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THE
SLAUGHTER
OF THE
CH1LDREN in Bethlehem,

Asan Historicar FacT of

St. Matthew’s GospEL,

VINDICATED, &e.

SECT. L

The fllence of Jofephus proved to be of mo
Sforce againft St. Matthew.

N2 HE Objection of the Sche- Seat. L

matiff, I am now to eXa- <o

} ming, is the laft againft St. ’
Matthew, and relates to
B the Fa& of Herod's order-
3 sng the children in Beth.
\ehem from two years old and younger to

be flain.
' A3 That
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faits related by the bett Hifforians Anti- Se&. 1
quity cver had, and of which yet no man VYN

in his wits can form the leaft doubt. In
a cafc of this nature an Awthor is generally
believed, when he tells, though alone, a
thing which he was able to know, ecither
by himfelf, or by good witnefles ; which
was tranfa@ed in his own time, or not long
before, and carries along no abfurdity, no
impoflibility, no inconfiftency with other
fa@ts well fupported s and when the Writer.
himfelf is known befides, to be a man of
probity, and to have had no apparent rca-
fon, intereft, or view, whereby he could
be prompted to invent a particular faé¥.
Now that all thele qualifications are to be
eminently met with in the Writers of the
- New Teflament; has been alrcady a
thoufand times proved beyond all con-
tradition.

3. And why could not Fofephus be fup-
pofed to omit that Fa&, though truc? Has
he undertaken to write the Life, or a ge-
neral Hiftory of Herod ? If he had, could
he not have omitted fome faé?, or other?
He was not an cye-witnefs of the tran-
fa&tions of that time. When he wrote his
Books of the Fewifb wars, Herod had
been dead fourfcore years, and very near
enc hundred when the Antiguities of the
zews were publithed. The Chief, and

ikely the oply Author whom Fofephus
' A g could




(sYy |

§¢a. I, could, follow, and whom he quotes fomes :

W™ times, was onc Nicolas of Damafcus, a

particular friemd of Hered (4), and con-

fequeatly a man byafs'd ia his favour.

And indced his partrality has been noted

by Fofepbus himlelf, particularly in his

fixteenth Book of Awtig. There he fays ex-

relly, that Nicelas living s Herod's

kingdem, and together witb%im, be wrote

kis biflory, (of Herod) with a view to

pleafe that king, and advance bis intereft,

wentioning thofe things only, which were
bonourable to bim.

So partial an Hiftorian had then no doubt
pmitted the Fa& of the childrem {lain by
Heroad : And why could it not alfo be left
out by Fofephus, when he did not find it
in Nicolas's chief Guide, though it had
been a true event of Herod's reign?

4. Nor can we judge otherwiic for what
the Schemati? adds to ftrengthen his 4if
fiealty 5 viz. Thas Jofephus SEEMS a
great enemy to Herod, and to tell E V' E-
R YT thing be knew to bis difadvantage,
and efpecially AL L his various alts of
¢ruelty. For the objeor himlelf feems
to confefs what is certainly true, thar all
this is more than he can know and prove.
His confcioufnels of that, is, I fuppofc,

: the

-

(q) See Fafepbss's Antig. Book szvii. c. 5. and Book
xiv. c. 1. where, befides that grear intimacy, Nicolas is
taxed of being a great flassorer of Herod, '
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| the reafon of his pointing in that place (4) Se@. L
ar Scaliger: See, fays he in the margin, v~
Scaligers Animad-verfiones in Chronicon Ey- ) P- 31-
Jeébei, p. 176. But there that great man
proves nothing ncither of what is affirm-
ed above, nor does he fay, that Jofepbus
was 4 great enemy $o Herod.

| Befides, as Scaliger makes otherwife no
manncr of application of his wondering,

: why did not the candid Schematift rather

! interpret that wondering, as being an in-

s timation, that Scaliger fufpeéted in Fofe-

-‘;- phus fome want cither of kmowledge or

} JSncerity 2 ,

‘ ~ The firft may certainly be fuppofed, with-

. out any abfurdity or unlikelihood. Nor is

- it poflible to the Schematif} to prove on

the contrary, that Foféphus mult neceffari-

ly have known the Fa& now in queftion.

And we have already thewn, that it could

not be in Nicolas’s hiftory, who was the

chief, if not the only contemporary Writer,
whom Fo/ephus could take for his voucher.

It might be alfo umknown to, or conceal-

ed by, the perfonshe confulted; the prin-

cipal of whom were thofle of Herod's
pofterity.

- " As for Jofephus’s fincerity on the other

1 hand, we may have in this cale very good
reafon to fufpe& it. He knew without
doubt, that the Chriffians had already
mentioned this fa/7, and applied itb to

thele
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Se&. L. their own Affairs, which Fofepbus fcems
¥~ not to have approved of, as our ObseéZor
will cafily grant; and confequently that
this was a fufficient motive for tempting
Fofepbus to omit the faf?. 1 do not
doubt but the Schematiff looks upon what
is now in Fofephus concerning Fefiks
Chrif?, as being intirely fpurious and mere
addition to his Text. If fo, wemay in-
dced wonder at his omitting fuch a tran-
faltion, and admire his affeted filence.
But then it would be unjuft and unrea-
fonable to conclude from thence, that all
the faé?s concerning the rife of the Chri-
ftian Religion, are falfe or dubious, noc-
withftanding they are attefted by the facred
and pagan Hiftorians.
But let us morcover fuppofe, that Fofe-
bus was very well apprized of the mur-
der of the Babes in Bethlehems, and even
that he was @ great enemy of Herod, as the
Schematift adds of his own; though Fo-
Jepbus tells equally the good and bad
of that King’s a&tions: Yet for all that, and
all his fuppoled fincerity, he might cafily
have paﬂ'cg over this particular inftance of
Herod's cruclty, having given fo many o-
thers, which were more, or at lcaft as c-
minent, Add, that Fofepbus was not en-
gaged to tell cvery indiyidual adtion of H;
o | 104,
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s. But then it is alfo certain,- (and this

YN s a new obfervation to be added) that for

the greateft part of his faé#s there is no
biftorian to confirm them. Confequently
the fame pretended dJifficulty, brought
againtt Masthew from fofephus's filence,
may be with greater ftrength retorted a-
gaintt Fofephus himfelf. And even when
fome falts of his hiftory are alfo found in
Tacitus, for inftance; yet 'tis agreed among
men of learning, that Tacitus had bot-
rowed them from Jofépbus ; and fo there
is for the fame, but the fingle authority of
this writer : Which if it be admitted, fure
there is no reafon why we fhould not re-
ceive St. Matthew's authority, notwith-
ftanding all the filence of Fofephus.

In fhort, ’tis a fophiftical method, as
unjuft as unreafonable, to endeavour to
difcredit the exprefs teffimony of an Hifto-
rian, by objecting only the filence of alater
Weriter; which might proceed from many
caufes; though it be impoflible at fuch 2
diftance, as in our cafe, of above feven-
teen hundred years, to guefs at the true

caufe and reafon, with any certainty.

Therefore *tis equally unjuft and abfurd to
pretend, that no other caufe of fuch a fi-
lence, or omiffion, can be affigned, but

the falfehaod of the falt omitted.

SECT.
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SECT. IL
The tefiimeny of Macrobius j

, U T is there indeed no Aurhor, be- Seat. II.
fides St. Matthew, who took notice \ry~

of the murdering the children in Bethle-
leben 2 Why, truly ‘tis plain the Schema-
¢iff would fain make his Readers believe it
is fo. For though he knew there is fuch
an Author, yet he throws his teftimony in-
to a marginal note, whereon he may fup-
pofe few of his Readers, if any at all, will
caft their eyes, after he had affured them
in the text, that no bifforian mentions it.
Befides in that note he is pofitive, that
paflage alledged, #s of #o authority, and
then makes a thew of proving it, though
his objettions are as ill grounded, as the
former againft ‘St. Matthew. 1 fhall de-
monttrate this after I have reprefented the
paflage of Macrobius, as our adverfary
brings it.

“ It is pretended, he fays, that this
« flaughter of the Infants is confirmed by
« Macrobius; who in a Chapter of the
« tngemious [ayings of Auguftus again
« others, and of itbe{r 4g4i';nﬂ bz'm‘,g (Sﬁ
“ turn. L 2. c. 4.) tells us, that when

« Auguttus beard that Herod's fon was =

“ killed

N
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<< & faying could fall from Auguftus, which Sc&. 1.

<< implies his ignorance of bhis own [en-
<< tence.”

Anfw. 1 will not be fo fevere upon
our Objeltor, as to make a long expoftu-
lation with him, for his reprefenting here
the cxpreflions of Scaliger dfferently from
what they were delivered by that great
man. 1 own, that for the main point,
Scaliger infinuates that Auguffus had ap-
proved of the judgement given by Parus
governour of Syria, againft Antipater,
But I maintain that Scaliger is thercin
firangely miftaken, that his wondering, in-
ftead of being fuf, as our adverfary athirms,
is built upon nothing ; and 24/y, That con-
fequently there is no room in this for the
leaft difficulty, by which Macrobius's au-
thority can be invalidated.

1. Scaliger's blunder has been already
exploded many ycars ago (4); and ‘tis

indeed

/
Ed(‘) Befides Chbrif. Noldins, (Hift, Idom. n. 26. p. 151.
. 1. An. 1660. Franeq;) a very leasned man of this na-
tion, §. Gregory, has this remarkable paffage, which I re-
membered after I had writ my following obfervation.
* It is enough to draw fome doubt upon the tradition
¢ of Maerobins, Jofoph Scaliger belicveth it all; but yet
_* his wonder is, that Augufins thould make fuch a return
¢ ypon Hered, fecing that he himfelf did the murther, not
* only upon this, but upon all the three fons. 1 do not
“ ive that the learned man hath caufe enough. He-
- % god did but caft the envious part upon the Emperor,
% (and officioufly too) but left the main and principal
- % guilt upon his own head, and therefore nevertheless, to
«

YW
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Dut to death by Czlar's order, for her plot- Seat. 11,
2ing with Antipater 5 and that Antipater A~V
bimfblf was left to bis judgement, as his
Father and bis King, either to [end him
into Exile, or put him to Death, as be
wosld (a).

2. The Cafc being thus ftated, how
could Scaliger wonder, that Auguftus was
furprized, when he heard, that Herod, in«
ficad of choofing to banifb his Son, and
ading like a Father, who ought to feel
ftill fome pity for onc fo near him; had
rather chofen to flay him, and had

’ thus aéted more like a2 Butcher than a Fas
ther? Might not Asguffus jultly refle&t
upon the barbarity of fuch a Father, whent
he heard the iffue of his Permiffion given
to Herod in refpe& to Antipater? Might
he not jultly fay, st was better to be He-
rod’s Hog than his Som, without hav-
ing forgot his own Judgement and
Sentence? How then could our Obje&or

v approve fo much of Scaliger’s Blunder,
and fay that his wondersng was juft upon
this matter?

B 3. Theree

(8) Tadra & inigirrer® dvres speg 70 Soyymes, ypuphs
poTa Sage Uad war sis Piww Dpiesan dxoradrpdion ois Rai-
expi xal Srwyro edirren, T xPdrue B, # % T1 Axpis dre
vi Kuirap®- <rpnpdins, ¥ols " Arrominge evysasepyiediv : do.
0y T8 Arsizirpw, o5 éxi Prigey T aeiver woisire, o Iirpog il
Bhrring, sivi Quiadn ixnine ibesw, siti sraved,

o1, ¢ 56 @)
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Sc&t. II. 3. Thercfore the Schematifft could not

@Y\ ncither juftly pretend that Macrobius's Au-
thority fuffers in the leaft from fuch a mi-
ftaken Difficulty. Does it not rather ap-
pear, that his account of Auguflus’s (harp
and fevere Refle@ion upon Herods cru-
clty towards his Son, is very agrceable
to Fofephus’s Hiftory in this Point, and is
thereby ftrongly confirmed ?

4. Befides, Scaliger never intended to
carry his wondering fit any further,
than what relates to Augq’}m’s}!;kc; and
for all that he makes ute of Macrobius's
Teltimony for the flaughter of the Ix-
Jants (a).

The fame Obfervation is to be applied
to Dr. Prideaux, though the Schematift is
plcafed to join him here with Secaliger,
as if both united in -rejeCting Macrobsus's
Evidence, or in the fame Obje&tion againft
it. On the contrary, that learned “Dean
brings in the Teftimony of Macrobius,
for the flayghter of the Infamts, and the
Sarcafm of Auguflus upon Herod. Ha
finds only fome Difficulty therein concern-
ing the Age of Herod's Son, faid to be
flain with thole Infants. His Words are

thefe /

(2) Quod puerorum cedes non multd praeceflerit Ans i
tipatri cafum, tum ex Evangelio conftat, tum etiam ex Ma- :
erobio, qui infantes ab Heroae cadi jjuflos, & interillos
’ﬁhun;b:;iuoquc ipfius Herodis poenas tfediﬂe, refert.  Sea-
ig. 1bid.
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thefe following:  Macrobius, a Writer Se&. IL
<< of the fifth Century (2) tells us, thata- Y ¥™
<« mong thofc Innocents Herod flew a
< young Son of his own, and thereon
<« Augufius made this Reflettion, that it
«¢ was better to be Herod's Hog than his
<« Son. But it is not likely, that Herod
¢ fhould have a Child fo young, as thofe
« Innocents, at the Age he was then of.
The Death of Antipater, which hap-
pened about that time, confidered with
<« that of Alexander and Ariftobulus, for-
< merly put to Death by him, may rather
“ be thought to have given the occafion
«¢ for that Sarcafin. (6) * Thus the pious
Do&or in raifing the Difficulty, offers at
the fame time his Thoughts for its Soluti-
on ; fo far is he from making ufe of it
againft Macrobius’s Evidence and Autho-
rity, as the Schematif does in his next
confideration, whereof that Difficulty is
the Foundation.
IL. Secondly, fays he, Auguftus by being
acquainted with the Treachery of Antipa-
ter, and him(elf condemning himto Death,
(¢), knew him to be a Man grown; and
therefore could not make a Refleition,
which if pertinently wunderflood, implies
B2 him

€<

€ -

L -

(a) Saturn. Lib. 1I, Chap. 4. )

(8) Prid. Cennett. Part Il. Book. IX. p. 654 .

(¢) How falfe this Afettion is in particular, [ have juf}
now thewed.
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Se&. 1. him to conceive Herod’'s Som to be under
WV two years old. :

In my Anlwer to this Confideration 1
fhall avoid, as much as poflible, a tedious
Difpute, being willing to make more Con-
ceflions than even our Confiderer can rea-
fonably defire.

1. I grant then, that Auxgsflus knew
certainly Antipater to be at his Death (a4)
patt Childhood ; and yet we cannot affirm
upon any other hiftorical Ground, that
Herod had at that time any Child about
two years old (b), or that he was flain a-
mong and with the Innocents ; as fome Po-
p#b modern Writers have afferted (¢), from
Macrobius.

2. The Queftion and Difficulty only lies
about the truc meaning of Macrobius's
Expreflions (4), which indeed feem to fig-

nify,

(a) Which happened five Days before his Father's; Fo
Jeph. Book 1. c. 21. Antig. xvii. €. 10.

(6) I would not fay the thing is impoffible, or smlikely,
as it has been fuppofed by Dr. Prideasx, and before him
by the famous Cafenéon, Exercit. cont. Baron. §. xvi. p.
$73. An astem putandus efi Herodes, qwi [eptuagenarins,
axs non multis menfibus minor obiit, ante bienninm genwiffe
Silinm, qni bimulus cum caseris fit occifust? We fee eve
gay Men older than Herod was, at that time, have Ch:{.

ren.

(¢) Barenius Annal.ad An. Ch. 1. n. 50. Decherins Annot,
10, in 1. p. Thef. Difput, de¢ Ortu. Salvat. Serariss
Opufe. T. I. de Herod. c. a1. _

(4) In the Original Macrobius has it thus: Chm asdif-
for [Auguﬂus] inter pueros, qmos in Syria Herodes Rex Ju~
daorum intra bimatum._ juffis " interfici, filivm quoque ejus
secifum ais; Melius eff Herodis porcum cffe, quam filium,

\
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Se&.II. 3. Another way has been offer’'d by the

/™I lcarned Noldius (a). According to him,
Macrobius means only, that the murther of
the Innocents, and that of Antipater, hav-
ing bcen committed at fome few days dif-
tance, both were told together at Rome
to Auguftuss and not that Antipater was

' kill'd together, and at the fame time with
the Innocents. As if Macrobius had faid,
Auguftus heard at once, that Herod had,
befides thofe Children, flain alfo his own
Sozn. Andit is not a good confequence, to
conclade, that a perfon is but two years
old, becaufe he is reported to have been
kill'd, with fome others of that age (4).

At leaft, Iam fure, we may affirm, that
Macrobius’s cxpreflion [Inter, &c.] is fre-
quently ufed by Latin Writers, to fignify
that when, or while fome things had been a
doing, others happen’d, or were tranfa&ted,
tho’ of adifferent nature, and even at fome
diftance, both of time and place. For to prove

this,

{a) Si Macrobius ftatuit Bimulos fimul interfe®os cum
Antipatre, utique halucinatur.  Sed nihil opus hoc de ip-
fo Sufpicari: Cum dicere poflit, Bimulorum & Antipacri
czdes, quod paucis tantum diebus differrent, uno tempore
Romez auditas, fed non uno facas. Ut illud Macrobii :
Inter pueros, &c. poflit exponi, prater pueros, &c. Chrifk,
Noldi. Hift. Idum. p. 68. Ed. An. 1660. ’

(4) Noldius L. C. p. 148. Ex hoc Loco Macrobii De-
cherius malé elicit hunc parologifmum: Herodes cum In-
santibus bimulis [uum quoque filium inserfecit ; ergo eum bi-
mulum interfecis. Nam praecisé ex verbis Macrobii illud

non poteft confici, Qui inzer Bimulos occiditur, non ftas
tum Bimulus, &e.
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this, many inftances (4), could be brought, Sc&, II.

if it werc ncceflary. Therefore 1 hope,
that Interpretation will not appear to the
Schematift to be forcd and out of the
way. Otherwife he may remember here,
what he fays afterwards, That Macrobius
bivd in the end of the 4th Century, that
is to fay, when the purity of the Latin
Tongue was almoft loft ; and alfo that
Macrobsus himlclf expreflly declares, he was
not a Latin born, and begs his Reader’s
pardon, if in his Difcourfes be not found
the original Roman Elegancy (b).

4. Neverthclefs I am willing to fuppofe,
that Macrobius implies that he, at leaft,
conceivd Herod’s Son had been kill'd 4-
mong the Infants, under two years old.

But then I maintain, that nothing is more
unrcafonable than the confequence our Ob-

B 4 jeCtor

(¢) Among which may be reckoned thefe two Paffages
of Macrobins himfelf : Lib. 1. C. VI. INTER HAC Avi-
eni di&a Flavianus & Euflathus -ingrefli alacriorem
fecere Cztum, ¢re. Cap. VII. INTER HZC Evangelus,
petitu omnium temperatus, M. Varronis, inquit, Librum
vobis arbitror non ignotum, ¢rc. To which I fhall add
only two more of 3 much antienter Writer: Vel. Parer-
eul. Lib. 11. C. 83. INTER hunc apparatum belli, Plan-
cus non judicio re@a legendi, transfugit ad Cafarem.
Et C. 45. Peridem tempus P. Clodius, homo nobilis,—~
Et a&us incefti reus, ob finitum INTER religiofoffima P.
R. facra adulterium, e, )

(6) Macrob. Satwrn. L. 1. Pref. Nifi ficubi nos fub alia
ortos Czlo Latine Lingu vena non adjuvet. Quod ab
his,—l;‘petitum impetratumque volumus, ut aqui boni-

ue confulant, fi in noftro fermone mativa Romani Oris
clegantia defiderctur, e, '

L
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Se&, ]I. jetor would draw from thences as if
¢V therefore it follow'd, that Asguffus never
utter'd fuch a Fef, and that there never was
fuch a flaughter of the Infants. Why do
not he rather conclude, that Herod never
had aSon, whom he put to death } Sure this
confequence would be much more Logz- \
¢al, fince that Son of Herod is the princi- l
pal matter Macrobius has here in view. ‘
But then this confequence muft affet the
authority of Yofephus, upon whom the ‘
Schematift builds here his chief ObjeQions
againft Matthew. However, as notwith— {
ﬂanding Macrobius’s fuppos'd Blunder, in
utting two things together, which {hould
gc diftinguifh’d, wsz. The flaughter of the
Infants, and the death of Herod's Son, who
Was a man grown; yet it is moft certain,
he had good authority for the truth of the
faﬁ concerning the killing of Herod's
fon: So we may very jultly believe, that he
bad alfo his authority, both for the Fef of
Augufius on that occafion, and for the
Faﬂ of the Infants {laughter. And thefe
two Falts canpot be rejeted, no more
than the murder of Herod's fom, tho' the
Blunder of Macrobius fhould be never fo |
great.  We have in the beft Hifforians }
many inftances of like Blunders, and want :
of attention ; and yet the faé¥s, mifplac’d '
by them, are not, fingly taken, the lefs
truc for all thar mifplacing of them, tl‘If
e
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what he fays upon it, from fome of thofe
many Authors extant in his time and loft
fince? Docs he not expreflly acquaint his
Readers, that this Work of his is nothing
but a Colle&ion taken out of the Books
he had read, either Greek or Latin, which
he had made for the ule of his Son Eufla-
thius (a)? And even he affures his Son,
that (4), often he produces his matters in

the very Words of the Authors be had

ftead, dcfiring that he would not blame him

for it, when he fhou'd find it out in his

Stidics, fince it was done with a Defign.

Hence it is, that not only he names ateve-
ry Page the ancient Authors, whofe Paf
fages he alledges ; but he often tranfcribes
Word for Word fome others, whofc Names
he docs not mention. This is difcover'd in
feveral Inftances, by the help of fome of
the few Books, which are now preferv'd () 5
and had we¢ more ftill, no doubt, but we

fhouw'd

() Saturn. Lib. I Praf. p. 154. Edit. Plaut. An. 1597.
Qui fold utor. Quidquid mihi, vel te jam in Lucem edi-
to, vel antequam nafcereris, in diverfis, fen Grece, feu

omanz linguz Voluminibus elaboratum eft, id totum
fit tibi fcientiz fuppellex, ee.

(6) Nec mihi vitio vertas, fi res, quas ex Le&ione va’
fid mutuabor, ipfis fepe verbis, quibus ab ipfis Au@oribus
éxarrate funt. Pref.

¢) Thus Macrobius tranfcribes often Word for Word long

atfages of Awlus Gellius, whom he does not name. The

fioft part; for Inflarice, of Atacrobins's third Cha'}’neg
00

Se&t. II. he cited as fuch in the Controverfy before ‘
v~ us. But what then? Could he not have

}
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fhou'd find out larger Proofs of the faime Se&. II.

kind ;s and of Macrobius’s Carcfulnefs to
mention nothing of old times, but with
the Authority of fome orother good Writer.

2. Therefore nothing is more unreafo-

nable, than our Obje&or’s Pretenfion, that
it is an unanfwerable Objection to the
Authority of Macrobius, That what be
fays occurs in mo OYher before him. How
could it be found now after the lofs of fo
many Writers, whom Macrobius had in
his time, whereof we have not at prefent
the hundredth part ?

And confequently the Objeétion is by
that Obfervation anfwer'd, as eafily, as rea-
fonably. For, tho’ we have loft fo many
ancient Authors quoted by Macrobius ; yet
befides his Affirmation, that he colleted
the various matters of his Work out of
former Authors, and often in their very
Words ;- we have moreover a demontftrati-
on of his veracity and faithfulnefs, by the
concurrence of fome Writers now pre-
fervd, in a great number of the Things
he treats of.

3. It is then very reafonable to believe,
that in other Places, and other Faéfs,
where Macrobius omits the Name and Quo-
tation of his Authors, yet he had certainly

Book L. is copied out of Gellsus. No@&. Atw. L. IIL c. z.
o¢. Lib, VI. c. 8. from Gelli Lib. V. c. 8i. The 7th
Book is taken from Plurarch ; and in other Places he fol-
lows dlexander Aphrodifi, grbatim, os.

fome

—

\Va'a "
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means only, that if Macrobius had been a Se&. II.
Chriftian, his Teltimony is not the better VYN
for that; becaule in that cafe, what he fays

of thc Innocents, might be taken from St.
Matthew, and therefore cannot be a new
FEvidence, different from that of our E-
wangeliff. Otherwife, if the Schematift

knows any thing of the Chriftian Rels jion,

he mult know, that a true Chriftian is an

encmy to Lies, Forgcries, Impoftures, Occa-

fional Conformity for a Place of Honour,

or Profits, &rc.

_But let the Schematiff’s meaning be what

it will, I may aver, that every impartial

Reader thinks, it was the Duty of a candid
Obje&or, before he vented fuch a Reflcc-

tion upon Macrobius, as a Chriftian, to

have offer'd fome better Proof, than a fin-

gle might bes which is all the Schematift

brings in, and borrow’d too from a cou- b
ple of modern Writers, who ncither give 1
any Reafon for their fufpicion. Grotius, at 1
leaft, in the Paffage above recited has none; [
and I may fuppole the fame of Barthius, :
without inquiring further about his Book, !
fecing the Schematift puts him with Gro-
tius, as fancying only, that Macrobius
might be a Chriftian.

Inftcad of that, I fhall here clearly prove
the reverfe of that groundlefs Su/picion, by
folid and ftrong Reafons, taken from Ma-
crobius himfclf.

B C2 - 1. The

—_— —a

i ———net
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g87. Another Statue had been intended Set. II.
by the Veflals, he having becen a Pricft of AV
Fefta, as we read in Symmachus (b), who
did not fpare his Praifes in his Letrers to
‘him alive, and after his death to the Em-
pcrors (¢).
No wonder then if St. Hierom calls him
a facrilegions Man, and a worfbipper of
ddols (d) s and aited (o feverely againtt
the Chriftians, in that DCifpute between
Damafus and Urfinus, about the Sce of
Rome, he being then Governour and Pre-
feétus of the City (e). ‘
STMMACHUS himlelf, whom we
have already often quoted, is another of the
Interlocutors in Macrobius. His Hea-
thenifinm would fufficiently appear by his
intimacy with Prezextatus, had we no
other Evidence. But it fully appears thro’
all his Epiftles, and efpecially by that fa-
mous Petition (f), which in the Name of
the Senate he prefented to the Emperors
' C 4 in
(&) Epift. 36. Lib. 2.
(¢) Sec Lib. 1. Ep. 44.—53. & Lib. X. Ep. 30—32.
{d) Miferabilis PRAETEXTATUS, qui defignatus Con-
ful eft mortuus, homo Sacnlegus, & Idolorum Culior.
Solebat Ludens beato Pape Damafo dicere: Facite me
Rom. Urbis Epifcopum, & protinus ero Chriftianus. Hie-
gonym. Epift. ad Pammachi. de erronb. Joan, Hierof. p. .
164. T. 1I. Ed. Erafm. .
(¢) In the Year 367 and 368. Sec Secrar. Hift. Lib.
{Y' C. 240 & Ammi Marcellin. Lib. xxvii. p. 349 Ed.
ales.

(/) Lib. X, Ep. 61. DDD. Valeatiuiano, Theodofio
& Arcadio.
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ed as a famous Profeffor of Rbetorick of
thofe times (4).

1 fhall omit another Infcription (4) which
X have copied in the fame Villa, and was
dedicated by the fame Symmachus the Son,
to the Grandfather of his Wife, Pirius
Nichomachus Flavianus, who had the fame
Rcligious Dignity of Pontifex Major, and
who feems to have been the Father of Fla-
wvianus, another of Macrobius's Speakers,
whom he makes Symmachus (c), to extol
much above the Father (4), whereby a-

lone

(4) Facundom & eruditum virum EUSEBIUM Rheto-
rem, inter Grecos prftantem omnibus idem noftri xtate
profeflis, do&rine Lasiaris haud infcium Pratextatus me-
um in Locum [Poflumiani] invitari imperavit ; Sasurm,
Lib 1. C. L. Vid. c. 6.

(®) It has been publifhed feveral times, as by 7. Ger.
Veffius, de Hift. Lat. Lib. 1I1. P. 4. C. 2. Henr. Palesi,
Not. ad Am. Marc. L. 28. fin. and from thence by Rei-
mefi. Synt. p. 441. Spen. Mifc. p. 123.

(c) The Chara&er of Flavianus, drawn by Symmachus
himfelf, has been already obferved by the learned Reinefi-
ws, Epift. 69. p. 624. & Infeript. p. 78. Flaviani quem
dixi, Pontificis erga Ceremonias Deorum & fefta Divini-
tatis imperata folenniag; Religio & Pietas, ex Epift. 34.
& 53. Lib. 2. Symmachi, agnofci poteft: Quia munus
foum, in facris Matris Magne Desomn celebrandis, imprimis
caftum feu jejunium Symmacho, ceu Colleg (nam & bunc
Pontificem fuiffe adparet ex Ep. 41. L. 1. 31. L. 11. &
99. L. IX)) eum mandaviffe, quddabfens iftarum feriarum
dicbus effet, legimus.,

(d) TOm Symmachus, ~——===ne quid ad perfe@ionem
Ceetils defideretur, invitandos ad eundem congreflum con-
viGumque cenfeo FLAVIANUM, qui quantim fit, mi-
randum ! Viro venufto PATRE przftantior, “ non minus
ornatu morum, gravitateque vitz, quim cogii profunda
eruditionis, afferuit, &%. Saturn. L. 1. C. 8. Vid. Sym-
machi Epif. L. II. integ. Flaviamo fcript, .

erobius among his Interlocutors, and praif- Seét. JIL

(VY
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Having thus defeated the pretended Chrifs sear, 1]
Zianity of Macrobius, and, 1 hope, to the ./W"
Satisfaltion of the Readers, who are fin-
cere lovers of Truth 3 I fhall conclude with
another Remark, to thew that Macrobsus
did not take from St. Matthew what he
fays upon the flaughter of the JImworents,
T his appcars from the difference, which is
in their accounts. For St. Martthew tells
us, it was done in a particular Town of
Fudea call'd Bethlebem s and Macrobius
{peaks of the whole Province of Syrie in
general, asif it had been all affected there-
by, and Herod could have extended his
Kingly Power over all that Province, where
yet he had none. Had Macrobius been 3
Chriftian, he would certainly have been
better inftrutted, by his frequenting the
Chriftian Churches,wherein the Gofpels were
continually read. Neverthelefs this inacu-
racy of Macrobius, or of the Pagan Au-
thor, he follows, does not in the leaft hurg
the chief Matter, we are concern’d for, the
truth of the Faé#, which for all that is fo
clearly deliver’d in Macrobius, as well as in
St. Matthew, and fome of the firft Chri-

ftian Writcrs, Fuflin Martyr, Eufebius, &c,

POSTCRIPT




—— .

POSTSCRIPT \

CONCERNING
Virgils ING* EcLo G VE.

HE Author of the Scheme, arguing

(@) againft my Lord Bifhop of Co-
wentry's Conjelture, (for hegivesit for no
more ) concerning the grounds of Pirgil's
1Vth Eclogue, has donec me the Honour
of putting my Name in a Marginal Note,
asif I were one of thofe, who had before-
hand confuted the Bifbop’s Notions.

There reciting in part the Title of a
Manufcript Diflertation, I had mention'd
in the Preface of my Book about the pre-
tended Univerfal Peace, at the Birth of
our Saviour (&), the Schematiff adds, thae
my Diflcreation being yet unpublifbed, the
Bithop bas the pe;ai'ar advantage of con-
Sulting it, for bis own Convittion.

This, and the whole Note, I ought,
without doubt, to take, as one of thofe

extremely
(a) Pag. 50, 51,

(6, Jam Templum Chrifto nafcente Referat, e, Roter,
An. 1700,
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the laft Interpretation ;s vsz. in giving what
I thought to be a true Hifforical Explicati-
on of Virgils Poém,

In this View there was no nced for me
to determine, what might be the Poér’s
true Mind and Notion, when he brought
in the pretended Cymean Predittions, on
which he builds the Application he makes
to the Subje&, or Perfon, he had in his
Eye.

Let it be a real Oracle of the Sibyls
then extant and preferv’d among thofe,
which had been gather'd in Foreign Couns
trics, aftcr the laft burning of the Capital,
wherein the Ssbylline Books were kept,
Or let it be only a Traditional Notion,
handed about from old times, and ground-
ed upon, I do not know what. ] may
for. all that fearch out what is the true
Objc&, to which Firg:l applies all the
great and happy Things fuppos'd to be
hoped for, and expe&ted by the Roman
People, on cither of thofe two grounds,

Neverthelefs, in a fhort account of the
fatal Accidents fuffer'd by the Sibylline
Books, I venture to obferve, that Pirgs/
by his Cumean Verfes, Cumeum Carmen,
feems rather to mean the prediions of
the §iby/in general, or of that in particue
lar, who had her Seat and Qracle at Cu-
mea, ncar Naples.

And
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From whence fome learned Mcn (2) have
juftly concluded, that this Poét was one of
the Quindecimuiri, under whole pecu-
liar Carc and Infpe&tion were the Sibylline
Books.
My next ftep is to fix the time of Vir-
Z#l's Writing his 1Vth Eclogue, which I
fhew to be after Pollio had enterd into
the exercife of his Confulbip, that is to
fay in Autumn, the Ycar 714. of Rome,
(the 4oth before our Vulg. Aera) immedi-
ately after the reconciliation between M.
Antony and the young Cefar Offavianus,
call'd afterwards Augufius. This remark-
able Circumftance fill'd Rome and all It4-
Jy with the joyful hopes of a lafting Peace,
Plenty, and Happinefs, after feveral years
of Civil Wars ;3 tho’ it happen’d that the
next following years did not very cxaltly
anfwer their expetation.

Thefe Chronological Obfervations, con-
cerning Pollio’s Confulthip, I have fince
inferted in the Life of Horace (b).

Having thus fettled the true Epoch of
Virgils IVth Eclogue, and paved my way,
1 proceed to propofe my two Hifferical
Explications.

D 1. In

(a) 7. Fred. Gremevius de Pecun. veter. Lib. 1V. C,
XI. p. m. 333. feq; & paft Nic. Heinfius ad L. C.
(6) Horas. Vits, ad An, V. C. 714 p. 7781,
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II. Notwithftanding the great probability
and fitnefs of that firft Hiftorical Explicati-
on, I propofe yet another, by which I fup-
pole, that Virgil, befides the Praifes of
Anxguflus, had alfo in his view to flatter
him with foretelling the fpeedy Birth of a
8on, by his Wife Scribonia, who was then
with Child.

This I cafily prove by good Authority,
and that inftead of a Som, there came the
next year into the World the Daughrer of
his call'd Fw/ia, who afterwards by her
infamous Life, caus'd fo much Grief and
Shame to her Father Auguftus.

III. What follows in my Differtation is
by much the longeft part. Therein I fully
overturn the other current Opinion con-
cerning Pollio’s Son, fupposd to be born
a little before, and nam’d Salbominus from
Pollio’s having taken Salona in Dalmatsa,
when he was commanding the Troops in
that Province. ,

To demonftrate how groundlefs that is,
I give an exat Chronological account of
Pollio’s Life, for many years before 5 which
1 have colle®ed from his own Epiftles
and thofe of Cicero, as well as from other
Hiftorical Monuments. 1 make it thereby
moft evident, that Pollio ncver had any
Command, nor made any War in Dak
matia, but after his Confulfbsp.

D2 1 had
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1 had by that an opportunity of fpeaking
of Horace’s Ode to Pollio, [Lib. ii. Od.i.]
and fo of confuting what Dacier had faid
upon the marter in his Notes. . And this
alfo I have inferted in my Life of Ho-
race (a), referring at the fame time 4) my
Reader to the Life of Pollio, for a fur-
ther Confutation of what concerns Po/-
lio’s pretended Son Saloninus, and Fir-
gils 1Vih Eclogue. For then 1 had re-
folv'd to change the Plan of my Differta-
tion, becaufe this laft and longeft part of
it feem'd much fitter for Pollio’'s Life.
Into fuch a Work | had a mind to turn
the whole Difpute about that Eclogue, as
well, as all the reft found in Ancient Au-
thors, relating to this Illuftrious Man, fo
confidcrable by his Noble Birth, High Dig-
nicies, Great Atchicvments, and Extraor-
dinary Parts, asan Hiftorian, and a Poét,

Till this be publifh'd in a Chronologi-
cal Order, asl have done in the Lives of
Horace, Ovid and Pliny, or the Diflerta-
tion it {cIf be printed: I hope the fhe -
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given this trouble, ncither to the Readet,
nor to my felf.

Addition for Page 33.

Having at laft, got a fight of Barthius’s
Book, I am boundto tell the Reader, that
1 am convincd, the Schematift never read
the Paffage concerning Macrobsus. For
Barthius roundly.affirms, he was a Chrif-
tianm, as a thing known to every Body.
And yet he confefles, That there is [carce
in his Writings the leaft footfiep of his
Chriftianity s fo greatis the Judgement of
Barthius. No doubt, but the Schematift
borrow’d this Authority of Fabricius, tho’
a little too haftily, according to his wont-
ed Method. For this Learned Man fpeaks
thus, Bibl. Lat. Lib. 1L c. 12. (N.) Non.
minus incerta res de Religione Macrobis.
Chriftianis eum annumerat Barthius, p.
2258. Adverfar. Contra homo Ethnicus
dicitur Spanbemio Dub. Evangel. T. 1.
p- $33. Cui affentiri malim. Ambigui he-
rent Grotius ad Matth. ii. 16. & Hueti-
us, p. 789. Demonf?.

However, here are the Words of Bar-
thius, Adverf. Lib. 48. C. 8. Col. 2258.
in fol. Ubi agens de Chalcidio, cui cenfet in

rebus
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rebus Philofophicis, etiamfi Chritiano, fi-
dendum ; addit: Quod fi facere nolueri-
mus, [ané cum eo Macrobium etiarrz, e
Bocthium, et alios nonnulles tales abjsics-
amus, qui cum Chriftiani fuiffe omrzsbms
noti fint, tali tamen temperatione Philo-
fophica Scripta promulgarunt, ut Agre s
sllis wvel aliquot Veftigium Chriftianifmni
appareas.

I leave to the Reader to determine who
is the moft Judicious of thefc two Writers,
cither Barthius, who can reafon fo, or
the Schematift, who dares produce fuch
an Evidence for proving that Macrobrses
might be aChrifiian ; cven {uppofing that
the Schematift had read Barthsus.

F I N I 6.

ERRAT A

IN the Title Page, of the Slasghrer, &c. read Dmbiss.
Page 4. line 10. read Eclogue. p 8. I. 18. r. Nicolas, his
chief Guide. p. 20. l. 10. r. and that we. p. 38.1. 19. 1. SA-
CRORVM. p. 39. L. 9. and if he aed. p. 48.1. 7. 1. 4/~
craeus, froma Town. l.13.1. Romanas. .

. __.__ - (3
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Books Printed for ]. and J. Knapton.

Pritten by the Right Reverend Father in God Edward, Lord
Bifhop of Coventry and Lichfield.

Defence of Chriftianity from the Prophecies of the

Old Teftament ; wherein are confidered all the Ob-
jecuions againdt this Kind of Proof, advanced in a late Dif-
courfe of the Ground: and Reafons of ths Chriftian Religi-
on. The Third Edition, 8ve.

A Vindication of the Defence of Chriflianity from the
Prophecies of the Old Teftament. In Anfwer to the
Scheme of Liseral Prophecy confidered. Witha Letter from
the Reverend Mr. Majon concerning the Religion of Aa-
erobins, and his Teflimony touching the Slaughter of the
Infants at Bethlebems : With a Poftcript upon virgil's IVth
Eclogue. .

A Sermon preach’d in the Cathedral-Church of Wir-
eoffer, on the 17th of Fune 1716. being the Day of
‘Thankfgiving for the Blefling of God in Suppreffing the
late Unoatural Rebellion.

A Sermon preach'd before the King, in the Royal Cha-
el at St. Fames’s, on Chrifimas-Day, 1717. Publith'd by
is Majefty’s fpecial Command. '

A Sermon preach’d before the Lords Spiritual and Tem-
poral in Parliament aflembled, in the Abbey-Church at
Wefiminfler, on the joth of Fasuary 1717-18. being the
Day of the Martyrdom of King Charles 1.

A Sermon preach’d to the Societies for Reformation of
Manners, at St. Mary Le Bow, on Mozday, Fansuary 4.
1724.

A Difcourfe concerning the Being and Astributes of
God, the Obligation of Natural Religion, and the Truth
and Certainty of the Chriffian Revelation. Being fixteen
Sermons preached in the Years 1704 and 1705, at the
Le&ure founded by the Honourable Robers Beyle, Efq;
The Seventh Edition corre@ed. There is inferted in this
Edition, A Difcourfe concerning the Connexion of the
Prophecies in the Old Teftament, and the Application of
them to Chrift. There is alfo added an Anfwer to a Se-
venth Letter, concerning the Argument & priori. By
Samuel Clavke, D. D. ReQor of St. Fames's Wefiminfier.
Price 6.

A Paraphrafe on the Four Evangelifts : Wherein, for the
clearer undetftanding the Sacred Hiftory, the whole Text
and Paraphrafe are printed in {cparate Columns over a-

gainft
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Books Printed for J. and J. Knapton:

gainft each other ; together with critical Notes on the
more difficalt Pafliges. Very ufeful for Families. Im two
Volumes. The Fourth Edition, By Samsxel Clarks, D D.
Re&or of St. Fames's Weftminfler, Price 12s.

A Letter to Mr. Dodwell; wherein all the Arguments in
his Epiftolary Difconrfe againtt the Immortality of the Soud
are particularly anfwered. Together with four Letters in
Anfwer to the Author of Remarks on the Letter to Adr.
Dodwell: To which are added, fome Refle@ions on that
Part of a Book called Amynzer, or the Defence of Bsrzi-
son’s Life, which relates to the Writings of the Primitive
Fathers, and the Canon of the New Teftament. The Fifth
Edition. By Samuel Clarke, D. D. ReQor of St. Famses’s
Wefiminfler. Price 4s.

An Effay upon the Truth of the Chritian Religion -
Wherein is fhewn its true Foundation upoa the Old Tefta-
ment. Occafioned by the Difcourfe of the Grosnds smd
Reafons of the Chriflian Religiin. By Arthur Afbley Sykes,
D. D. Re&tor of Rayleigh in Effex.

The true Grounds of ti
two Letters: The one printed in the Lomdon Fowrnal,
Apr. 1. 1727, and the other in Vjndication of it. Being
a Reply to the An{wer publithed at the End of alate Let=
ter to Dr. Rogers, By Philalethes, 8vo. price 1 s.

A Chronological Treatife upon the Ssvem:y Wesks of
Daniel. With Chronological Tables fuitea to the whole.
By Benjamin Marjhall, M, A, Re&or of Naunton in Glen=

¢efierfhire.

In the Prefs, and will be fpeedily publifh’d,

‘Three Letters in farther Vindication of the late Bithop
Lloyd's Hypothefis of Daniel's Prophecy of the Seventy
Weceks. One to the Reverend Mr. Lancaffer, Vicar of
Bowdon in Chelbire: In Anfwer to his Remarks on the
faid Hypothefis. Another to Mr. Whifion, occafioned by
his Jatter Hypothefis of the faid Weeks. The Third to
the Author of the Scheme of Lireral Pn;”m:y confider’d :

. Wherein are examined and refuted the faid Author'sPre-

tences for referring this Prophecy of the Weeks to the
Perfon and Times of Antiochus Epiphanes : And it is proe
ved, that the faid Prophecy, in its/ Literal Senfe, is ap-
plicable wholly and only to the Meflias of the Chriftians,
and the Times of their Meflias. By Benjamin Marfhall,
M. A.Re&or of Nawwton in Gloucefterhire, and fometimaQ

Student of Chriff-Chusch in Oxfard,

¢ Expectation of ithe Meffiab. Im
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