,
to make converts to a caufe that ftands in need
of nothing but truth and honefty, and a fair
impartial hearing!

FINTIS.
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o5 PDISSERTATION on the Ecliple
P el mentioned by Phlegon, or an En-
M‘;;;:,}ﬁ quiry whether that Eclipfe had any
Izl Relation to the Darknefs which hap-
v ST pened at our Saviour’s Paffion. By
Arthur Afbley Sykes, D.D. pr. 15, 6 4.

The Innocency of Error afferted and vindicat-
ed. The third Edition very much correéted and
improved by the Author. pr. 6 4.

A Vindication of the Innocency of Error, &c.
from the Mifreprefentation of the Lord Bithop of
Oxford. pr. 6 d.

An Effay upon the Truth of the Chriftian Reli-
gion: Wherein its real Foundation upon the Oid
Teftament is thewn, Occafioned by the Difcourfe
of the Grounds of the Chriftian Religion. By Ar-
thur Afbley Sykes D. D.

The true Grounds of the ExpeCation of the
Mefliah. In two Letters. One printed 1n the
London Fournal 3 the other in Vindication of 1t:
Being a Reply to the Anfwer publifhed acthe End
ofa late Letter to Dr Rogers, By Philalethes. pr. 15,

An Expofition of the Church Catechifm. By
Samuel Clarke, D, D, Publithed from the Author’s
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MS. by Fobn Clarke, D. D. Dean of Sarum. The
Third Edition.

Sermons on feveral Subjeéts. In Ten Volumes.
By Samuel Clarke, D. D. Pubiifhed from the Ay-
thor’s MSS. by Fobn Clarke, D. D, Dean of S$g-
rum.  With a Preface, giving fome Account of
the Life, Writings, and Charalter of the Author.
By Benjamin Lord Bithop of Serum. The Second
Edition.

An Enquiry into the Caufe and Origin of Na-
tural and Moral Evil: In which the principal Phe.
nomena of Nature are explained, according to
the true Principles of Philofophy; the prefent
State and Condition of Mankind 1s confidered and
explained upon the true Principles of Morality
and Revelation ; and the Objeftions of the antient
and modern Defenders of the Manichean Scheme
of two independent Principles, particularly Mr.
Bayle, are fully anfwered : Beingthe Subftance of
Sixteen Sermons, preach’d in the Years 1719 and
1720, at the Lecture feunded by the Honourable
Robert Bovle Efq; In two Vols, Svo. By Fobn
Clarke D. D. Dean of Sarum.

Robauly’s Syftem of Natural Philofophy: Ilu-
trated with Dr Semucel Clarke’s Notes, taken moft-
ly out of Sir Ifaac Newton’s Philofophy: With
Additions. Done into Englifo by Foba Clarke,
D. D. In 2 Vols. 8wo.

The Truth of the Chriftian Religion, In Six
Books. By Hugo Grotius. Corretted and illuftrated
with Notes by Mr. Le Clesc. To whichis added,
a Seventh Book, concerning this Queftion: 77hat-
Chriftian Churchwe vight to join our felves to? Tran-
flated by Fobn Clarke, D, 1. The fecond Editi-
on, with Addttions. 120.
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. A Demontftration of fotite of the principal See-
tions of Sir [faac Newton’s Principles of Natuyral
Philofophy. In which his peculiar Method of
treating that ufeful Subject 1s explained, and ap-
plied to fome of the chief Phznomena of the Sy-
ftem of the World. By fobn Clarke, D. D.

- The Hiftory of the Reformation, and other
Ecclefiaftical Tranfactions tn and about the Low
Countries: From the Beginning of the Eighth Cen-
tury to the Synod of Dor¢ inclufive. By Gerard

Brandt, late Profeffor of Divinity at Amfterdam.
Tranflated from the Original, With the Heads
of the moft eminent Perfons engraven by Mr, Per-
tue. In 4 Vols. Folio.

N. B. The Subfcribers to this Work, who have
not yet compleated their Sets, may have the
Volumes they want, either of large or fmall
Paper, onthe Terms of the Subfcription.

Fifteen Sermons, preach’d at the Rol/s Chapel
upon the following Subjects. Upon Human Na-
ture. Upon the Charalter of Balgam. Upon
Refentment. Upon Forgivenefs of Injuries. Up-
on Self-Deceit. Upon the Love of our Neigh-
bour. Upon the Love of God. Upon the Ig-
norance of Man. By 7ofeph Butler LL. B. Preach-
er at the Rolls, and Rector of Stanbope, in the Bi-
thoprick ‘of Durbam. 8vo.

A Conference on the Miracles of our Blefied
Saviour. Wherein all the Objections of Mr 7#50!-
fton In his Six Difcourfes, and feveral other great.
er Difficulties, are fully ftated and confidered,
and the Truth of the Chriftian Religion is evi-
dently proved. By W, Stevenfon, D. D. Preben-
dary of Sarum, ReCor of Colwal in Herefordfbire,
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