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PREFACE.

I~ February, 1795, about four months after my arrival in
Bengal, having been appointed by Sir John Shore, after-
wards Lord Teignmouth, Assistant to the Collector of the
Zillah * of Jessore, before proceeding to my station, I
met, in a large Europe-shop,t with a copy of Bishop
Newton’s ¢ Dissertations on the Prophecies,” in two
volumes, which I eagerly purchased, and perhaps at that
time another copy of that work might not have been
found in British India. I carried it with me to my
station, and began the study of the work with as much
attention as official duties and hard reading in Persian
would permit. To that date I trace the first dawning of
my inquiries into Chronology and Prophecy, which were
quickened and stimulated by very frequent argumentative
discussions in defence of Revelation, the belief of which
scarcely existed at that time in the Bengal Civil Service.
By the figures still inscribed on the blank pages of these
two volumes of Newton,—which I yet have in my
possession,—it appears that my first and juvenile essays at
calculation were directed towards the solution of Daniel’s
2300 and 1260 years, and that I had even then come to
the conclusion that these two numbers conterminate. I
calculated the 1260 from the Decree of Phocas in 606,
giving to the Pope the title of Universal Bishop, and

* District.

+ The term used for warehouses where every kind of articles from

Europe were exposed for sale.
A2
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placed its termination in 1866, which is two years only
beyond the date now held by Mr. Faber. From 606 I
reckoned back 1040 years, or rather two periods of 606 +
434, equal to that number, and placed the beginning of
the 1260 years in B.c. 434, without having found appa-
rently any event to signalize that year.

I had then no knowledge of general Chronology, nor
were materials and books then to be found in India, nor
did leisure and opportunity exist for such a study.

Having in the following year, 1796, been appointed by
Sir J. Shore to a higher office in the Zillah of Dinagepore,
I, during the five years that I held it, continued to apply
my leisure hours from arduous official duties and reading
in the languages, chiefly to religious and metaphysical
inquiries, in the second of which the works of Reid were
my principal guide, though, on the other side of the
question, Edwards on the Will was also read with deep
attention, and even Hume not left unread. It was at this
time that I first happily formed the friendship of spiritual
men, in the persons of Carey and Thomas, the first Baptist
Missionaries in Bengal, who occasionally preached at
Dinagepore, and afterwards of Ward and Marshman. As
my discussions with very able men who denied Revelation
were still frequent, I was led to draw up my juvenile work,
¢ Letters on the Evidences of Christianity,” and on leaving
Dinagepore I formed also the friendship of Dr. Claudius
Buchanan, which continued till his lamented decease.

At the end of the year 1802, I was most reluctantly,
and with the deepest regret, compelled to sacrifice my
rapidly opening prospects in the Bengal Service, and to
return home, by family affairs of a pressing nature urgently
requiring my presence in this country.
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After my arrival in Scotland,—from which I had been
almost wholly absent since my very infancy, and to
which I returned as to a foreign country, knowing none
and known to none,—I continued to apply my leisure
moments to the prosecution of theological and pro-
phetic studies, the last having been directed chiefly to
the elucidation of the dates of the great numbers of
Daniel, the 2300 and 1260 years. It was not, however,
till November, 1806, that I was, by a change in family
arrangements, enabled to devote nearly my whole winter
nights to the prosecution of these studies. During that
winter and the following summer I prepared a series
of essays on these subjects, the substance of which was,
in a very compressed form, sent to the ¢ Christian
Observer,” in two papers, which appeared in November
and December, 1807.* This was followed by a long
argumentative discussion in the ¢ Christian Observer ”
with my learned friend, Mr. Faber, which continued at
intervals till the year 1811. 'We have both, as to the dates
at least, continued to hold nearly our original opinions ; but
our differences have not been permitted to touch the bonds
of Christian friendship, formed, as I fondly trust, for an
eternal duration. '

It was during these discussions that two things occurred
which have exercised an important influence on my subse-
quent inquiries. In the arguments respecting the true
reading of the number in Dan. viii. 14, which Mr. Faber
then held to be 2400, though he has since receded from it,
while I upheld that of the actual Hebrew text, 2300,
Mr. Faber was led to cite the reading of the Samaritan
text in Gen. xi. 13, which is 303 years, whereas that of

* Under the signature of “Talib.”
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the Hebrew is 408, to prove the facility with which wb®,
three, might by mistake be substituted for Y378, four, by
Hebrew Scribes. It was in examining the differences
between the Hebrew and Samaritan generations in that
chapter that I first saw, that ““ they are of such a nature
as to exclude the possibility of their having arisen from
the errors of transcribers: they have plainly originated in
~ design. For while the sum total of the years of each
patriarch is the same both in the Hebrew and Samaritan,
the particulars of which that sum total is made up differ
in the two copies.” The passage now cited is from my
paper in the ¢ Christian Observer” for May, 1811.*

My inquiries on these points were not then carried
further, and my predilection remained wholly in favour of
the Hebrew ; nor had I extended my investigations to the
text of the LXX. ,

In the same year, however, I was, by the kindness of
my excellent friend, George Ross, Esq., of Edinburgh,
furnished with a passage from the French writer, M.
Count de Gebelin, viz., “ Extrait du Caractére de Daniel,”
wherein he gives a succinct account of the remarkable
discovery of M. Cheseaux, a Swiss astronomer, about the
middle of the eighteenth century, that the 2300 and 1260
years of Daniel are Cycles in Astronomy. This extract I
sent, with some remarks of my own, to the * Christian
Observer,” in the July number of which it appeared.}

In 1813 the first edition of my ¢ Dissertation on the
Apocalypse” was given to the public, and the second in
1817 ; but in neither of them did I enter, or was I
prepared to enter, into the general Chronology of the

* ¢ Christian Observer,” for 1811, p. 281.
+ Ibid., pp. 404, 405.
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World, further than to give an approximation to the
dates of the first six Seals and the Trumpets. In the last
of these years, however, I sent a paper to the ¢ Jewish
Expositor” upon the Vision of Zechariah, in his first and
second chapters, wherein I conjectured that the SEVENTY
YEars, mentioned by the angel in ver. 12, has, besides its
literal reference to the period from the ninth year of
Zedekiah, when Nebuchadnezzar besieged Jerusalem, to
the second year of Darius Hystaspes, when the foundation
was laid, a MYSTICAL signification representing the whole
periods of the captivities and dispersions of Judah until
their final redemption. But I did not then venfure to
conjecture what the period was, or to offer any calculation
of it. Indeed, in my own mind, I placed it among the
secret things known to God only.

After this paper appeared, I paused for a period of
thirteen years, quite undecided as to the questions between
the Hebrew, Samaritan, and Greek numbers in the Patri-
archal Generations. I have never, indeed, found it diffi-
cult to suspend my judgment where evidence was not
presented to it to warrant a decision; nor have I ever
advanced a single step in chronological inquiries, placing
my foot on the quicksands of human conjecture without
evidence. It was not till the year 1830 that, by the
perusal of the first volume of Russell’s ¢ Connection of
Sacred and Profane History,” and the work of Hales, of
which the second and 8vo. edition appeared that year,
I became convinced that the evidence wholly preponderated
in favour of the Greek and against the Hebrew and
Samaritan, and accordingly I embraced the Greek as the
original and authentic Chronology. As to Hales' rejec-
tion of the Second Cainan, I remained in a state of doubt



viil PREFACE.

which, as I advanced in the knowledge of the
subject, ended in the rejection of this part of his
scheme and the reception of the generation of this
patriarch, as no less a genuine part of the Chronology
than all the others, and confirmed equally by the Esoteric
and authentic scheme of Josephus, by Demetrius, the
Paschal Chronicle, Syncellus, Nicephorus, and the inspired
text of St. Luke, and subsequently demonstrated in my
works by the great periods of scientific time, of which it
forms a necessary element; so that if the generation of
the Second Cainan were obliterated, they would fall at
once to the ground. I shall produce one example of this.
From the death of Adam, B.c. 4548, to the birth of Eber
is the-cube of 12=1728, and from the former event to
the finishing of the second Temple, in the 6th of Darius
Hystaspes, are 4 Weeks of 144, the square of 12. The
whole period from Adam’s death to the French Revolution
of 1789 is moreover 44 periods of 144. But if we subtract
130 years, the amount of the generation of Cainan, the
whole of these scientific periods vanish at once. If, then,
it were possible to suppose the generation of the Second
Cainan to be an interpolation, we should be driven to the
result that falsehood produces the most stupendous
harmony of times between distant ages, and ‘truth
banishes that harmony.

In the same year, 1830, two papers by the learned Mr.
Cullimore having appeared in the ¢ Morning Watch,”
“ Criteria for determining in which version of the Scrip-
tures the original Hebrew computation of time is con-
tained,” wherein an attempt was made to establish the
generations of the Hebrew text as genuine, and to fix
upon  the Greek translators the charge of corrupting
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them,—on carefully examining the reasoning of Mr.
Cullimore, it appeared to me to rest upon principles
essentially unsound. I therefore drew up a reply to it,
which was inserted in the ‘“Morning Watch” for June,
1831. My paper (to which Mr. Cullimore began a reply
which, so far as I know, he never completed) has since
been republished as Appendix II. to my  Chronology of
Israel and the Jews, from the Exodus to the Destruction
of Jerusalem by the Romans.”

In the year 1833, my nephew, Dr. Handyside, who was
completing his studies at the University of Heidelberg,
succeeded, after a double search, in procuring for me
from the library of the University of Lausanne a MS.
copy of the work of M. Cheseaux, which I had been in
search of without success for twenty-two years. This
gave a new impulse to my inquiries. In the following
year I was also led to the discovery that, counting from
the Exodus, B.c. 1639, to the fall of the French Monarchy
in 1792, which had, in my work on the Apocalypse, been
laid down as the date of the sounding of the Seventh
Trumpet, are exactly 70 Jubilees, which are equal to one
Week of Daniel’s period of 70 Weeks, or 490 years. I
gave this stupendous fact, as it still appears to me, to the
public in my ¢ Tract on the Jubilean Chronology of the
Seventh Trumpet of the Apocalypse.” I do not, how-
ever, wish to lose the recollection of my mistakes, or to
lead the public to do so,—and, therefore, I must recall to
mind that in that tract I ventured to anticipate the second
appearance of our Lord during the last septenary of the
Jubilee, commencing in 1792 and ending in 1841. I need
not tell the reader that this anticipation was, by the event,
proved to be utterly wrong. Neverthcless, though our
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Lord did not appear, He, exactly in the anticipated year
1841, did give us an unequivocal sign of his personal
approach in that which I have always accounted to be the
most remarkable ecclesiastical event of our own times,—
the establishment of the Protestant Bishopric of Jeru-
salem, which took place at the termination of the great
Astronomical Cycle of 7318 years from Creation, the
Moon being, at the end of it, behind the Sun 13h. 15m.;
also, 149 Jubilees = 7301 years from the Fall. It is also
remarkable, that the epoch of the first Gentile Bishopric
of Jerusalem, a.c. 139, is, as mentioned in these pages,
from Creation 39 squares of 12. From the Fall, B.c.
5461, it is measured by a series. First, computing 893
years, or 47 Cycles of 19, we arrive at B.c. 4568, when
Adam was 91, the trinal of 9x10=0910 years of age, 20
years before his death ; * thence 2353 years, the trinal of
48, terminate at the birth of Terah, B.c. 2215, whence a
second multiple of that number brings us to a.c. 139.4

In the year 1835, I published my “ Chronology of Israel

* This period of 910 years is the first of a series of 910 x 8, termi-
nating at the last great War of the French Revolution of 1803; and
910 X 8 =1040 x 7="7280. It is, therefore, equal to the Week of
the perfect Cycle of 1040 years. Moreover, the whole period is
bisected by the death of Jacob, B.c. 1838, which was the termination
of the Patriarchal Age, even as 1803 may be considered as the termi-
nation of the Political System of Europe. This is one of the multi-
plied examples of wheels within wheels in the Sacred Chronology;
and this series was quite unknown to me till I began to pen the
present paragraph.

+ I shall here, in a note, show that from 139, the date of the first
Gentile Bishopric, to 1841, that of the Protestant, are 1702 years,
which thus divide themselves:—1st. 1261, the trinal of 35, terminates
in 1400, when Huss was made Chaplain to the Queen of Bohemia;
and, 2d. 9 Jubilees = 441, terminate in 1841.
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and the Jews, from the Exodus to the Destruction by
Titus,” and in the Preface gave an outline up to Creation,
which, as now, I placed in B.c. 5478. o

One of the earliest results of an encouraging nature which
flowed from that work was, that the late Dr. Olinthus
Gregory, of Woolwich, with whom it was my privilege to
spend an afternoon in the summer of that year, assured
me that it had set his mind at rest as to the truth of the
Septuagint Chronology. He expressed himself as par-
ticularly struck with the fact which is established in it,
that the Jewish Scribes had, in order to maintain the
scientific character of their shorter scheme, curtailed the
Chronology from the Exodus to the destruction of the first
Temple, by a period of Weeks or Shemittahs.* I recollect
his words were, that it marked the deepest design. " To the
deep scientific attainments of Dr. Gregory the public
were, and still are, no strangers. In how eminent a degree
he added to them the simplicity of the little child in Christ
Jesus, they who had the happiness of his acquaintance
well knew. I shall here offer to the reader an extract from
one of different letters I had the privilege to receive from
him. It is dated in the year before the publication of my
Chronology of Israel, and, therefore, before he gave the
verbal testimony above mentioned :—

R Royal Military Academy, Woolwich,
“28th May, 1834.

“I feel very much grieved, and, if the fault lay with
me, should be truly ashamed that your many kind
attentions to me should have remained thus long un-
acknowledged. In addition to my indifferent -state of

* See the Work, p. 61.
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health, which makes me at best but a poor correspondent,
Ihave during the last six months had much more than my
usual load of official occupation.” ¢ Pray receive this as
my apology for a long silence which I have ‘greatly
regretted.”

““Be assured, however, my dear Sir, that the ever-
interesting subjects of your various publications do not
pass from my thoughts. I had, indeed, your little work
on ¢ The Pre-Millepnial Advent of Messiah’ in my hand
when your kind note arrived. The little time I can find
for reading is divided in nearly equal portions between
that which is strictly professional and scientific, and works
on religion and theology. Still I feel that there is not
sufficient consecution in my progress to enable me to do
justice to the momentous subject of unfulfilled prophecy ;
and probably I am an unapt, though, I hope, not a
stubborn scholar. My mind goes with yours almost
entirely in your refutations of Irving, Wardlaw, and
others; and I think you clearly point out how wrong”...
“ they are in their speculations. Yet I am not quite sure
that I could fully receive your views; although I certainly
am not either disposed or prepared to reject them. I am,
indeed, confident that, in many respects, the principles you
have developed are more worthy of acceptance than those
of any other writer since the days of Mede; and I, there-
fore, the more deeply regret my inability at present so
quietly, calmly, and uninterruptedly to pursue the subject
as to decide whether or not I can fully become your
disciple or whether I should adopt some scheme of inter-
pretation which, while it embraces most of your leading
principles, should still vary occasionally in the detail of

application.”
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In the spring of the following year, 1836, I published
my “ Fulness of the Times,” and in November following
the ¢ Supplementary Dissertation,” or Second Part,
wherein I, for the first time, gave a full analysis of the
System of Josephus, and by cross-examination established
the whole outlines of his Chronology. These works were
also sent by me to Dr. Gregory, but by that time his
health was rapidly giving way. The last note I received
from him was dated 5th June, 1837 :—* My health has for
full twelve months past been seriously declining, and about
six months ago, indeed, I thought myself on the borders
of the eternal world. Through God’s mercy I am now
greatly better than I was then, but still my health is so
greatly impaired, and my official duties here so much more
than usually heavy, that it is with the utmost difficulty
that I struggle onwards.

“I ought long ago to have thanked you for the books
and pamphlets which you have so kindly sent to me during
the last 9 or 12 months. But, in truth, writing is often so
irksome to me that I scarcely write at all, and, in conse-
quence, sadly neglect all my friends. As for m'y reading,
it is, for the same reason, now confined to what is strictly
speaking professional, or to the Holy Scriptures, and such
books as, by Divine grace, tend to facilitate the intercourse
between my Heavenly Father and my soul. My fondest
bent in religious reading has for many years been towards
devotional works; and, as the infirmities of life increase
upon me that tendency increases and strengthens. Every
now and then, however, I feel adesire to go through some
of your recent researches with your help, but the state of
my-head, which has been principally affected by my late
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.

disorders, warns me to desist and to wait for better health
here or the regions of perfect life hereafter.”

These extracts cannot but be deeply interesting to the
Christian reader, as being clearly indicative of that state -
of meetness for the inheritance of the saints in light to
which this eminent individual had now arrived, and to
which all who believe would desire to arrive.

For my own part, I cannot but acknowledge that I
prefer the qualified and guarded approbé,tion of my works
on Prophecy by such a person as Dr. Olinthus Gregory,
to that popular applause, which would carry off one
edition after another, faster than they could issue from the
press, from the table of my publishers,

I now resume the narrative of my remaining works on
Chronology in the briefest manner.

In the year 1837, I published the first edition of my
‘¢ Synopsis,” with a Table of Chronology, intended for the
use chiefly of the students of Prophecy, and brought
down to the year 1837; in the second and enlarged
edition it is brought to 1845. In 1838 was given to the
public my Tract “The Septuagint and Hebrew Chro-
nologies tried by the test of their Internal Scientific

* which has not been answered, and, I believe,

Evidence,’
is unanswerable ; also on the Great Periods, &c., which
mark the year 1838 as the point of time which concen-
trates as in a focus the Chronology of all past ages. I had
in my ‘Fulness of the Times,” in 1836, laid down the
year 1837 as one of finishing, and that of 1838 as a year of
beginning and restitution. Now, I certainly believe that
the institution of Christian worship in Hebrew in congre-
gations of Christian Israelites in London and Jerusalem,
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which marked 1837, was the foreshadow of the actual end of
the Gentile Dispensation, and that the purchase of the land
on Mount Zion, which is the actual site of the Cathedral
or Episcopal Church, was the sign of beginning, restitution,
and re-creation. Admitting, as I at once do, that the
things thus done were smaller than what I expected, yet
he must be little read in the ways of God, whether in the
economies of nature or grace, who despises the day of
small things.

On the 11th December, 1838, or 24-5 of Chisleu, and
the perfect Cycle of 2357 years from the very day of the
foundation of the Second Temple, I discovered the trinal
fraction, which has since thrown such a flood of light on
the structure of the Mundane Times, appearing to be, as
it were, the universal number which cements and binds
together the whole,

My Tracts on the Scientific Chronology of the year
1839, and ¢ Season of the End,” of which the titles will
be found in the list of my works appended to this volume,
. followed in 1839 and 1840, and, in the Supplement to the
former, that which was attempted with no success by the
illustrious Joseph Mede, namely, the discovery of the root
of the Apocalyptic number 666, is placed before the
reader. It is 111 the trinal of 10%6.

My two latest Tracts are ° The Fulfilling of the Times
of the Gentiles, a conspicuous Sign of the End,” published
in September, 1847, and ‘ The Angel with the Measuring
Rod to Measure Jerusalem,” in March, 1848. The antici-
pations formed in both these Tracts that, before the ter-
mination of the Scriptural Sacred year parallel with 1847,
that is before the 3-5 of April, 1848, the breaking in
pieces of the nations would begin; and in the last, that
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about the 20th March, 1848, when the Sun entered Aries
on the Meridian of Rome itself, the jadgment of Rome
would begin, have been remarkably verified.

It is due to the learned and eloquent late Master of the
Temple, the Rev. C. Benson, now Prebendary of Worces-
ter, that, before closing this Preface, I should state that,
when the former edition of the first Part of this Volume

“was sent forth, I had not seen his Treatise on the Chro-
nology of our Saviour’s life, and as it is out of print,
I should not even now have been acquainted with it, but
for the great kindness of Mr. Benson himself in sending
me a copy; and, as I have not the privilege of a personal
acquaintance with him, this circumstance doubly enhances
this act of kindness. It has, indeed, been the case that I
have not seldom seen him in the pulpit, and have eagerly
sought to hear him, but from the great calamity of
deafness, which I have learnt is common to us both, I have
sought it in vain. :

It is impossible, I think, to read the Treatise without
cherishing the deepest respect for its distinguished author.
Extensive and varied learning, candour, and extreme
modesty are equally seen in its pages. In his line of
argument, however, in favour of his own dates, which are
for the Nativity, B.c. 5, and the Passion a.c. 30, he goes
over the same ground as I have already done in my
¢ Fulness of the Times,” my * Synopsis,” and ““ Reply to.
the Reviewer.” With respect to the true time of Herod’s
death, upon which he acknowledges that the whole
question turns, he reasons from the Eclipse of March,
B.C. 4, which is founded upon by Usher and I have given
full reasons for rejecting, while he appears not to have
known of the one in January, B.c. 1, which I, (as Scaliger
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had before me, though I was ignorant of the fact) have
fixed upon as that which preceded the death of Herod. It
seemed to me, therefore, that to enter into the reasoning
of Mr. Benson would be 'a supererogatory work; and
I have judged it better not to enlarge the already over-
grown limits of the discussion in Part I. of this volume by
any reference to it, seeing that if my argument be, as I
believe, quite conclusive against the Reviewer, it is no less
so against the reasoning of Mr. Benson, who, I hope, will
at least see, that disrespect to him has been the furthest
from my thoughts, in my determination not to enter into
controversy with him.

To the learned author of the ‘‘ Horze Apocalyptice,”
who may, perhaps, not altogether have lost the recollection
of the fact, that I had many years ago, the high honor of
receiving him in this house, when, if I err not, he was a
stranger to Prophetic studies, I must offer a short expla-
nation of the reason of my having made no reply to his
attack upon me. Soon after the ‘ Hore ” appeared, a
Christian gentleman, in a letter equally honourable to his
head and heart, filled also with the praise of Mr. Elliott’s
work, deprecated my entering into controversy with him,
and offered, though not, I'think, conclusive, yet certainly
very plausible reasons, to dissuade me from it, prefacing
them with the words, *“ I have not a word to say, in defence
of the tone, in which Mr. E. combats your view of the
Seals, wanting, as it most certainly is, in courtesy.” As
the name of the writer has been communicated to no one,
he will, I am certain, not disapprove of it that I place his
words before Mr. Elliott, seeing they may have a salutary
effect. It is mot, let me be permitted to say, because
I apprehended any difficulty in repelling Mr. Elliott’s

b
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attack that I have forborne to repel it. His view of the
Seals, did I wish to retaliate, I should characterize in
terms not less strong, and not more courteous than in a note
in Appendix to vol. i. of his first edition, page 12, and in
vol. iv. p. 588 of his second edition, he applies tomy Diagram.
But I forbear. Even when to the maturity of middle age
I added the yet remaining strength and activity of youth,
controversy with Christian brethren was always hateful to
me. My controversial tracts against Mr. Faber, Dr.
Wardlaw, and Mr. Irving were written not from any
inclination to contend with these eminent persons, but with
the strongest aversion, but under the strong and irresistible
impulse of duty. The same impulse would now,
certainly, lead me to controvert the interpretation of the
Seals in the ¢ Hore,” utterly careless of my having to
encounter at once their learned author and his eloquent
disciple, Dr. Cumming ; but I have so entirely occupied
my remaining strength and my ome falenz with the
question of the Sacred Chronology (of which Mr. Elliott
will forgive me for saying, that he yet knows too little for
an Expositor of the Apocalypse), a question not less
important in all its bearings than that of Prophecy itself,
as to have left me without leisure for it. And now, while
I have been putting the finishing hand to this, I believe,
my LAST VOLUME, the dial of mortal life, to me, casts its
shadow on LXXIIL., and THE HOUR HAs STRUek. It is.
surely a WARNING SOUND, and, Mr. Elliott himself being
the judge, I may, without incurring even on his part, any
suspicion of inability to meet him, ay, and Dr. Cumming
to boot, in the tented field, be permitted to plead the
weariness and vis inertiee of declining years, and to bang
up my armour in the hall, and to talk of the battles of
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former days, and to long for that blessed Sabbatism when
controversy shall be swallowed up in love.

There is, however, a writer fotally unknown to me even
by name, who has inserted two papers on the Seals, in the
¢ Christian Observer,” more able and matured, I confess
willingly, than anything I have myself written, and more
able and matured, I think, than anything Mr. Elliott has
written; and I hope that neither Mr. Elliott nor Dr.
Cumming will be offended or count me an enemy, if I
venture to recommend to them both, to sit down at the feet
of the author of these papers. His signature is ¢ Chris-
tophilus,” and they are to be found in the volumes of that
work for July, 1843, and May, 1846.

LaixsHAw, July 6.
Thamuz 5, 1849.
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ERRATA.

Page 60 line 10 from top, after 3d. place a ).
’ » » bot. Note, for tab es, read tables.
106 16 »  top ,, those, , that.
» 108 ,, 9 ,  bot after 30, place a comma.
, 114 ., 8 , , Note 1' for substracting, read subtracting.
» 117 , 14 , top Note*® , 3,675400, , 2,675400.
s 174 0 17 , after connectmg, insert st.
» 193 ,, 2 , ,, for Hale's, read Hales'.
. 196 ., 2 , bot., 18, ., 180.
» 197 ,, 16 , top , 70x4 » T0XTXx4.
s 213 ,, 14 , bot. , Zedekiah, , Josiah.
” 298 ” 2 ” wP ” 13’ » 15.
” 301 ” 6 ” LI 3451’ ” 4451.
» 8 , 3452, » 4452.
, 309 ,, 1 bot. Note + aﬁ:er Antony, insert and.
» 321 ,, 6 , top for 5666, read 5686.
» 342, 9 " 9 Hymr » Hyesos.

ADDENDA. '
Page 178, at the end of line 8 from top, insert, 1561 is also the trinal

of 39.
Page 178, line 6 from bottom, after Period insert, This date is from
Creation 53 Weeks of the Cycle of 19.

Page 325, line 10 from bottom, after years insert, from Creation.

NOTICE TO THE READER.

The note A, which is referred to at the bottom of p. 95, has by
mistake been pla.ced at the end of Section ii. of Part II,, mstead of that
of Part I. It will be found in p. 161.



THE CERTAIN TRUTH,

ETC.

PART I
A VINDICATION.

SECTION I.

Introductory Remarks.—Elements of the Question.—Summary of
- Opinions Ancient and Modern.—Estimate of Ancient Opinions.—
Mr. Clinton.—The Reviewer’s Estimate.—Eusebius.—Mr. Browne’s
Dates of the Passovers of the years 29 and 33.—Lunar Elements
of the Passover.—Testimonies of Philo,—Josephus.—Dates of Mr.
Gresswell,—Mr. Browne.—Limits of the Question, the years 29,
30, and 33.—Reasons for Mr. Browne’s Date answered.—Testi-
monies of Josephus,—Philo,—Aristobulus.—Anatolius considered.
—Astronomical Arguments.—Jewish Calendar.—Paschal Chronicle
of Hippolytus.—Council of Nice.—Arguments from the times of
Barley Harvest.—Maimonides.—Final Rejection of 18th March,
29, Mr. Browne’s Date.—The Paschal Date of Mr. Gresswell
considered.e-Astronomical argument of the Reviewer in favour of
it overthrown by the detection of an error of calculation in the
hours of New Moon.—View of reasons for placing the Passion
on 3d April, 33.—Miscellaneous Observations and Summary of the
whole argument for the year 33 as the certain date.—New argu-
ments of Reviewer for Mr. Gresswell’s date considered and answered.

AN article on Works of Sacred Chronology, which

appeared in the ¢ Churchman’s Monthly Review” for

August, 1846, contains various allegations as to the reason-
B
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ing and conclusions in the fourth chapter of my * Synopsis
of Chronology,” respecting the date of the Passion of our
Lord and Saviour, in the truth of which I cannot acquiesce.
It also appears to me to contain much false reasoning as to
the principles which are to guide us in fixing this great era.
I have, therefore, seen it to be the path of duty to bring
its statements and arguments to the test of a close and
strict examination.

In entering into this investigation, I shall make some
brief remarks upon the great and awful solemnity of the
inquiry, and the stupendous importance of the point to be
treated. We are assured in the Scriptures that God hath
determined the times before appointed, or rather (wpore-
Tarypevovs) before arranged or set in order, and also that
there was an appointed fulness of the times for our Lord’s
first appearance. Now, since all God’s works shall show
forth his glory, it may be certainly inferred, even d priori,
that the regulation of the times and the seasons of the
Moral Universe, which is a work requiring in a trans-
cendent degree the superintendence of infinite wisdom
and almighty power, will not form an exception to this;
but, on the contrary, when its true principles and order
are established, they will contain such evidences of his
Divine perfections as to draw forth new ascriptions of glory
to Him who is the Creator of all Worlds. Let us further
remember that his peculiar title is that of the Gop or
TRUTH, and that all truth is kés property. In this inquiry
we therefore tread on sacred ground. It is the mount that
may not be touched with unsanctified hearts and unclean
hands. Either to give to the public, or to uphold by
unsound reasoning, a false date of that greatest of all events
in the Moral History of Creation—that point of deepesf -
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blackness of darkness on the one hand — and of
highest effulgence and splendour of light on the other
hand—the Passion of our Lord—to give, we say, or to
uphold even in ignorance, a false date of this great event,
is at the least a sin of ignorance to be atoned for by that
blood which was then shed. Let us then carefully ex-
amine our hearts in approaching this inquiry, purging
them from all self-will, all secret preference to a date be-
cause it may form a part of our own scheme, or may help
us to overthrow a rival system, all desires to detract from
the fair arguments or the evidence of an opponent. These
are to the understanding as the gift that blindeth the wise,
and perverteth the words of the righteous.* Let us finally
remember, that even to give aid to the reception by the
public of a false date is as truly to rob God, and we fear
in a higher and more sinful degree than they who in the
days of old robbed him of tithes and offerings. + Let us
then inscribe upon all our discussions—HOLINESS TO THE
Lorp. '

As it will very much conduce to the accuracy of our
reasoning in treating this high subject, and will also make
the points at issue more clearly intelligible to common
readers, I shall begin by laying down the elements of the
question in a brief series of propositions, premising that
the Day is here the Jewish day from sunset to sunset.

I. Our Lord was crucified upon a Friday, and at the
time of the Jewish Passover.

II. The Passover comprehended various acts and cere-
monial observances. 1. The first was the search for
Leaven, which was made upon the evening between the
end of the 13th and beginning of the 14th of Nisan,

¢ Exod. xxiii. 8. + Malachi iii. 8.
B2
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and, as it will be shown, the 14th Nisan always began to
run before the Full Moon ; it hence follows, that before the
Fullthe feast had invariably commenced.* On the morning
of the 14th they might eat Leaven till the end of the fourth
or fifth hour, but, at the sixth hour, they must burn or
otherwise destroy it.+ 2. The second act was the slaying of
the Paschal Lamb upon the same day, viz., the 14th Nisan,
about two or three in the afternoon. 3. The third act
was the Eating of the Lamb or Paschal Supper, which was
on the night of the 15th Nisan.

I shall pass over the offering of the first fruits of the
Barley harvest, on the 16th of Nisan, as not being a part
of this inquiry.

II1. The beginning or first evening of Nisan and every
Jewish month was at the first visible phase or appearance
of the New Moon, which in Judea might usually, in clear
weather, be when she was eighteen hours old. 'To supply
the want of an actual observation, the rule called by the
Jewish scribes M» or eighteen was applied, “and they began
their month from the sixth hour at evening, that is, at Sun-
set next after the eighteenth hour from the conjunction.” }
- IV. The result was, that though the Passover was not
regulated by the Full Moon, but by the first appearance of

* This important circumstance of the search for Leaven, as the first
act of the Feast, is entirely lost sight of or kept out of view by the
Reviewer, who stumbles upon a fancied inconsistency of a whole day
between Philo’s rule, that the feast was observed on the fourteenth of
Nisan, and before the Full, and the same Philo’s rule as to the
beginning of the month from the Phasis. The inconsistency exists only
in the hallucinations of the Reviewer.

+ For the Rules of the Passover see “Lightfoot’s Works,” vol. i.,
pp- 951—971,

1 Sir Isaac Newton on Daniel. P. 161.
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the New; yet, as will be proved below, the Lamb was always
slain either on the Jewish day of the Mean Full Moon, or
if on the day before, within four hours of the opposition.

V. Consequently at the Passover when our Lord
suffered, the Full Moon must have occurred either on
Friday or early on the evening of the Jewish Saturday ; and
this at once excludes every year when it did not so happen
from the possibility of its being that of the Passion.

VI. To determine with certainty the exact day, the
application of the rule from the Phasis which includes the
calculation of the New Moon is usually necessary.

VII. Our Lord was crucified in the Procuratorship of
Pontius Pilate, and in the reign of Tiberius, who died on
March 16, a.c. 37. Any date subsequent to A.c. 36 is
therefore not to be even mentioned in this inquiry.

I shall next state the various years which have been
fixed upon as the date of the Passion, and the writers who
have espoused each date, with the time and day of the week
of the Paschal Full Moon in each.

Paschal Full Moon.

M
Yearsafter Day of the Month, Day, and Hour, ‘Writers who have held
Christ. Week. in Jerusalem time. each date.

28 Monday March, 19p. 6h. -Aft. =~ Dr. Jarvis.
29 Friday, March, 18 p. 9h. 16m. ANCIENT WRITERS.

Jewish Clemens of Alexan-
Saturday. dria—Tertullian—Lac-
tantius — Sulpicius —

Augustine.

But they differ as to
the date from x. Kal.
April, March 23, to viii.
and vii. Kal April,
March 25 and 26.

MoperN WRITEBS.

Benson.
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Paschal Full Moon.

Years after Day of the Month, Day, and Hour, Writers who have held
Christ. eek. in Jerusalem time. each date.

Browne. .

Clinton.

Mann.

Ideler.

Bianchini.

Sanclemonti.

30 Thursday, April, 6p. 10h. ANCIENT WRITERS.
Jewish Africanus,
Friday. MoDERN WRITERS.

Gresswell.

31 Tuesday. March,27p.2h. Morn. ANCIENT WRITERS.

Epiphanius.

Prosper.

* MODEBRN WRITERS,

Hales.

Petavius, who makes
the Passion en March
23d. )

32 Monday. April, 14p.11h. Morn.  ANCIENT WRITERS.
The Paschal Chronicle.
33 Friday.  April, 3p. 5h. Aftern.  ANCIENT WRITERS.
Eusebius in the Chro-
nicon.*

* 1 have verified the testimonies of Clemens, Sulpicius, the Paschal
Chronicle, and Eusebius. The other names I find in Mr. Clinton. The
Reviewer, in his second article,® raises a doubt whether Eusebius’ date of
the Passion be not A.c. 32, instead of 83, and gives the following reasons
for it :—First, it is affirmed, that Eusebius places it in the fourth year of
Oly. 202. Petavius, it is said, has shown that Eusebius antedates the
Olympiads to the October previous to the beginning of each, and therefore
that Oly. 202-4 is a.c. 32, and not 33. The reply to this is, that in my Arme-
nian copy the Passion is placed in Oly. 203-1, which assuredly answers to
A.C. 33, even on the Eusebian scheme. It is further said, that Eusebius
makes it in the 18th or 19th Tiberius, and that the 18th from the true date,
or the 19th if antedated from the beginning of the year (14), will equally
give 32. The reply to this is, that Eusebius either loses 1 year in the reign
of Augustus, (probably by oversight, for from the death of Cmsar, B.c. 44,

* Churchman'’s Review, 1847, p. 180.
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Paschal Full Moon.
= T\
Years after Day of the Month, Day, and Hour, Writers who have held
Christ. Week. in Jerusalem time. each date.

MoDERN WRITERS.
Usher.
Scaliger.
Calvisius.
Vossius.
‘Whiston.
Prideaux. .
Kennedy.
Lloyd.
Calmet.

to that of Augnstus, a.c. 14, are 57 years complete, and about 5 months,
Now Eusebius makes the death of Csesar in the year of Abraham 1973,
and that of Augustuse2029, an interval of 56 years only;) or rather, he
brings the death of Cemsar a year too low. The proof of this is, that the
death of Philip and the accession of Alexander the Great to the throne of
Macedon were in B.c. 336*, and the death of Cesar in B.C. 44, the interval
is 292 years. Now Eusebius places the death of Philip in the year of
Abraham 1680, whence 292 years would give Y. AB. 1972 as the date of
Casar’s death. But Eusebius places it in 1973, a year too late, and
answering to B.C. 43. He places the Passion in Y.AB. 2048, or 75 years
after the death of Cesar, which, computed from B.c. 43, brings out the
Passion in A.c. 33. The Reviewer next says, that the Consuls were Furius
Camillus and Cn. Domitius; but in the Armenian copy no names of Consuls
are given for the year of the Passion. Mr. Clinton, however, gives the
year A.C. 33, and the Consuls Sulpicius Galba and Cornelius Sulla, as the
Eusebian date. It will also be observed, that the death of Philip being
B.C. 336 and the Passion A.c. 83, the interval is exactly 368 years. Now,
as the Ensebian date of the death of Philip we have seen to be Y. AB. 1680,
and of the Passion, v.AB. 2048, the interval is quite correct, being 368
years. :

Moreover, the first year of Cambyses of Persia, being B.c. 529, and the
Passion, A.cC. 33, the interval is 561 years. Now Eusebius gives for the

firstof Cambyses . . . . . . . . Y.AB. 1487
and of the Passion . . . . . . . R 2048
the interval is exactly true . . . . . . 561

The objection of the Reviewer, therefore, tall.s to the ground.

* See Clinton, vol. ii., p. 150. Year ».c. 336. + Olymp. 184.2, B.c. 34.
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Paschal Full Moon.
st e ——
Years after Day of the Month, Day, and Hour, ‘Writers who have held
Christ. eek. in Jerusalem time. each date.
Marshall.
Bedford.
Helvicus.
Du Fresnoy.
L’Art de Verifier les
Dates.
Faber.
Blair, &c.
34 Thursday.  April, 20D. MoDERN WRITERS.
Sir Isaac Newton.

As to the testimony of the Fathers, which this Reviewer
chiefly leans upon in support of the earlier date a. c. 29,
if it were consistent with itself, and did 1t evince on their
part a knowledge of the correct principles of investigation,
we do not deny that it would be of very great value in
the present inquiry. But the opinions of these writers
are so loose and contradictory as to possess, in reality, no
higher character than what is vulgarly called by us kearsay
evidence. They evince an utter ignorance of the astro-
nomical elements of the question, both as it respects tke
days of the week in which their various dates of the
Passion fall, and their harmony with the Lunar times of
the- Passover. Of such computations the Fathers were
utterly ignorant, and, accordingly, they place the Passion
at dates which fell neither at the Full Moon nor upon
Friday. Thus the x. Calend. April, of the year 29,
March 23, fell upon Wednesday, five days after the Full
Moon; and though the viii. Calends, or 25th, was upon
Friday, the Full Moon having been ‘upon the Friday
before, the 18th, this date of the Passover falls at the
third quarter of the Moon.

The opinion of many of them as to the date of the
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Passion, was also closely linked with a view of the lengﬂn
of our Lord’s personal ministry which, with, I believe, the
exception of Mr. Browne, has found no advocates in
modern times. They rightly placed his baptism in the
15th of Tiberius, a.c. 28; but they compressed all the
mighty acts of his ministry within the space of one year,
counted from his first Passover. Now, in consistency
with this view, they also necessarily fixed the Passion in
March, aA.c. 29. '

If, however, as all our ablest wrifers on the Gospel
history are now agreed, this opinion as to the length of
our Lord’s ministry be totally unsound, the date of the
Passion which emanates from, and is ixfdissolubly con-
nected with it, and is moreover not only without support,
as we have seen it to be, from the astronomical elements,
but totally contradictory to them, must be at once rejected.

Mr. Clinton, though he adopts the year 29 as the true
date of the Passion,* is too candid a writer to suppress or
conceal the circumstances, which tend to invalidate the"
credibility of the Patristic testimonies. He tells us,
¢ This date was assumed by some because they confounded
the date of the Baptism with the date of the Passion ; by
others because they supposed both to have happened in

* Mr. Clinton (see his “Fasti Romani,” p. 14) promises, in the
Appendix not yet published, to give his reasons for rejecting “the
date of Usher, Blair, Du Fresnoy, and Mr. Cuninghame, who all
assign the Passion to the year 33.” 1 shall, therefore, for the present,
refrain from touching Mr. Clinton’s reasons, already offered in pp. 13
and 14 of the above work, for receiving the year 29 as that of the
Passion, but without stating the month or the day ; and unless this
learned writer shall find an answer to the conclusive arguments
directed against his own date in these pages, it will be unnecessary
for me to reply to him at all.
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one year; by others because they transcribed from their
predecessors without examination.”

Their testimony as to the date of our Lord’s baptism
is, on the other hand, entitled to great weight, because it
is the simple interpretation of the scriptural record as to
what year was the 15th of the reign of Tiberius. On
a point of this nature they were quite as competent wit-
nesses as we of this generation are, that George III.
ascended the throne of these kingdoms in the year 1760.

But as there is no direct scriptural testimony respecting
the date of our Lord’s Passion, unless by a laborious
analysis and harmony of the Gospel narrative, the results
of which are to be checked by astronomical calculations of
the lunar times, the testimonies of the earlier Fathers in
reference to it are, in truth, no better than vague guesses.

In stating the Patristic testimonies, while the Reviewer
carefully notes their agreement with his own view of the
probable year of the Passion, he no less carefully abstains
from drawing the attention of his readers to the fact, that
they altogether disagree among themselves, and differ
from him, as to the day of the Passion.

The Reviewer affirms, that “early tradition through
four centuries points UNIFORMLY to a date A.D. 28—30,
and commonly to the middle of those years, A.p. 29, or
3.».4742. The astronomical argument from the Passover-
day is insufficient to decide the question. It proves only
that three years are inadmissible, a.p. 28, 31, 32, and
that three are admissible, March 18, a.p. 29; April 7,
A.D. 80; and April 3, A.p. 33. The correspondence with
the history of the Last Supper is doubly striking, if we
refer it to the second of those years. Hence, we infer
that Usher’s date, however respectable its patrons, has the
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lowest external evidence of the three, and is not superior
on astronomical grounds. On the contrary, the year
A.D. 29, has the fullest support of early tradition, and the
following year the most remarkable accordance with the
Gospel narrative.” *

Now it is not true that early tradition through four
centuries points uniformly to a date, A.p. 28—30, and
commonly to the middle of these years, a.p. 29, or that
29 has the fullest support of early tradition. The year
31 is the date of Epiphanius and Prosper. That of 32 is
embraced by the Paschal Chronicle, and 33 by Eusebius,
whose testimony is worth more than all the former put
together, according to the opinion of Scaliger, whose
intimate knowledge of the Fathers cannot be questioned.
After a review of the contradictory testimonies of some
of them, he arrives at a conclusion which is expressed in
the following words:—*‘ Quare vides non convenisse inter
illos veteres, quos utique omnes fugit ratio praeter unum
Eusebium virum Christianorum in seecularibus literis
illius gevi doctissimum, qui recte et iv. anno (ccii.) Olym-
piadis passum notat, et obtenebrationem Solis a Phlegonte
proditam, non aliam esse ab ea, quam in morte Domini
contigisse Evangeliste scribunt.”

“You therefore see that there is no harmony among
those ancients, all of whom sound sense negatives (abhors)
except only Eusebius, the most learned person of the
Christians of that age in secular knowledge, who rightly
notes that (Christ) suffered in the fourth year of the
(202d) Olympiad, and that the darkening of the sun,
related by Phlegon, was no other than that which the

¢ « Churchman’s Monthly Review,” August, 1846, p. 583.
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Evangelists declare to have happened at the death of the
Lord.”

Such, then, is the opinion of this learned person, as to
the value of the testimony of the ancients generally,* on
this difficult question.

He next mentions the idle boast of the recoapes-
xawdexarirar (quarto-decimani)—who professed from the
Acts of Pilate to celebrate the true day of the Passion
on the viii. Kal. of April, or 25th March, and he then
speaks rather unceremoniously of this date, which is the
one specially patronised by this Reviewer, in the following
words: —“ Alia rursus Acta Pilati se reperisse scribit
Epiphanius, quae Christum passum dicerent xv. Kal. Aprilis
(xviii. Martii), qui erat stupor asininus.” ¢ Epiphanius
again writes, that he had found other copies of the Acts of
Pilate, which said that Christ had suffered on the xv. Kal.
of April (18th March), which was asinine stupidity.”

The language is too gross for the delicate sensibilities of
modern controversy, but the error which he reprehends
will possibly be shown in these pages to merit very
severe terms of reprobation.

As the Reviewer honours me with a much larger share
of his notice than any of the other writers whose works
are placed at the beginning of his article, it becomes
necessary for me, in order to the elucidation of the truth,
to follow him step by step, although the exigencies of a
sound argumentation may oblige me to diverge from the
exact order of his reasoning.

He affirms that, in my statement as to the limits of the

’

* The section of his “ Emend. Tempor.,” in which he treats this
point, has the title, Peterum Velitationes de Die Passionis Dominice.
The SkirumisuiNGs of the Ancients about the Day of the Passion,

.



SECT. I.] AUTHENTIC DATE OF THE PASSION. 13

Passover, there is an evident ambiguity, inasmuch as it is
left quite indifferent whether the Full Moon be on Friday
or Saturday, in order that Friday may be Passover day.
Now, for the answer to this objection, which, to a limited
extent, is by myself already, in Proposition V. p. 5,
admitted to be true, I must refer to the brief syllabus of
Lunar times, in reference to the Passover, which will be
given below. I also generally use the word paAy in this
discussion in the sense of the Jewisk day, from sunset
to sunset. It will be seen below, that the day of the Full
Moon was, taking the mean between the extremes of
a very early or very late appearance of the New Moon,
~generally divided almost equally between the 14th and
15th of Nisan, so that the usual case was, that the Pass-
over was upon the very day of the Full Moon, and the
exception, in years when the month of Nisan began very
early, was, that the Passover was slain on the day before
the Full.

The Reviewer, however, next proceeds to lay down
three premises, which he pronounces will be required to
make my general argument good. His first, which I
utterly reject, is as follows: First, that the Full Moon in
the proposed year shall fall between sunset of Friday and
Saturday. 1 hope to prove below that this premise is
quite erroneous. In the two last, viz., that the rule of
Philo and Josephus gives the real Passover, and that the
Crucifixion was on the 14th Nisan, I freely acquiesce.
Our Lord ate the Passover on the evening of our THURS-
DAY, but of the Jewish Fripay, the 14th Nisan, by
anticipation, as Scaliger holds, and suffered on the fol-
lowing day, still the 14th, and expired at three o’clock,
about the hour of the slaying the Paschal Lamb, whereby
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the Type and Antitype met together in the harmony of
God’s purposes and wise arrangements.

I shall, asfirst in the order of the argument, briefly consider
what he offers with respect to my remarks on Mr. Browne’s
dateof the Passover for the year 33, wrongly placed on Thurs-
day the 2d April, instead of Friday the 3d. Mr. Browne’s
alleged ground for this is, that the Full Moon, which fell
at about two hours before sunset on Friday afternoon,
belonged to the wuyfnuepov, (evening and morning,)
Jewish day, Friday; and, adopting the principle, which
will be more clearly proved below to be utterly erroneous,
that the Passover must always be celebrated on the day
before the Full Moon, and adopting as the invariable rule
that which will be proved to have been the exception,
he carries back the Passover of 33 to Thursday the
2d April, and thus makes the 15th of Nisan, which,
on the true principles of the Jewish calendar, can never
begin sooner than one hour before the Mean Full Moon, to
begin twenty-two hours before it. By consequence als9, the
14th Nisan is made to begin forty-six hours, and the
Paschal Lamb to be slain twenty-siz hours, before
the Full. On the other hand, in March A.c. 29, his
own supposed date of the Passover, the Full Moon
of which was on Friday, the 18th, at nine o'clock in
the afternoon, which brought it into the Jewisk Saturday,
Mr. Browne places the Passover upon Friday (and, be it
observed, I do not censure him for this, if this date could,
consistently with the Lunar phenomena, be made the
14th of the Jewish month, and that month Nisan); but,
on calculation, the New Moon of March 29 comes out on
3p. 13h. 54m. Astronomical time, or the 4th at lh.
54 m. in the morning, Civil. The Phasis was not there-
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fore till the following evening, the 5th, and the lst of
Nisan, if Mr. Browne were right as to the month, on the
6th. This éives not the 18th, but the 19th March, which
was Saturday, as the Jewish 14th, precluding the possi-
bility, even if it had been the month Nisan, of its being
the date of the Passion. Mr. Browne, therefore, errs by
anticipation ¢ whole day in placing the 14th of the Jewish
month on Friday the 18th March; and it will be shown
below that he errs no less in the month than the day, and
that the 19th March, aA.c. 29, was the 14th, not of the
month Ni1saN, but of the intercalary or embolismic month
Ve-Adar.

In the next place, a difference of only four hours in
the times of the Full Moons of March 18th, a.c. 29,
and April 3d, 33, is made by him, without any reference
‘to the Phasis, the ground of a difference of twenty-four
hours in the relative times of the Passover. I shall
place the two years according to his theory in juxta-

position.
Year a.c. Date and Hour of Full Moon. Mr. Browne's Date of
the Passover.
29 Friday, March, 18 0. 9h. 16 m. Aft. Friday, March 18.
33  Friday, April, 3D. 4h. Aft. Thursday, April 2.

The incongruity here may not at once appear to
the reader, but it consists in carrying back the Passover
of 33 to Thursday the 2d, whereby the slaying of the
Lamb would be (as already said) 26 hours before the
Full, which will in the next page be proved to be impos-
sible, instead of placing it on its true date, Friday; and
this inconsistency is itself of such magnitude as to show at
once the unsoundness of his principle, although it does
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not, without the calculation of the Phasis, clearly appear
where the fallacy originates.

The Reviewer’s animadversions on my former reasoning
are as follows :—* Mr. Cuninghame, however, objects that
Mr. Browne has here changed his ground in order to exclude
the later date.” ¢ The objection in ¢kis form has no real
warrant.” I have just shown that it has in another form.
“ Such a result,” he continues, ‘“ must follow the strict
adherence to any astronomical rule whatever. Thus if
Easter Sunday were to be held the Sunday after the first
actual Full Moon after the 21st March, the difference of
one hour, or even ten minutes in longitude, might require
it to be celebrated either a whole week earlier or four
weeks later at London than at Rome or Jerusalem.”

Now my whole argument, from the beginning to the end,
was as to the times of the Passover at Jerusalem, and
nowhere else. The Reviewer, who raises a difficulty from
a possible difference between the times at Jerusalem and
other places, might as well object to the accuracy of
the calculation of the time of New Moon at Jerusalem
because_the time in London may in certain cases fall out
on the day before.

It would, however, I now admit, have been better, if, in
animadverting upon Mr. Browne’s date of the Passover of
the year 33,* I had said, that he reasons from false prin-
ciples, than that he reasons inconsistently with his prin-
ciples; for in reality it is the false principle laid down in
his preceding page, and more particularlyin his Appendix,}
that the 15th of the Jewish month was always identical

* See my Synopsis of Chronology, p. 133. + P. 468, § 411,
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with the vuyxfnuepov, or 24 hours from sunset to sunset in
which the Moon is at Full, which has led him to the
erroneous conclusion that the 15th Nisan of the year
33 began in the evening of the 2d April. That this
conclusion is wrong, I have unanswerably proved in the
paragraph of my Synopsis which follows,* and that Mr.
Browne should have fallen into it is the more remark-
able, seeing thatt he also acknowledges the very prin-
ciple from which I argue, viz., that the Hebrew months
began from the first phasis or visible appearance of the
New Moon, which could not be sooner than eighteen
hours after the conjunction. Now if he had calculated
the time of the New Moon in March 33, he must have at
once seen that its phasis was not till the evening of the
19th, and consequently, that the 14th of Nisan, and not the
15th, began on the evening of April 2d, our time, but the 3d
Jewish time.

Moreover, that both these principles of Mr. Browne
cannot stand, or, in other words, that one of them must
give way, I shall now prove, by placing before the reader
an analytical view of the Lunar times of the Pass-
over.

The Mean length of a Lunation being 29d. 12h. 44m.,
the half of it, 14d. 18 h. 22m., gives the Mean age of the
Moon at the moment she is full.

1. Now the earliest usual phasis or
appearance of the Moon being 18 hours
after the conjunction at New Moon gives

* Synopsis, pp. 133, 134. + Appendix, p. 466, § 408.
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Age of the Moon.
D. H. M,

the earliest beginning of the 1st of Nisan
in the Lunation . . . . . . . . . 0 18 O
Adding 13 days complete . . . . . . 183 0 O
It gives the beginning of the 14th Nisanat 13 18 0
Being before the Full Moon . . . . . 1 0 22

FulMoon . . . . . . . . . . . 14 18 22

It is, therefore, evident that when the 1st of Nisan
- happened at the earliest possible time in the Lunation, the
whole of the 14th Nisan was expired, and also 22 minutes
of the 15th before the Full Moon. The Passover in this
case was on the Jewish day before the Full, but the same
civil day ; the Paschal Lamb was slain 4 hours before the
Full, which was the earliest Mean time it could in any case
fall, and the 15th of Nisan, except the first 22 minutes,
belonged wholly to the Jewish day of the Full Moon.
This at once overthrows Mr. Browne’s date of the
Passover of the year 33, which makes the slaying of the

Lamb 26 hours before the Full.*

Age of the Moon.
D. H. M

2. The latest appearance of the New
Moon was when she set at about 17 hours
old, being then invisible . . . . . . 0 17 0
To this we must add a complete day . . 1 0 0

And we arrive at her phasis at the age of . 1 17 O

¢ Supra, p. 15.
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Age of the Moon.
D. H M

Add13days . .~ . . . . . . . . 18 0 O
The 14th Nisan beginsat . . . . . . 14 17 0
Being before the Full Moon . . . . . 0 1 22

14 18 22

Consequently, in this case, the whole day of the Full
Moon except the last 1 hour and 22 minutes, belongs to
the 14th, and the 15th only begins 22 hours and 38
minutes after the Full; and the Passover falls on the
Jewish day of the Full Moon, but the civil day after, and
the Paschal Lamb is killed 19 hours after the Full,

3. If we take the mean between these two extremes we
shall find, that about 11} hours of the day of Full Moon
belong to the 14th of Nisan, and 12} to the 15th, on the
average of years, and the result is, that the Passover
nearly always happened on the Jewish day of the Full,
and that Mr. Browne’s canon placing it on the vuyfnuepov,
evening and morning day before, is not the rule, but the
exception. His canon then falls to the ground, and with
it the charge against me of inconsistent and inconclusive
reasoning. For it is manifest that I place the Ist of
Nisan in March, 33, at the very time that a rigid adherence
to the rule of Philo requires. First, Philo tells us that
the new month was after the conjunction uera guvvodov;
and again, Novunwa vyap apxerar ¢wtilew aioOnre
deyyee cedqumy hios;* ¢ At the new month the sun
begins to illumine the moon with a sensible splendor.”

Again, as to the Passover, he informs us, that it was on

* Philo, Oper. vol. ii. p. 292. Tondon, 1742,
c?
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the 14th of Nisan, T 8y unw TovTe, Tept Tegoapeokal-
SexaTny fuepav peAhovrTos Tov cENULaKoy Kuk\ov yweabal
mAnoupaovs, ayerar Ta SaBarnpia Snuodavys éoprn.*
““In this month, at the 14th day, the moon being about to
be full, the public feast of the Passover is kept.”

It has been shown accordingly, that when the phasis or
appearance of the moon happened at the earliest possible
hour after the conjunction, the whole of the 14th of
Nisan, and 22 minutes of the 15th, did, in fact, expire
before the Full Moon, so that the Lamb was slain also
before it. But the application of this rule being neces-
sarily subject to the lunar variations, when the appearance
of the New Moon was very late, although even then the
14th of Nisan and the beginning of the Feast by the
search for leaven always arrived before the Full Moon,
yet the Paschal Lamb was not slain in‘such cases till after
the Full. Now the words of Philo require no more.

Josephus says, in harmony with the testimony of Philo,
that the Passover was, by the law, appointed to be on the
14th day of the Lunar month Nisan, when the Sun was
in Aries, Tecoapeakailekary kata gelquiy, ev Kpip ToOU
1\ov kabecTwros.t

Interpreting these words in their strict and natural
sense, I charge it upon Mr. Gresswell as a contradiction
to this sense, that he, in effect, affirms, on the authority of
Bucherius, that the Passover might be held before the
Sun had entered Aries. The Reviewer vindicates him by
asserting, that I have adopted a like contradiction. ¢ Mr.
Browne,” you say, “might reply with’ equal truth, ¢ Philo

* Philo, Oper. vol. ii. p. 169. These passages are both cited by

Mr. Gresswell. T have, however, referred also to the volume of Philo.
+ Ant. iii. 10. 5.
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declares that the Passover is celebrated when the Moon is
about to be full.” Mr. C. asserts, that this must be taken
with some latitude, which amounts to this; that the
Moon’s being about to be full may signify that she is
someé hours past the full, which is a direct contradiction.”
I have not asserted this. I refer the reader to what is
said in the last and a former page, to prove that I hold the
direct contrary. I have shown that the 14th Nisan and
the festival always began before the Full.

The Reviewer next says (p. 578), that *“if the words of
Philo and Josephus be turned into a precise rule for the
Passover day, the year 33 will be excluded.” I affirm, on
the contrary, as will be unanswerably proved in the sub-
sequent pages, that the year 33 is the only one that will
satisfy the conditions contained in the rules of Philo and
Josephus, with respect both to the day and the month of
the Passion, to the total and absolute exclusion of every
other year. ' ,

The next charge against me is, that, in vindicating Mr.
Browne’s exclusion of Mr. Gresswell’s date of April,
A.D. 30, on the one hand, and in rejecting, on the other
hand, as utterly erroneous, Mr. Browne’s date of the
Passover of April, 33, I am betrayed into a direct inver-
sion of my own reasoning.—My reply is: that I have
demonstrated, by the time of the first appearance of the
New Moon of March, 33, that the 1st of Nisan, and con-
sequently the 14th, were both a complete day later than
Mr. Browne has placed them ; and consequently, that in
making the Passover of that year upon Thursday, the 2d
April, he errs a complete day.—I1 have further demon-
strated, by a similar calculation of the times of the New
Moon in March, a.c. 30, which will be given in a future
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page, and will throw back upon the Reviewer the charge
and the demonstration of error, that, following Mr. Gress-
well, he has made the 14th of Nisan of that year, a com-
plete day too late, and consequently both have erred a
Jull day as to the Passover, which they place on Friday,
the 7th, whereas it was the day before. Whatever
defects, therefore, may exist in the order of my reasoning,
my conclusion is astronomically true.

With the view of shortening the present discussion,
I shall now state that, as it is admitted that the years 28,
31, and 32, are absolutely excluded by the application of
the astronomical test, and as no one now holds a.c. 34, the
date of Sir Isaac Newton, against which a conclusive
reason will be seen in my Synopsis,* the only years that
remain, as within the arena of controversy, are a.c. 29,
the date of Mr. Browne; 30, that of Mr. Gresswell; and
33, that of Usher, Prideaux, and the general body of
Chronologers. I shall proceed to sum up the argument
as to each of these years as briefly as I can, and to show
that the year 33 is the true and certain date of the Passion
of our Lord and Saviour. :

The date of Mr. Browne, Friday, 18th March, 29, has
already been rejected.t First, it is proved not to be the
14th of the Jewish month, but only the 13th, and, there-
fore, could not, even if the month had been Nisan, be the
Passover. Secondly, the following day, the 14th, even if
it were the Passover, being Saturday, could not be the
Passion. Thirdly, it will be shown that the month was
not Nisan, but Ve-Adar. Each of the three reasons, there-
fore, negatives its being the possible day of the Passion.

We have already seen that the testimony of Josephus

* Page 162. 1 See supra, p. 15.
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upon this point is quite decisive. He tells us that tke
Sun must have entered Aries, ev kpip Tov fhiov xabeo-
Totos.* To this the Reviewer replies, that the words are
not to be strictly interpreted ; that is, the meaning may
be, the Sun being yet in Pisces and not in Aries. Does this
gloss really satisfy the understanding of the intelligent
reader? If language may be thus turned aside from its
plain and obvious meaning, on what foundation can we
reason in combating the Sceptical conclusions of the
Chevalier Bunsen as to the Scriptural times? If we may
thus turn aside the plain and unequivocal testimony of
Josephus, that the Passover was celebrated when the Sun
was in Aries, why may not the German Rationalists just as
well except the whole Chronology of the Bible from Paul’s
declaration, that all Scripture is given by inspiration from
God? Reasoning like this removes the landmarks between
truth and error, and shakes the very foundations of truth.

I have referred also to a passage of Philo, cited by Mr.
Gresswell, to prove that the Sun must be in Aries when the
Passover is kept. “ The sun completes two equinoxes each
year, one in Aries and the other in Libra, and shows a clear
proof of the excellence of the number seven, for each
equinox occurs in the seventh month, and in them it is
appointed by law to celebrate the greatest and most notable
feasts.” I have taken the Reviewer’s own translation, and
now I shall give his reasoning from it. (P. 586.) Such
a passage is as unlike as possible to a scientific rule
for the exact limits of the Passover. Taken strictly, it
would prove the opposite to that for which it has been

¢ T ask the Greek scholar whether this word in the participle perfect
does not mean the Sun’s having already set himself down in Aries,
t.e., fully entered it?
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alleged. Philo does not assert, as Mr. C. appears to
suppose, that the Passover feast was held when the Sun
was somewhere in Aries, but at the equinox, and this
would be strictly true, only if the Passover-day were to lie
between the 15th and 22d March.” \

My reply to this reasoning is, that the Greek verb
amoTe\ew, the participle arorehwy of which is fitly rendered
“ completes,” signifies to bring quite to an end.* The Sun
does not, however, bring to an end or complete the equinox,
till he is exactly at the equinoctial point of Aries in the’
spring and Libra in autumn; but it is when he has
completed the former Equinox that the feast of the
Passover is kept, therefore it is not till the Sun has entered
Aries. The Reviewer’s argument completely wrests the
words on which it professes to rest. It in effect affirms,
either that the Sun completes the Equinox between the
15th and 22d March, that is before he enters Aries, and
is yet in Pisces; or, on the other hand, that the feast is
kept before he completes the Equinox, both of which
assertions are directly contrary,—the latter to the words
of Philo, and the former to the astronomical fact, that in
the time of our Lord the Equinox fell on the 23d.

I am next charged with an incorrect rendering of the
testimony of Aristobulus. I shall therefore quote the
words :—

‘0 8¢ ApioTofovhos mpooTilfnaw, s e ef avayrns T
Tov Safatnpuwy éopTy wn wovov Tov AoV TO LoNuUEPLVOV
Swamopevesfar Tunua, Kat Tyv acehquny de.t

My rendering of these words is, * But Aristobulus adds,
that it is necessary ror the Feast of the Passover not only

* Liddel and Scott’s Greek Lexicon.
1 Euseb. Hist. Eccles., Lib. vii., p.231, Paris, 1678.
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that the Sun should Zave passed the Equinoctial points, but
the Moon also.” The Reviewer, on the other hand, affirms
as follows :—¢ His (viz. Aristobulus’) real statement is,
that 1N the Feast of the Exodus, not only the Sun but
also the Moon must pass the Equinoctial points; in other
words, the Sun must be at the vernal, and the Moon at the
autumnal equinox.”

“ The alleged proofs of the rule are thus quite indeci-
sive. The exact time of the Equinox in the first century
would be between the noon of March 22 and March 23.
The Jews, however, might account it sufficient that it
should occur before the middle of the feast,* which would
bring its limit to March 18, as in the canon of Hippolytus;
or, as Mr. Benson observes, even if they adopted the rule
that the Passover should follow the Equinox, it does not
follow that it never would precede it as determined by the
accuracy of modern days, unless their mode of ascertaining
it were equally accurate.”

In reply to the foregoing remarks let it be observed,
that the mere fact of the use of the Metonic Cycle as
an element of the Jewish Sacred Times and Scriptural
Chronology proves, that they had reached the true length
of the Solar Year, or very nearly approximated to it,
and also of the Lunation, which necessarily supposes a
knowledge of the true times of the Equinoxes. Further,
the use of the Sun Dial as early as the reign of Ahaz,

* We have, in the narrative of John’s Gospel, mention of an event
which happened in the midst of the feast, c. vii. 14, and there the
expression is quite different from what this gloss of the reviewer would
suppose. H3y 8¢ s eoprys pecovons aveBn 6 Ipgovs. Is it not
necessary to suppose that if Aristobulus had meant what the Reviewer
represents him to have meant, there would have been a similar form of
expression to that employed by John?
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B. C. 742, includes in it a knowledge approaching to .
accuracy of the length of the Day, and hours of Sun
rising and setting. Now the error, which is in the
passage now quoted imputed to them, being not less than
Jour days as to the times of the Sun, or four degrees of
the Ecliptic in his Longitude, and 10 or 11 minutes of
an hour in the times of his rising and setting, or 20
minutes in the length of the day, that is, when, on the
18th o.s., he rose about 15 minutes after 6, they counted
his rising 11 minutes earlier, with corresponding variations
as to the true cardinal points of East and West where he
rises and sets at the Equinox.

But with respect to the Lunar times the error imputed
to the Jews is much greater. The Moon in her Synodical
Revolution of 294 days traverses rather more than the
whole Ecliptic, and consequently in each month passes
both the Equinoctial points of Aries and Libra. But
it is only once in the 12 Lunations* that her passage
of the Equinoctial point of Libra constitutes her the
Paschal ‘Moon, and it is when she first arrives at Full
after the Sun has passed the Vernal Equinoctial point,
or entered Aries. Now on the 18th March, o.s., or
16th, n.s., at about 10 o'clock evening at Jerusalem,
A.c. 29, she was at Full, and was, as appears by the
Tables, + about entering Libra, but upon the 20th, ~.s.,
at Noon, the date of the Equinox, she had gone as far
as 17 degrees of Scorpio, more than a Sign and a half,
or one Eighth part of the whole Ecliptic, from her Place
on the 16th.

* In the Embolismic year 13 Lunations.
+ White’s Ephemeris, 1832, when the Sun and Moon were nearly
in the same places as 1803 years before.
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Now, what is the evidence upon which this Reviewer
rests, in charging upon the Jews, who, above all the nations
of the Earth, were, by their Sacred Institution of the
Passover, to be held at the Full Moon, when the Barley
harvest was ripe, furnished with a basis on which to rest
a most perfect chronology, so as to render it absolutely
impossible that they should fall into the errors of the
Roman Calendar, in which, before the Reformation by
Julius Ceesar, the month of May had gone back into
March, so that the Equinox fell on the 15th May; or
even into the smaller error of the Christian Calendar,
wherein, in 1582, the year of the introduction of the New
Style by Pope Gregory XIII., the Equinox had fallen
back to the 11th March ; or that of the Egyptian or Baby-
lonian year of 365 days, the basis of the Sothiac period ;
—we ask, what is the evidence on which he charges on
the Jews the congeries of errors which have now been
placed before the reader as the result of a deviation of
four days from the true date of the Equinox? I ask
for evidence, and I find, as already seen, the vague surmise
—*the Jews, however, might account it sufficient that it
should occur before the middle of the feast, which would
bring it to March 18;” in other words, by a glaring petitio
principii, he in effect states that either the gross ignorance
of the Jews, or their carelessness, did in reality nullify
their own canon. He, however, takes very good care that
the imputed error shall fall on his own side of the argument,
and seems utterly insensible to the fact that, if an error
of 4 days be supposable at all, it is just as likely to be
against as for him, to be plus as minus, or that the Passover
should have been deferred till 4 days after, as antici-
pated 4 days before the Equinox; and if so, the pre-
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sumption of a very improbable error minus, balanced by
the like presumption of an equal error plus, just amounts
to the presumption of no error or perfect correctness.
But I must here remind him that an error of 4 days plus,
the probability of which he must, on his own principles,
(unless he has the candour or good sense to abandon them,)
at once admit, brings him, the Reviewer, exactly to the
limit of the Modern Jewish Calendar; for the 22d March,
the time of the Equinox in the first century plus 4 days
= March 26, the very limit which, when brought forward
from that calendar, as will be seen in a subsequent page,
he pronounces to be utterly absurd.*

Before closing this argument I shall observe, that the
only fact brought by the Reviewer to bear upon this
particular point in his second Review is, that Sosigenes,
the Astronomer of Julius Ceesar, erred fwo days as to the
date of the Civil Equinox. Hales, however, tells us that
his error was specially as to the date of the Winter Sol-
stice, which he made to be Dec. 25,1 and if so, it may be
observed, that an error of computation at the Winter
Solstice was much more facile than one at the Equinox,
and yet, from an error of fwo days then the Reviewer
infers one of four days at the Equinox to have been fallen
into by the Jews. Reasoning so little exact as this does
not seem calculated to make a favourable impression on
the minds of serious inquirers into truth.

Next, as to the foregoing passage of Eusebius, the con-
troversy is not really about the strict rendering of the
verb diamropevesfar, which I am willing to concede to him

* Second Review, April, 1847, p. 195.
+ Hales, vol. i. p. 50. Note.
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to have a present form, but as to the force of the Dative
case in the words Ty Twv diaBarnpiwv éopry. He supplies
the Preposition ev, and renders it as referring to #ime, “ It
is necessary in or during the feast of the Passover, that
not only the sun,” &c. But where is the authority for
this? There is no reason for thinking any preposition to
be understood, as the clause admits of a closer transla-
tion without any. I presume the strict rendering is as
follows :—*¢ Aristobulus also adds, that it is necessary To
(in order to) the feast of the Exodus, that not only the
sun but the moon also should paés the equinoctial point.”
In other words, there could be no feast held till both
luminaries had passed the Equator. Now that this is
the real meaning, I shall prove, by %Ziving the whole
passage from the English translation of the ¢ History of
Eusebius.”

Anatolius was Bishop of Faodicea in the reign of Dio-
cletian, and Eusebius thus testifies of his qualifications :—
“ But for his learning and skill in the Greek philosophy,
he was superior to any of the most distinguished men of
our day, as he had attained unto the highest eminence in
Arithmetic, Geometry, and Astronomy, besides his pro-
ficiency in Dialectics and Physics and Rhetoric.” *

Eusebius afterwards gives the following extracts from
the Canons of Anatolius, on the Paschal Festival :—

“ You have, therefore, in the first year, the new moon
of the first month, which is the beginning of every Cycle
of 19 years, on the 26th of the Egyptian month, Phame-
noth ; but, according to the months of the Macedonians,
the 22d of Dystrus;—but, as the Romans would say,

* Euseb. Eccles. Hist., B. vii. ch. xxxii.
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before the 11th of the Calends of April. But the sun
is found on the said 26th day of the month Phamenoth,
entering the first segment (of the Zodiac), but on the
4th day is already found passing through it. But this
segment they call the first dodecatemorium and the
equinox, and the beginning of the months, and the head
of the Cycle, and the head of the planetary course. But
that segment before this, they call the last of the months,
the twelfth segment, and the last dodecatemorium, and
the end of the planetary revolution. Hence also, those
that place the first month in it, and that fix the fourteenth
of the month by it, commit, as we think, no common blunder.
But neither is this our opinion only, but it was known to
the Jews anciently, and before Christ, and was chiefly
observed by them, as we may learn from Philo, Josephus,
and Mus®us; and not only from these., but also from
those more ancient, i.e., the two Agathobuli, commonly
called the Masters, and from Aristobulus, that most distin-
guished scholar, who was one of the seventy that trans-
lated the Holy Seriptures from the Hebrew for Ptolemy
Philadelphus and his father, and dedicated his ¢ Expo-
sition of the Law of Moses’ to the same Kings. T%ese,
when they resolve inquiries on the Exodus, say that all
ought to sacrifice the Passover alike AFTER THE VERNAL
EQUINOX, in the middle of the first month. But this is
found to be when the sun passes through the first segment
of the solar, or as some call it, the Zodiacal Circle. But
this Aristobulus also adds, it was requisite that not only the
sun SHOULD HAVE PASSED the equinoctial segment for the
feast of Passover, but the moon also.” *

* Cruse’s “ Translation of Euseb. Eccles. Hist.,” B. vii. ch. xxxii,
pp. 287, 288.
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Now, who is it, I or the Reviewer, who has given a
wrong version, and an equally wrong interpretation, of
the words of Aristobulus? If he declines answering this
question, I shall endeavour to do it.

By affirming that Mr. Browne’s date of the Passover,
viz. March 18th, A. c. 29, is astronomically possible, he in
effect asserts that the Moon of that year,—of which the
New, the first Quarter, and Full, and 20 days of the
whole Lunation, fell when the Sun was in Prsces,—was
the Moon of Nisan and of the Passover, in absolute oppo-
sition to, and defiance of, all authentic records of Jewish
times, and the whole testimonies which have been cited.
He, therefore, to use the words of Anatolius, is guilty of
no common BLUNDER. His error is this: he counts the
Moon of the Jewish Embolismic month Ve-Adar, which
March, A.c. 29, certainly was, as that of Nisan: and in
evidence of this I shall now state that the periods of 1822
and 1841 years being both Cycles in Astronomy, the
Moon slow at the end of the former about 13h. 53m.,
and of the latter 15h, 57 m., I carry them forward, the
former from a.c. 29 to 1851, and the latter to 1870, and
I find that both these years in the Jewish Calendar in my
possession are Embolismic with Ve-Adar; and in 1851
the 18th March, the Reviewer’s 14th Nisan, is marked as
the 14th of Ve-Adar; and in 1870 the 17th March is that
Jewish date. It hence must be inferred that the year 29
was Embolismic also, and the March Moon that of Ve-
Adar. The error is thus one of a whole month.

I shall now briefly consider the reply of the Reviewer,
in his second article,* to my arguments from the passage

-# « Churchman’s Monthly Review,” March, 1847, pp. 191—193.
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given in English translation from Anatolius, in the
former page. If the reader will turn back to it he will
see, that the end for which the quotation is given by me
is simply to prove, that the Passover could not, according
to the Jewish Canons, be till after the Equinox; and the
words on which I chiefly ground my reasoning are in the
last nine lines.

The Reviewer, on the other hand, seizes upon the
introductory sentence from which I have not argued.
He offers, first, a corrected rendering, which I am not
disposed to question, and then animadverts on the fact
that, to make sense of this very passage which so many
have mistaken, has forced Petavius upon two expedients.
The first, a conjectural reading in the second sentence of
the 29th of Phamenoth, instead of the 26th; and the
other, a forced and intolerable construction that Neomenia
here denotes the Paschal Fwll Moon, both of which, I
think, the Reviewer very properly rejects.

He next proceeds boldly (with what success we shall
see afterwards) to take possession of the whole passage as
his own, and to turn it against my argument. I shall
place his words before the reader. ¢ The translation of
the clause is the only one the Greek will allow. In
other words, the Sun enters Aries, according to Anatolius,
March 19. Let us combine this statement with the
words of Josephus and the general rule of the Paschal
limit, and then March 18 will be the earliest Passover-
day. Now our argument rested on either of two alterna-
tives, that the Jews did not bind themselves strictly to an
Astronomical rule which should make the first of Aries
the Paschal limit, or else that they might err in fixing its
place three or four days.” Anatolius (he says) excludes
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the first alternative; but his example, which is of more
importance, justifies the second. * Indeed, strictly speak-
ing, it is not an error, but a difference of conventional
usage then common, in fixing the commencement of such
sign. If, in the third century, he could fix the first of
Aries three days before the true Equinox, it can hardly
be shown to be historically impossible, or even highly
improbable, that the Sanhedrim in the first century might
depart as far from the Equinox in their actual limit.”

Now there are errors here of no common magnitude.
Even admitting, for argument’s sake, the soundness of his
inference from the words of Anatolius, and supposing the
passage to have been accurately recorded by Eusebius, as
to which, for reasons to be given below, there is consider-
able doubt, still the mistake of Anatolius, even if he did
intend to place the Equinox on the 19th March, was not
one of three days, but only fwo; for the true date of the
Equinox had gone back, in the year 277 when he wrote,
from March 23d, its place at the Passion, to March 21st,
being two full days, or, in other words, it fell two days
earlier in the Julian month than in a.c. 33.

Kennedy, in his Astronomical Chronology,* computes
that the Sun entered Aries in March 325, the year of the
Council of Nice, in Jerusalem time, on the 20d. 10h. 42m.
Adding the difference between the tropical and Julian
year = 671 seconds for 292 years from 325 to 33, it gives
2 days 6 hours 25 minutes, shewing that the Sun entered
Ariesin the year 33 at Jerusalem, on March 22d. 17h. 7m.,
or the 23d civil time, at 5h. 7m. morning. In March 29,
the year we are discussing, it would be within a few
minutes of the same time.

* P. 359,
D
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On the same principles it appears, that in the year 277,
the beginning of -the Cycle of Anatolius, the Vernal
Equinox at Jerusalem fell on March 21st, at 7h. 38m. in
the morning.

But the argument of the Reviewer now before us
suppresses the important fact of this difference of two days
in the times of the Equinox in the years 29 and 277.
Even, therefore, if we were against the whole body of
ancient testimonies, to admit his false principle, that
reckoning the Equinox of 277 on March 19th, it would
give as the Passover the 18th March, yet this principle,
when applied to the time of the Equinox in a.c. 29, being
March 23, would give us the earliest possible Paschal date
of that year, not March 18th, but March 22d, thus
negativing the date of Mr. Browne, and turning the
argument of the Reviewer against himself.

Accustomed though I have been, during controversial
discussions in defence of the truth which have filled half a
century’, to deal with false reasoning, I confess that I do
not recollect to have met with any example of it more
glaring than that which I have now been obliged to
notice ; and I deeply regret it for the Reviewer's sake,
than whom few writers can reason with more power and
beauty and eloquence in defence of the truth., Must I
add, few also with greater plausibility against it ?

In this case, however, charity must lead us to suppose,
that the error of the Reviewer arises from an oversight,
not unlike that into which I fell in a passage in p. 46 of
the former edition of this Tract, from confounding the
time of the Moon-setting at Full Moon with that of the
New.

Hav_ing, as I think, effectually overthrown the Re-
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viewer’s reasoning from this passage of Anatolius, I shall
now offer some remarks tending to the elucidation of the
passage itself, which seems to have eluded the grasp of all
our writers, for they unite in pronouncing it unintelligible.

We are informed by Prideaux,* that it was in the year
46 that the Christian Church first began to compute by the
Cycle of 84 years, which they borrowed from the Jews,
and applied for the settlement of the times of Easter.
Their first Cycle was reckoned from that year.

Now I have found, by computing from the Tables, the
time of Mean New Moon in March, 46, that it fell on the.
25thd. 9h. 4m. o.s., which answers to the 23d N.s.+ On
that day, the Sun was exactly in the 4th day after entering
Aries, and the Moon was at the conjunction, and had
entered Libra. The astronomical characters of this date
therefore exactly correspond with those given in the
passage from Anatolius, but the date of the Neomenia
differs.

Prideaux further tells us, that all the Cycles hitherto in
use in the Church having been found faulty, Anatolius,
Bishop of Laodicea, did, in the year 276, propose another
way. What it was does not appear, onl& it is said,
¢¢ All that was commendable in it was, that he first intro-

¢ Part II., book iv., vol. iii., p. 315.

+ Mean New Moon according to Fergusson’s Tables in
D. H. M.

March, 1746 . . . . 10 13 56
+ 1 Lunation .. . 20 12 44
) 40 2 40
— 1700 years . . . 14 17 36

Mean New Moon, March,46 . 25 9 4
D 2
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duced the use of the Cycle of 19 years for this purpose,
but he applied it so wrong, that it was in his method by
no means useful to the end intended.” *

I have discovered, in computing the time of New Moon
in March 277, that it was on the 21st o.s.;} and, as the
two Styles were then in accordance, or nearly so, it was
the same date N.s. The Moon and the Sun were both
exactly at, or only one day from having arrived at, the
Equinoctial points. Moreover, this date was exactly 277
years, a Cycle in Astronomy from the year B.c. 1; which
afterwards became the Epoch- of the Paschal Cycle of
Victorius and Dionysius—the Moon being fast at the end
of the Cycle 7h. 8m. 57s. Lastly, itis from Creation 5754
years, a Cycle in Astronomy, at the end of which the Moon
is fast 6h. 30m. Thus it was for all these Astronomical
reasons, worthy of becoming the commencing point of the
new reckoning of Anatolius. °

It appears to be probable, therefore, that, either in the
mind of Anatolius himself there was some confusion
between the Novi Lunar eras of March 46 and 277,
which led him, while he correctly gave the Astronomical
Characters of the former one, to insert the true date of the
latter in the passage cited by Eusebius; or, what is still

* Part II., Book iv., vol. iii., p. 318.
+ Mean New Moon, March, 277.
D. H. M.
Mean New Moon, March 1777 . 27 7 51
— 1500 years - . . . 6 1 14
Mean New Moon, March 277 . 21 6 37
My Assistant has since calculated the Equations, which bring out
the true New Moon on the 22d, at 12h. 42m. in the morning, the exact
date of Anatolius’ 22d of Dystrus.
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more likely, that Eusebius himself, or his transcribers, not
correctly apprehending the difference, have, in copying
the original passage, perhaps, abridged it, not kt'lowing that
they thereby made it nonsense, so as to perplex the minds
of all future Chronologers.

Leaving to the reader’s consideration what has now been
offered on the passage from Anatolius, I shall state that,
in reference to the scientific periods which I have
shown to be embosomed in the Greek Scriptural Chro-
nology measured by the Cycle of 19 years and its square,
it has sometimes been, most strangely, I think, denied
(and this, too, by a clergyman of that Church whose Calen-
dar rests on it, and in the very face of the fact that the lives
of Seth, Methuselah, and Noah, form multiples of 19 years)
that the Cycle of 19 at all enters into the Scriptural
Chronology. I shall now, however, mention a fact recently
discerned by me, that the modern Jewish Chronology
of the Synagogue is also constructed upon the basis of this
period of 19.* Their Calendar is regulated according to
the calculations of Rabbi Ada, born in the year a.c. 188.

D. H M 8.
His calculation of the Solar Yearis. . 365 5 55 25;3
of the Lunationis . . 29 12 44 3}
——————of 235 Lunations con-
tained in the Cycle of 19,6939 16 33 3}
The year exceeds modern calculations between six
and seven minutes, which in 1800 years, would make an
error of nearly seven days; but as it is the Moon which
regulates their months and years, the error, as to the exact
length of the tropical year is merely speculative, and has
no practical effect on their calendar; for the Lunation,

* Lindo’s “ Jewish Calendar,” pp. 5—9.
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upon which the calendar rests, is surprisingly near the
truth. The Cycle of 19, or 235 Lunations, contain,
according to Mayer, 6,939d. 16h. 31m. 17-35sec., being
only about 1 minute 45 seeonds less than the Jewish calcu-
lation. ’

The Jewish Calendar is formed of a series of Cycles of
19, in each of which there are 12 ordinary years of 12
months, and 7 Embolismic years of 13 months, the follow-
ing years of the Cycle being Embolismic :—

3d

6th

8th
11th
14th
17th
19th

Now, in the Jewish Calendar their sacred years
terminating April 8th, 1853; April 9th, 1872; April 9th,
1891, are all embolismic, with a Ve-Adar in each, and
they are the 8th year of the 296th, 297th, and 298th
Cycles of their Calendar, which is calculated from their
era of Creation, B.c. 3760. Next, computing back from
each of these years to A.c. 29, we shall find an exact
number of 96, 97, and 98 Cycles of 19, which fixes the
year 29 as the 8th of their 200th Cycle, and embolismic.

I need not say, that the whole of this evidence
establishes, in the most triumphant manner, that the 18th
March, a.c.29, which the Reviewer, following Mr. Browne,
erroneously affirms to have been the 14th of Nisan, was
the 14th of Ve-Adar : but it scarcely establishes it more
triumphantly than the place of the Sun at that time,
being about 25° of Pisces, had previously done; for,
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according to his view, as already said, that Jewish-
sacred year ended with the Moon of the sign Aquarius,
and the new year began with the New Moon which
occurred on the 2d March N, 8., ‘when the Sun was
" about the 12th deg. of Pisces, a result which is in open
defiance of the voice of all history. It is this result
which, doubtless, called forth, and perhaps apologizes for,
the somewhat coarse expression of Scaliger, cited in a
former page.*

The Reviewer here pretends ignorance of what I mean
by the Moon of Pisces, and quotes a passage from the
Benedictines, without naming the work, to show that,
according to their nomenclature, the Moon of which the
New, first quarter, and Full with 4 days of the next
quarter fell when the Sun was in Pisces, was the Moon
of Aries! 1 have no concern with the Benedictine:
nomenclature, but I refer the Reviewer to the authority
which I presume he has sworn subjection to, that of his
own Church, the Canons of which declare the Moon, of
which the Full falls next after the Sun has entered
Aries, to be the Moon of Aries ;—the FuLL Moon being
its PERFECTION, as the SATELLITE of the EARTH is that
which constitutes the relation to the SigN of the Zopiac
of the LuNaTIioN to which it belongs.

The existence of this series of the Cycle of 19,
in the modern Chronology of the Synagogue, suggests
to us a further inquiry. It is not probable that
the series itself was changed with the corruption of the
Chronology ; but, on the contrary, it is to be presumed,
that the Rabbis would carefully adjust their corruptions

* Page 12.
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so as not to disturb the course of the Calendar existing at
the time they were effected. If, then, we ascend upwards
from our own times in the stream of the National
Chronology, from the year 1846, which*is the first year
of their 296th Cycle, to the original date from which the
series is calculated, we shall find that its beginning is
exactly 57 years below the authentic date of the birth of
Noah in the Greek Chronology, B.c. 3817, from which
8 Metonic Cycles of 19 bring us to the Mundane Era of
the Synagogue B.c. 3760.

The series, therefore, will be found to touch the fol-
lowing great Eras of the Greek, and one of Modern
Chronology.

Number of the Cycles of

Great Eras. Dates B.C. c:?:nl;;?:zfn‘:g:;g
at each Date.
.8 Cycles of 19 from the Birth of Noah 3760 1
Death of Noah . . . 2867 48
Death of Shem . . .. 2715 56
Death of Arphazad . . . 2677 58
Death of Cainan IL. . . .- 2620 61
Birth of Abraham . . . 2145 86
Abraham arrives at Shechem . . 2069 90
Death of Joseph . . . 1784 105
Birth of David . 1100 141

First year of the Captmty of the
Tribes beyond Jordan (reckoned
from the 1st Nisan after they were

led captive) . . 739 160
First year of the Captivity of Samana 720 161
Captivity in Babylon . 606 167
First year after the Destructlon of

Jerusalem by Nebuchadnezzar . 587 168
The French Revolution, A.c. . . 1789* 293

* The French Revolution is from the death of Noah in the trune Chro-
nology B.c. 2867, the perfect period of 245 Metonic Cycles = 95 Jubilees,
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Thus we establish, in the most unanswerable manner,
that the present Cyclical Series of the Synagogue is per-
fectly authentic, and is connected with the great series
of time which, computed from the birth of Noah
in the original Greek Chronology, gives to the year
- 1846, the period of 19 x 298; and from his death that
of 19 x 31 (the trinal of 5) x 8. From the death of
Shem 240 (or 12 x 20) Cycles of 19. From that of
Arphaxad 34 weeks = 238 of that Cycle. From the
birth of Abraham 30 weeks,—besides other great periods,
which, for brevity’s sake, I omit.

In the Chronology of Usher, however, as well as that
of the Synagogue, the Mundane Era of which is 244
years less than in the former, these results utterly fail,
which is one of the abounding proofs that both the
Chronology of the present Hebrew text, with which
that of Usher harmonizes, and that of the modern Syna-
gogue, still further curtailed, are false and spurious ;
while that of the Greek is marked with such indelible
evidences of authenticity, that even the schemes of time
set up in opposition to it are, reluctantly as it were,
compelled to bear witness to them, and to do homage to
the truth.

The only other reason which remains yet to be con-
sidered for Mr. Browne’s early date of the Passover of
A.c. 29 is, that he affirms, from the Paschal Chronicle
of Hippolytus, that the 18th of March was, prior to the
Council of Nice, the Paschal limit of the Western

or 931 the trinal of 30 X 5. This number is also the multiple of the -
Jubilee 49 by the Cycle of 19 = 931.

The French Revolution is moreover from the death of Adam, 12? = 144
X 44 = 6336 ycars, a period of stupendous perfection.
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Churches for the festival of Easter, which, as already
observed, admits of no intercalary month, whereby the
Passover is often thrown a whole Lunation later than
Easter. Moreover, it is not denied that, on the question
as to the proper times of Easter being brought before the
Nicene Council, this Cycle was condemned as erroneous,
and the earliest possible New Moon of Easter was fixed
upon March 8, which would make the Full Moon on
the 22d. .

How then does the Reviewer meet this incontrovertible
fact? He says, that ‘since the Paschal limit of the
Christians by its very nature was borrowed from that of
the Jewish Passover, the certain fact that March 18th
was accounted the limit in A.p. 222 must surely be a .
better guide to the early practice of the Jews than a
contrary decision of the Council a whole century later.
The question is one not of astronomical skill or moral
duty, but of actual obstrvance; and the canon of Hippo-
lytus must have more weight to prove March 18 the
Paschal limit once in use, than modern astronomy or the

" Nicene canons to prove the reverse.”

Suppose that this respectable Reviewer were in the
situation of a tutor in one of the Universities, whose
duty it would be to train up the youth, not only in the
paths of knowledge, but of holiness and virtue, teaching
them that all sophistry in argument is hateful to God;
suppose, then, that one of the youth were to bring
to him for examination as a part of an argument of his
own, the identical passage from his Review which I
have now given;—I ask, how he would receive it?
Would he not feel it to be his duty to tell him that
it is filled with false reasoning? Would he not show
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him that the first fallacy is, that it virtually represents
what was the Paschal limit of only that section of the
Church the least acquainted with the ancient Jewish times
and ritual, namely, the Churches of the West, as if it had
been the Paschal limit of ¢ the Christians,” that is the
Church generally.* Would he not next show him that
the point to be established is not the Paschal limit of* the
Jews in the year 222, when they had ceased to be the
Church of God, and their bitter animosity to the Christian
Church led them to opposition to it in the times of cele-
brating that ordinance, and to shun even the most sacred
ordinances of Moses at the season when they had crucified
the Lord ;—but that what is to be established is the true
limits of the Passover according to the original institutions
of Moses, which were still observed when our Lord
appeared ; and that to show, what is not in fact denied,
that in 222 they celebrated the Passover before the
Equinox, can have no effect in proving the former? Would
he not point out to him, in the third place, that this clause
studiously confounds (and this with the effect of perplexing
the reader) these two questions, as to actual usage in a later
age and in a different dispensation, with original usage
under the authority of God, and that it no less carefully
avoids the question whether the decision of the Council of
Nice was right or wrong? The argument (it may now be
added) would require the latter conclusion, and fasten upon
that Council the charge of gross error; for if it decided
right, then that which was right in 325 must have been
right in 222, and the Jews and Western Churches wrong.

* The Reviewer represents this word “ generally” as if it had been

“ universally.” It is not just to use exaggeration in relation to the
terms of an opponent.
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Yet the writer of the passage dare not assert the Council
to have been wrong, for he would thereby come into direct
collision with his own Church, and ought, if a parish
minister, to keep Easter before the Equinox ; and not only
with his own Church, but with all Christendom, as well as
all authentic antiquity, and the modern Jewish Synagogue.
Therefore he blinks these questions, and his undiscerning
readers, bewildered in the mazes of his false reasoning,
are left to find their way out and discover the light of

truth as they best can.*
The second reason which renders March 18, a.c. 29, Mr.

Browne’s date of the Passion, utterly impossible is, that
there could not be ripe barley for the feast of the first-

* The Reviewer affirms the whole of this reasoning to be an
“ unhappy and unchristian style of discussion,” and thinks it strange
that a Dissenter from the Scotch Presbyterian Church, as he terms
me, should contend for the jure divino authority of Pope Gregory’s
calendar for the exact observance of Easter day. Now I said not a
syllable about a jure divino authority as to Easter, but only stated the
Jact of the testimony of the Christian Church as to the true time of
the former jure divino festival of the Passover. Did I think my style
of discussion to be unhappy or unchristian, I should in this Edition,
cancel the whole passage. But as I think it is neither, and as I
cannot leave it out without injury to my own argument, I must refer
the Reader to the Reviewer's reply to it. (Churchman’s Review,
April, 1847, pp. 196, 197.)

As to his charge against me of being a Dissenter from the
Scottish Church, as I presume the Reviewer is not invested with
spiritual authority over me, I shall remain silent with only one remark :
‘Were the Parochial Vestries of the Church of England invested with
the power of spiritual discipline,'and were a Vestry to deny access to
the Lord’s Table to any person not under a charge of immoral
conduct, but for confessing the Scriptural doctrine that ¢ Christ gave
himself a Ransom for all,” the person thus debarred would, if he
joined another body of Christians, be rather one excluded from the
Church than in the proper sense of the word a Dissenter.
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fruits ready at that time. How then does the Reviewer
meet this insuperable and fatal difficulty? He overlooks
my evidence, and substitutes for its refutation, which his
argument requires, the following paragraph:—

““One doubt only remains,— whether the first-fruits
could be ready to be offered at that time. Mr. Cuninghame
attaches great weight to this difficulty in Mr. Browne’s
view. The Passover, however, by the rule which he
himself adopts, might be as early as March 22, and hence
there is little difficulty in supposing that the first-fruits
might be ready, four days earlier still, in a forward season.”

Why, then, does he not tell his readers what evidence
I have brought forward?

First, 1 refer to a passage in Sozomen (himself born in
Palestine, at Gazah or Bethuliah), cited by Mr. Gresswell,
which I now verify from the text of Sozomen. In treating
of the Paschal practices of Sabbatius, Presbyter of the
Novatians, wherein he conformed to the Jews, he expresses
his surprise that he should thus have innovated, ‘since
formerly the Hebrews, as Eusebius relates from the
testimony of Philo, Josephus, Aristobulus, and many
others, killed the Passover after the Vernal Equinox,
pera eapuny wanuepiav, while the Sun was passing through
the segment of the first sign of the Zodiac, called by the
Greeks Aries, f\iov To TpwTov SwdexaTnuopiov Tunua
68evovros 6 Kpiov éNAqves ovopalovaiwv—and opposite to
him the Moon was in her fourteenth day.” (Lib. vii. 18.)

He afterwards adds, ¢ Moreover the Samaritans, who are
very zealous for the law of Moses, never allow themselves
to keep the feast before the new corn is ripe, for they say
that the law names this as the feast of the New Fruits,
wherefore it is not Jawful to keep it till these appear. It
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is, therefore, necessary that the Vernal Equinox should
precede it.” The reason of this is plain, that there could
be no ripe corn before the Equinox.

Surely this testimony of a native of Palestine must be
judged quite conclusive, as to the time of barley harvest
there. But I have brought forward further evidence.
First, that of Dr. Robinson, who, in his researches on
Palestine, tells us that barley is a week before wheat harvest,
and the earliest date he assigns to this is May. On the 4th
June, wheat harvest was beginning at Hebron; on the
11th and 12th, the threshing-floors on the Mount of Olives
were in full operation; while at Jericho, on the 12th of May,
the threshing-floors had nearly completed their work.

On the 23d of May, 1838, Mr. Nicolayson writes from
Jerusalem, the barley harvest is all over. If it was only
over then, it is utterly impossible that there should have
been ripe barley before the Equinox. ‘

Now, I ask, is it fair reasoning, and just towards his
opponent in argument, to dismiss this evidence by saying
only, that ¢ Mr. Cuninghame attaches great weight to this
difficulty in Mr. Browne’s view ” ?—He next asserts that
the Passover, according to the rule which I myself
adopt, might be as early as March 22. 1 have no-
where said this, nor do I admit that the Passover, in
the age of our Lord’s appearance, ever was as early as
March 22 ; although, as will be seen below, Maimonides
seems to say it might be on the day of the Equinox,
which was then the 23d March. It is one thing to affirm
that the limit of the Christian festival of Easter is the
22d March, and another to affirm this of the Jewisk
Passover. 1, of course, except the irregular practices of
the Jews of the third century, against which contemporary
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writers protest, as being a departure from the ancient
Hebrew canons. But, with that exception, I apprehend
that, though in theory, according to Maimonides, there
might be a Passover on March 23, yet in fact, as often as
the Full Moon happens so early, the year is embolismic
with Ve-Adar.* That it is so at least in the Modern
Calendar is undeniable, as will be seen from the following
examples :—

Year of Christ. Easter Sunday. Passover.
1837.  Full Moon, March 22, March 26. April 20.
1845. Full Moon, March 23. March 23. April 22.
1853. Full Moon, March 25. March 27. April 23.
1856.  Full Moon, March 22. March 23. April 20,
1864.  Full Moon, March 23. March 27. April 21.

It is needless for me to carry the table further; but a
reference to * Lindo’s Jewish Calendar ” will show that in
63 years, from 1839 to 1902, no Passover occurs earlier
than March 26-27; and as it has been shown that the
Jewish Calendar consists of a continually recurring series
of Cycles of 19, regulating all its times, it may be laid
down as a certain principle, that no Passover can now
occur earlier than the dates last mentioned. Let me re-
mark, however, that the controversy is not here as to a
Passover in our Lord’s time on the 21st March N.s., or
23d 0.s., but on the 16th N.s., or 18th o.s. The Re-
viewer apparently desires to shift the argument to the
former ground, but I repudiate it by admitting in theory
the 23d o.s. to be a possible date.

On the ground that the Passover might be as early as the
22d March, the Reviewer affirms, “And hence, there is
little difficulty in supposing that the first-fruits might be

* Ve-Adar is the Jewish intercalary, or embolismic month.
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ready four days earlier still, in a forward season.” Now I
ask does he mean to offer such things as being of the nature
of reasoning or evidence? or would he, as a College tutor,
receive them as such? What he here says, is as if he
were to discover in the national annals a record of the
earliest harvest ever known in England, and were forth-
with to affirm, that there is little difficulty in supposing an
earlier harvest by four days.

Mr. Browne, feeling himself pressed by the same diffi-
culty, cuts the knot he cannot untie, by saying, on the
testimony of travellers, whose names he withholds from us,
that the barley becomes fully ripe, in the plains about
Jericho, by the beginning of our April. He then says, that
the 15th of Nisan must not be placed earlier than a week
before the Equinox, and adds, ‘“ After a mild winter the
barley may be sufficiently ripe for an omer of GREEN EARS
by that time, but not earlier.” *

‘When I published my “ Synopsis,” I had not seen this
passage, and I erroneously charged Mr. Browne with
passing over the difficulty. The learned writer will, I am
sure, acquit me of the charge of wilfully misrepresenting
him. I now ask, does either his solution or that of the
Reviewer remove the difficulty ?4 I shall meet what Mr.
Browne offers upon it by stating from Lightfoot and Gill,
both great authorities on all matters of the Jewish Ritual,

* Ordo Secl, page 466. The word 22N rendered GREEN EARS
certainly does not mean unripe ears, but only that they were not yet
hardened or dried, and, therefore, required to be roasted by-the fire.

+ The Reviewer, in his reply, fills three pages with reasoning to show
the inconclusiveness of the whole testimonies produced by me, and to.
prove that harvest might possibly, though, as he admits, not probably,
be as early as March 16. He, in fine, knows more about it than
Sozomen and all the travellers put together.
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that the first-fruits of the barley were not reaped from the
plains of Jericho, but “ from the ashes-valley of the brook
Kidron,”* near Jerusalem. And as to the contingency of
the barley not being ripe, or the Equinox not arrived, I
cite the following words of Lightfoot } :—

“ But if, when the just time of the Passover was come,
the barley were not ripe, the intercalary month was added
to that year, and they waited until it ripened. For, for
three things they intercalated the year; for the Equinox,
for the new corn, and for the fruit of the trees. For the
Elders of the Sanhedrim do compute and observe, if the
Vernal Equinox will fall out on the SIXTEENTH day of the
month Nisan, or beyond that, then they intercalate that
year, and they make that Nisan the second Adar: so that
the Passover might happen at the time of mew corn; or if
they observe that there is no new corn, and that the trees
sprouted not when they were wont to sprout, then they inter-
calate the year.”—Maimon. in Kiddush Hodesh.

It would appear from this passage of Maimonides that
the Embolismic year, even if it occurred in a regular and
fixed order, as it does in the Modern Calendar, must have
been occasionally anticipated in the ancient Jewish Church,
when the exigencies of a backward season required it. To
exemplify this, there are in the Calendar from 1839 to
1902, being 63 years, only three years in which the Pass-
over falls so early as the 26th-27th March, viz., the years
1842, 1861, and 1899. Now, let it be supposed that the
Jews, being in their own land, and that ordinance revived
by the year 1861, should the first-fruits of the barley not

* The same as Cedron. Dr. nghtfoot, vol. ii., page 38. London, 1684.
+ Ibid. page 185.

E
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be ripe on the 26th March that year, it will become Em-
bolismic, instead of the year 1862. It is further manifest,
from the words of Maimonides, that if the 16th day of the
Jewish month occurred as late as the Equinox ; or, in other
words, if at the 15th the Equinox was not arrived, the
month was made Ve-Adar, and the year Embolismic.
Now, I have already said, that the last rule, as understood
by Maimonides, while it absolutely negatives the 18th of
March, yet does admit the 23d of March, which was the
date of the Equinox in the year after Christ 29, as being
the Paschal limit, if the other condition of the ripeness of
the corn had also been obtained. In that year, however,
the Full Moon of March having fallen on the 18th, five
days before the Equinox, it was for this reason clearly
Embolismic, and the Passover Full Moon was on Sunday,
the 17th April, which excludes it from being the possible
date of the Passion: and had the year not been Embo-
lismic for the one reason, viz., the position of the Equinox,
it would certainly have been so for the other, viz., the
unripeness of the barley at so early a date.

In reply to my argument from the Modern Calen-
dar, to show that* the year 29 was Embolismic, the
Reviewer in his second article* holds that it is a fallacy of
the purest kind, asserting, that which I do not deny, that
this Calendar was introduced by Rabbis Samuel and
Hillel in the third and fourth centuries, and further, that
they had an ancient Cycle, of which he asserts, but without
evidence, that its (Paschal) limit was some days before the
Equinox. Be it observed, however, that the argument
from this Calendar is used by me not as a primary one but

* « Churchman’s Review ” for April, 1847, p. 195. .
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as confirmatory of the whole testimonies previously pro-
duced from Philo, Josephus, and Aristobulus, that the
Equinox always preceded the Passover. In arguing from
this Cycle I only assume the principle that the Modern
Synagogue, which is on this question disinterested, and has
not any motive for perverting the truth, is a competent
witness as to the ancient limits of its greatest and most
fundamental institution. It is the Reviewer, on the other
hand, who, without a particle of evidence, assumes that
their ancient limit was before the Equinox. I can show
innumerable Passovers celebrated after the Equinox.
Let the Reviewer produce from history one example of a
Passover observed by the Jews while they were yet the
Church of God, or even prior to the destruction of their
temple by the Romans, before the Equinox, and the con-
troversy is ended. But while he is confessedly unable to
do this, to charge me as assuming that to be the true limit
which the highest Jewish authorities declare to be the
limit, includes in it an extravagance of literary dogmatism
and pretension of authority which I must resist utterly.

As, however, the whole evidence in favour of the Post-
equinoctial celebration of the Passover has not yet been
produced, I shall now from the text of Philo insert a
further portion of the passage which was cited in a former
page,* so far only as Mr. Gresswell gives it. It contains
his definition of the first month Nisan:—

TV apxny TNS. €APS LONUNPLES TPWTOV avaryjpader
. pmva Moions ev Tois Twv eviavtwv mepiodous, avabeis, ovy
@oTep evion, Xpove Ta mpeaSeia pailov, ) Tass T8 Pucens
xapiow das avateiev avbpwmois. Kara yap ravryy, Ta pev

* Supra, p. 23.
E 2

~
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amapra, 1) avaykaia Tpodn), Tekeloyoveitar 6 e Twy devdpwy
xapmos nBwTwy apti yevvatal, devrepav exwy Tafw: ofev
Kai o\riryovos eaTiv” aeL yap €v Ty uael Ta 1) May avarykaia
TV ododpa avarykaiwy Sevrepa.*

¢ Moses sets down the beginning of the Vema.l Equinox
as the first month, giving it precedence in the periods of
the year, not as some do (on account of) the priority in
time, but for the gifts of nature which it produces for
man, since in this month the sown grain, which is the
necessary food, is matured : also the fruit of the trees with
blossom is now formed, being second in order, wherefore
it is later produced ; for always in nature that which is not
very necessary is second to that which is necessary.”

From the pages of Mr. Gresswellt 1 also borrow, com-
paring it with the text, the following passage of Epiphanius
to the like effect :—mpo yap tanunpiav ov mAnpwlncerar
To eTos oude TAMpovTaL Tov Kukhov Tov Spopov ex Oeov Tous
avlpwmous TeTarypevov 6 eviavtos eav un wapendy wwnunpia.
¢ Before the Equinox the year is not completed, nor does
the annual revolution finish the circle of its course
appointed by God for man, till the Equinox arrives.”

Now if after these, added to all the former testimonies,
this respectable Reviewer still persists in maintaining that
the Passover might be held or begun before the Equinox,
however much we may grieve for it, we must leave him
in undisturbed possession of his own imaginations ; he is
not to be convinced.

I shall, however, add yet one other testimony, being that
of Mr. Lindo, author of the Jewish Calendar for 64 years.

* Philo, “ Life of Moses,” vol. ii., p. 169. (London, 1742.)
+ “ Harm. of Gospels,” vol. iv., p. 641.
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““ The reason of the introduction of that period, viz.,
the month Ve-Adar is, that the Passover may be kept
in its proper season, which is the Full Moon of
the Vernal Equinox, or after the Sun hath entered
Aries.” * '

We must still further confirm this body of Jewish
evidence by the collective testimony of the Christian
Church, whose festival of Easter, in commemoration of
the death and resurrection of our Lord, is, as to its original
times, necessarily identical with that Passover at which our
Lord suffered. After much controversy,—the essential
consequence of imperfect knowledge in the Gentile con-
verts,—it was at length fixed by the Council of Nice, in
harmony with the authentic principles of the Jews, that
the first Sunday after the Full Moon which occurred on
the Equinox, viz., March 21, or the next Full Moon after
it, should be kept as Easter-day, in commemoration of
our Lord’s Resurrection, and the Friday before, of his
death on the Crdss. There are here two exceptions in
reference to the Jewish rule. First, the festival was not
determined by the exact date of 14th of Nisan, although
that had been the former rule of the Eastern Churches.}
Secondly, since there is no Christian offering of first-fruits,
it was never necessary to put off Easter because of the
lateness of the season; and as the Christian year is not
Luni-solar, but a near approximation to the Tropical,
there is no Embolismic Easter month. With these facts
before his eyes, the Reviewer strangely makes it a ground
of objection to the modern Jewish Cycle, that its Paschal

* Lindo’s “ Jewish Calendar,” p. 6. (London, 1838. )
+ Hence called “ Quarto decimani.”
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limit is fixed on the 26th March, being later than that of
Easter by only four days. Now we have reason to believe
that most frequently, when a Paschal Full Moon occurred
immediately after the Equinox, the backwardness of the
harvest must have occasioned a Ve-Adar, and if so, the
limit of the Passover in the modern Calendar only does
that by astronomical science, which the course of the
seasons would have done in Palestine, and therefore, as
nearly as human science can effect, it has brought back
their sacred year to its original limits,

But, finally, the point at issue, on the present occasion,
is not whether there might have been a Passover in our
Lord’s time as early as the 21st March, N.s., or 23d o.s.;
for, seeing that this date falls within the rule of Philp,
subject only to the probability of a Ve-Adar, 1 should
have offered no other objection to it. The real question
is respecting the possibility of Mr. Browne’s earlier date
of 18th March, o.s., or 16th N.s. Now, although it be
quite true that, in stating the actual limit, of the Modern
Synagogue, viz., the 26th March, I hold by it as nearly,
or quite identical, with the usual course of the seasons,
yet I only mean to apply it absolutely, as far as the point
at issue requires, that is, to the exclusion and negation of
Mr. Browne's date of March 18. The Reviewer, how-
ever, with the skill of an accomplished dialectician for a
wordly prize, seizes hold of that part of the Cycle which
is beyond the proper scope of my argument, to turn it
against me.

I remark, lastly, before quitting the subject of this
- Cycle, that its connexion with the great line of Seriptural
time computed from the authentic date of the birth of
Noah in the Greek Chronology, demonstrates at once its
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fundamental truth and antiquity. The Reform by Rabbis
Samuel and Hillel did, therefore, certainly connect itself
with the records of the Church in her earliest ages, as to
the source from which the series of Metonic Cycles
sprang, and their limit of the 26th March may have
resulted from the fact that there was, in the national
annals, no record of an earlier Passover. It is, at any
rate, a vain and utterly futile attempt for this Reviewer to
argue for a Passover on the 16th March N.s., six days
before the Equinox and limit of Easter,*when he cannot,
from the history of the Church of God, produce an
actual example of one even upon the Equinox, or a
canon from any authentic Jewish writer of authority
confirming it. To prove the point in dispute from the
point of dispute itself is sophistry of the most glaring
nature.

But what is to be said of the fact that, after thus
rejecting the limit of the 26th March as applicable to the
date of the Passover, in his argument for Mr. Browne’s
date of the 18th March, 29, this Reviewer does, in a
subsequent paper, with admirable regard to consistency,
himself state it as a possible fact, that the Passover
of 31, which was on 27th March, o.s., might, as it was
very near the Equinox, have been delayed a month,*
and he thereby gives to the winds the whole prin-
ciples of his former reasoning, and actually adopts
that limit as his own, thereby in effect throwing new
elements of uncertainty into the whole inquiry, by
bringing into the category of the possible dates of the

* «Churchman’s Monthly Review ” for May, 1847, page 395.
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Passion two years, viz., 31 and 34, which he had before
excluded !

Having thus demonstrated that the 18th of March, 29,
is utterly inadmissible as the Passover day of that year,
and the date of the Passion, since it was the 14th day,
not of Nisan, but of Ve-Adar, and having thus overthrown
the whole reasoning of the Reviewer, I proceed next to
the consideration of the Paschal date chosen by Mr.
Gresswell, viz., April 7, a.c. 30, as that of the Passion,
which he espouses as next in the order of probability to
Mr. Browne's, for there are indications in his paper of
a very peculiar desire (for what reason is not revealed) to
get quit of the date of Usher. Indeed, it would seem a
matter of little moment in his eyes, if only he could
overthrow the year 33 as the era of the Passion, which of
the other dates were embraced by his readers; and that I
do not exaggerate this anxiety to negative Usher’s date,
will, I think, be made manifest by his words in various
places. Thus, in the second paragraph of page 578, there
is a double attempt to exclude the year 33, by arguments
wrongly deduced from the words of Philo and Josephus,
as to the Passover day and month. In page 579 he again
anxiously points out to us, but fallaciously, as will be
shown, that the demonstration of the late date (33) falls
to the ground as before. In page 583, he once more says
that Usher’s date has the lowest external evidence of the
 three, and is not superior on astronomical grounds. The
Reviewer, in his second article, denies the truth of this
allegation. Now, I attribute to him no other desire to get
quit of that date than is apparent in a certain Chrono-
logical Table appended to Mr. Bickersteth’s ¢ Guide,” in
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the first edition of which the year 34, with a note of
interrogation, is laid down as the date of the Passion;
and, in a late edition, the year 30, with a similar note of
interrogation, dexterously leaping over the intermediate
year 33.

His argument, or calculation, to prove that April 7,
A. c. 30, is admissible, on astronomical grounds, as the
date of the Passion, is as follows:—* If the Moon was
Full April 6, A.p. 30, at ten in the evening, her age
would be just 18 hours at the same time on Thursday
evening, a fortnight earlier, or March 23. She would
then have been set several hours, and her first visible
phase would be on Friday evening, the 24th, which would
begin the 1st of Nisan; and the Passover day, or the 14th
of Nisan, would clearly be on Friday, April 7. Z%e de-
monstration of the later date falls, then, to the ground as
before.”

Yes, if his calculation be right—but if it be wrong,
then the possibility of the earlier date falls to the ground,
and the demonstration of the later stands untouched.
Now, as he has not taken into account the Lunar
anomalies, of which he himself is perfectly aware, his
calculation is worth nothing; and I find, that there is in
it an error of 7 hours, which, being rectified, overthrows
his whole argument.

Three calculations have been made of the time of true
New Moon at Jerusalem in March, A.c. 30; the first by
myself, from the tables in Brewster’s Edition of Fer-
gusson; the second from the tables in the ““ Encyclopzdia
Britannica;” and the third from another set of tables of
Fergusson,—both by my assistant. The results are as
follows ; and I place the elements of the first at the bottom
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of the page, that the Reviewer may, if he can, detect any

material error.*

D,

1. True New Moon at Jerusalem,
March, A.c.30 . . . . .

2. Do. from tables of ¢ Encyclopazdla

3. Do. from Fergusson . . .
It appears, then, that on Thursday, the 23d March, at
10 in the evening, her age, instead of being, as he affirms,
only 18 hours, was no less than 1 day, 1 hour, 24 minutes,

. 22
22
22

8 31 28
8 433
83 0

consequently ke errs a whole day in stating her first visible

phase, which was not, as he affirms, so late as Friday
evening, the 24th, but on the evening before of Thursday,
the 23d. She set that evening 22 hours old, and was con-
sequently visible ; and that evening being thus the 1st of
Nisan, the 14th began upon Wednesday evening, the 5th

® ELEMENTS OF THE TRUE NEW MOON, AT JERUSALEM, A.C. 30.

New Moon, March, a.c.
1730 .
Add1 Lunatlon .

. .

Subtract 17 Centuries .

Mean New Moon,
March, a.c. 30 .
H. M. 8.

1stEquation + 3 56 33
2d Equation— 5 28 42

True New Moon, March,
A.c. 30 . .
Add for J emsalem tlme

True New Moon at Je-
rusalem, March, A.c.
30 . .. . ...

Mean New | Sun's Mean | Moon’s Mean | Sup's Mean®
ehalnoon.e' A:omlleya.n x(;no;ul;m Dbt;n&eefrom
D. H. M.8. | 8.0. ' ”|s o. ! g o ! I
7123416| 818 431| 9 03217 12317 16
291244 3{ 029 619] 02549 0 1 0 40 14
87 11819| 91710 50| 92621 17| 2 23 57 30
14 17 36 42(11 28 46 01029 36 0 42923 0
22 74137| 918 24 50(10 26 45 17| 9 24 34 30
129 41
— 132 9 10 28 14 58
2 6 928
222 0
22 83128
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April, and Thursday, the 6th, was the Passover, asis justly
stated by Mr. Browne, and not, as the Reviewer erroneously
affirms, Friday, the 7th. His argument, then, with his
calculation, falls to the ground, and the year-30 is abso-
lutely and astronomically excluded from the possible dates
of the Passion.

Having thus demonstrated the impossibility of either
* the 18th March, A.c. 29, or the 7th April, 30, being the
date of our Lord’s Passion, it may not be superfluous for
me to sum up briefly the reasons for placing that greatest
of all events on the 3d April, o.s., A.c. 33, as the only
possible date, and, therefore, as the unquestionable and
real date.

The calculation of this New Moon in my ¢ Synopsis,”
p- 172, contains an error of about 8} hours, arising from
the omission of a figure in taking out the Lunar Anoma-
lies ; but, happily, the error is not so great as to affect my
reckoning of the date the lst of Nisan in that month.*
I now place at the bottom of the page the corrected
calculation which has been checked by two others from

¢ It appears to require some explanation why an error of 84 hours
in my own calculation of the time of New Moon, of March, A.c. 33,
does not affect my reckoning of the 1st of Nisan, whereas an error of
7 hours in the Reviewer’s calculation of the New Moon of March,
A.C. 30, is fatal to his reckoning of the 1st of Nisan. Now, this
difference depends entirely on the position of the Moon at the con-
junction, and when she first sets after the conjunction. If, at the
first setting of the New Moon, she be, as in March 30, 22 hours old,
then an error of computation, making her 5 hours later in time, will
put off the 1st of Nisan to the evening following. The Reviewer’s
error is 7 hours. On the other hand, if she first sets only 6 hours
old, as in March, A.c. 33, it would require an error of 13 hours of
acceleration in her time to bring out the 1st of Nisan on the same
evening.
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different tables by my assistant, which make it about 50
minutes earlier.*

The conjunction of the New Moon of March, 33, was
at 19 p. 1., astronomical time, or the 19th civil time, at
about 1 afternoon; and, therefore, the first appearance
of the Moon, and the beginning of the 1st of Nisan were
not till the evening of the 20th, whereby the evening of
the 14th comes out upon Thursday, April the 2d, our
reckoning, (but, according to the Scriptural reckoning, the
evening of Friday, 3d, and the Passover was on the
Scriptural morning of the 8d, being, according to our
reckoning, the following day: and, as the Moon was at
Full about 5 o’clock the same afternoon, it satisfies the
rule of Philo and Josephus, taken in the strictest sense,

® ELEMENTS OF TRUE NEW MOON, MARCH, A.C. 33, AT JERUSALEM.

Sun’s Mean | Moon’s Me an | Sun’s Mean
Anomaly. Anomaly. " D':l:"}'}zd':?m
D. H. M. 8.| s.o. / "| s.0. ' "|ls o " "
New Moon, March,1733] 4 3 44 9| 8 14 58 26| 4 25 45 33| 3 18 5 51
4+ 1Lunation. . . .{291244 3{ 029 619| 02549 O 1 0 40 14
331628 12) 914 4 45| 5213433 41846 5
— 1700 years . . . .|14 17 36 42|11 28 46 0[10 29 36 0| 429 23 0
18 22 51 30| 9 15 18 45| 6 21 58 33({11 19 23 5
H. M. S.
1st Equation + 4 0 29 13110
2d Equation— 3 38 0|+ 02229 e

6 23 29 43

True New Moon, March,
A.C.33 . . . . .|1823 1359
Add for Jerusalem time 222 0

True New Moon, March,
A.C. 33,at Jerusalem.|19 1 35 59

The two other calculations by my assistant give the hour of the true New
Moon as follows :—

1. That from the tablesin the “ Encyclopzdia,” 19p. 0 1, 46M. 11s.
. 2. From Fergusson’s tab es, 19p. 0H. 51 M. 0s.
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that the Passover was held while the Moon was approaching
the Full, and when the Sun was in Aries. It is, moreover,
the only date which comes within the astronomical and
historical principles which are to fix the exact point of
time when our Lord suffered, viz., that it was on a Passover
Friday, and at the Full Moon.*

* Let us, in this note, see the bearing of this result on some of the
great eras of prophecy.
The year 33 is from the year B.C. 458, the date of the Decree
of Artaxerxes, in the 7th of his reign, the exact period of the Years
70 weeks, or 10 Jubilees, or . . . . . 490
Thence to the Edict of Constantine, A.c. 313, are 40 weeks
or the exact period of the gestation of the mystic woman, Rev.
Xii., being 280 prophetic days . . 280
To the return of Arius from bamshment, and t.he begnmmg
of the great controversies in the Church, A.c. 327, are 42
weeks, or 6 Jubilees .. . 294
To the Crusade against the Alblgenses, A.C. 1209 the begm-
ning of the great slaughters of the saints by Papal Rome, are,
from 33, 168 weeks, or 24 Jubilees . . . . 1176
To the Peace of Passau, or, as it is termed by lusbonans, the
Peace of Religion, whereby the Protestants of the Empire were
exalted to the political heaven, A.c. 1552, there are, from 33,

5% 4+ 5*

31 X 7=217 weeks, or 31 Jubilees—(31 being ;1>
the trinal fraction of 5) equalto . . . . 1519

From 33 to the present year 1846, are 269 weeks or 37
Jubilees . . . . e . . . 1813

Moreover, as the period from the Passion to the Peace of Religion,
by the treaty of Passau consists, as we have seen, of 31 Jubilees, or
1519 years, so the period from the return of Arius to the present year
1846, consists of an equal period of 1519 years; and this analogy of
numbers leads, I think, to the belief, that we now stand on the very
brink of some new and mighty dispensation of God, towards the Church
and the world.—1st Edit.

[Writing now, on March 5, 1849, I need scarcely add, that the
stupendous events of the past year have altogether justified the fore-
going anticipation. These events are still in rapid progress.]



62 A VINDICATION OF THE [PART 1.

I shall now make some miscellaneous observations.
The Reviewer appears in different parts of his paper to
reason upon principles so opposite and discordant, that I
am persuaded that, when he began his review, he had no
matured acquaintance with the subject he was to treat,
and knew not where he would be led. In pages 576 and
577, he apparently holds, with Mr. Browne, that it is the
Full Moon that exclusively decides the day of the Passover,
which, he affirms, must be on the day before the vuxOnuepov
of the Full Moon. Such is certainly his meaning when
he affirms, that it is necessary that the Full Moon in the
proposed year, viz., that of the Passion, shall fall between
sunset of Friday and Saturday. Yet this rule he annuls,
with respect to the year 30, wherein the Paschal Full
Moon fell between sunset of Thursday and Friday ; and,
nevertheless, he pronounces Friday, and not Thursday, to
have been the Passover day.* The rule itself he after-
wards explicitly abandons; for, in page 581, he holds
with me on this point, notwithstanding his former charges
of inconclusive and contradictory reasoning. His words,
to the truth of which I willingly subscribe, are, * Now, it
is far clearer from the law of Moses that the month must
begin after the New Moon, than that the Passover is
before the Full Moon. This is confirmed by all those
traditions which mention the phase of the Moon as the
actual mode by which the Calendar was determined.”

As the Reviewer, in his second Article, grounds upon
the foregoing passage a charge of my having misrepre- -
sented his meaning, I have thought it right to reprint it
almost without alteration in the present Edition. His
words are, ‘¢ We have never seen a more complete misre-

* Page 579
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presentation than in the respected writer’s words compared
with our own statement. What he says was plainly our
meaning, is most plainly nof our meaning; and when we
say that a principle is necessary to an argument that we
refute, we are held te affirm its necessary truth.”

Now I at once admit that I did misconceive, and there-
fore have unintentionally misrepresented, his meaning.
But, on again reading the passages which I have unhappily
misrepresented, I confess that I should not even now, but
for his present explanation, clearly discern their meaning.
I think, were the Reviewer to place his whole article in the
hands of any able and disinterested friend for his opinion,
he would meet with some such remark as, “I must
candidly tell you that I often feel it difficult to follow
you, and see the connexion and harmony in the different
parts of your reasoning.” Such, it must be acknow-
. ledged, is the intricacy of the whole subject, that it is
difficult, with the utmost care, to steer clear of all
mistakes. But if to this intricacy be added the fact, that
the various and discordant views and opinions are not
always placed before the reader by this writer in the most
lucid and perspicuous form and order, it ought not to be
matter of wonder if the confusion in the mind of the
reader become overwhelming. Moreover, even the admirers
of this Reviewer, among whom, when he wields the weapons
of truth, I with great sincerity number myself, must, I
think, admit, that clear perspicuity of style is not always
one of his excellences.

It is next said, that the words of Philo, peAhovros Tov
oé\priaxov Kvuxhov yweobar mAnoiPpaovs, ¢ will be satisfied
if the Moon was not yet Full when she set before the
Passover. Thus modified, the rule would imply, that the
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Passover. was held on the evening of that day, reckoned
from sunrise to sunrise, on which the Moon came to
opposition.”—(Page 582.)

It is indeed the case, as already shown,* that, even in
the latest phasis of the Moon, the Jewish day of the
Passover, viz., the 14th of Nisan, did always begin before
the Full, and also the first act of the festival, the casting
out of the leaven; and this fulfils the rule of Philo.
But it is not true that the Moon always ([for the last time,
which seems to be the Reviewer’s meaning) set not full
before the 14th. On the contrary, at a very early phasis,
she set not full on the 14th itself. Nor is it true that the
Passover was always held on the day counted from sunrise
to sunrise, when the Moon came into opposition ; for in
cases when the phasis was latest, though the Paschal
Lamb was slain on the same Jewish day from sugset
to sunset as the Full Moon, yet it was not till the civil -
day, and also the day counted from sunrise to sunrise after
the Full.}

In his next paragraph, the Reviewer, in effect, more
explicitly than before, adopts my rule for the opening of
the month from the first visible phase of the New Moon,
supporting it on the authority of Ideler and Maimonides
(he might have added of Philo;) and he then rightly
affirms, that it differs 22 hours from that which Mr.
Browne and Mr: Gresswell have followed. What is this
but a tacit acknowledgment that my whole argument and
computations, as to the rules which are to determine the
day of the Passover, and my charges against Mr. Gress-
well and Mr. Browne are right, and the charges against
me, of contradictory and inconsistent reasoning, wuiterly

* Page 3. t+ Page 19.
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wrong? I have, from the beginning, reasoned upon the
very principles which are here admitted to be true.

Yet in the paragraph which follows, at the bottom of
the same page, the Reviewer spoils the whole of that
which he had arrived at of truth in the immediately
preceding one, and obscures his own light by inventing a
distinction between the true Passover, and the apparent
Passover, which is altogether original and no less gratuitous;
and he thereby makes the true Passover of April, a.c. 33,
to be on Friday the 3d, but the apparent Passover upon
Saturday the 4th, as he had before affirmed,* equally
without evidence, that on the supposed rule from Philo,
Mr. Browne was clearly right in placing it on Zhursday,
the 2d April!

Now, the question may well be asked, What human
understanding can steer its way through such a mass of
contradictions ? I confess I know not what the Reviewer
would be at in these conflicting statements; and I suspect
he does not well know himself what he would be at—
unless it be to involve the question in hopeless confusion :
—this end he effectually attains.

It is certain, and I am confident it will be felt by every
intelligent and impartial reader, that, instead of reflecting
new light upon the great and important question of the
true date of our Lord’s Passion, this review has, so far as
obscure and contradictory reasoning can do it, involved
it in greater darkness and scepticism than before. But
happily the light of truth cannot be extinguished. The
limits of this inquiry lie within 7 years, from a.c. 28 to
A.c. 34. The only three years within this limit, which,
as admitted by the Reviewer himself, lie within the

¢ First Review, p. 578.
F



66 A VINDICATION OF THE [PART I

category of astronomical possibility, are a.c. 29, 30, and 33.
The 18th, March 29, is excluded, 1st. By the simple fact,
that it was not the 14th, but only the 13th of the Jewish
month. 2d. Because the Full Moon of that date was
that of Pisces,* and that the New Sacred Year is, on that
view, made to begin when the Sun had not passed through
more than 10° of Pisces, while all antiquity testifies that
the Full Moon of Nisan was that of Aries. 3d. By the
further indisputable fact, according to every credible
testimony, that there could be no ripe barley for the first-
fruits before the Equinox. 4th. Because the 18th of
March was not within the Paschal limits of the Jewish, or
even the Christian Church.

The year 30 is excluded, because the 14th of Nisan of
that year fell demonstrably upon Thursday, the 6th of
April, which was the Passover.

Friday, the 8d April, o.s., and 14th Nisan of the year
A.C.-33, only remains then as the CERTAIN DATE OF THE
PassroN oF our Lorbp.

In drawing to a close this momentous discussion, I
must be permitted to express my great and unfeigned
respect for the Reviewer himself personally, and, on this
account, it is to me doubly a matter of regret, that, in his
paper on the Chronology, he has endeavoured to throw
such a veil of obscurity and dark scepticism upon that
which is as assuredly established as any date in history.
The current of the public mind in our own day is mani-
festly towards universal scepticism, and I cannot but
apprehend that his reasoning has a tendency to accelerate
the progress of this torrent of evil, by ‘ mischievously
unsettling the faith of Christians,” (I use his own words,

* That is, when the Sun was in Pisces.



SECT. I.] AUTHENTIC DATE OF THE PASSION. 67

see p. 572,) as to the date, almost universally received for
more than two centuries, of the sealing event of God’s
dispensations. I believe, however, that the discussion of
the question in these pages will have placed it in so clear
a light, that good will be brought out of the evil, and the
current of scepticism checked.

He closes his Paper by professing his inability yet to
settle the question between the three years, 29, 80, and
83, although he does not conceal his wish to exclude the
last, Is it, then, so, that the Church of God is to wait in
breathless expectation for his decision, before she presumes
to form even an opinion as to ker own age and the date of
the origin of this Dispensation? Truly, he, in perhaps
not quite so favourable a sense as the Apostle, magnifies
his office, and claims a degree of importance for the results
of his investigations, which some, at least, of his readers
may not be altogether willing to concede to them. I
must, accordingly, be numbered among the contumacious
who refuse to wait for his decision. For the reasons
already given, I embrace, as the assured date of our Lord’s
death on the cross, the very one of the three which is least
in favour with him, viz., the 3d of April, a.c. 33, o.s.
—And I feel myself strengthened as to the truth of
my conclusions respecting the dates, both of the Nativity
in B.c. 3, and the Passion in A.c. 33, by finding that
Scaliger, in his learned book already quoted in a former
page, ““ De Emendatione Temporum,” but which I never
had it in my power to consult till I very recently purchased
a copy of it, adopts both of these dates, and also my
date of the death of Herod in the year B.c. 1; and his
work was written about two centuries and a half ago.
There is among the learned of the present day, I am well

F 2
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aware, ‘a propensity to think that wisdom was born with
themselves, and, therefore, to estimate at a very low rate
the conclusions arrived at by their forerunners of former
ages in the path of knowledge, and to this high opinion
of their own merits is probably to be traced that itching
desire to unsettle received dates of Chronology, of which
the existence and influence are so discernible in some
writers of the greatest learning in the present century.
The learned, however, of the sixteenth and seventeenth
centuries, had at least the power of concentrating their
undivided energies and their profound and varied learning
upon the subjects which they studied, undistracted by the
numberless varieties of Magazines, Newspapers, Reviews,
Societies, and Public Meetings, which fill the lives of
men in our own days with continued hurry and bustle,
like the days of battle of contending armies; nor do they,
as some of the most learned moderns, offer their learning
as a substitute for the homely but sound principles of
common sense. '
Finally, while I accord with the Reviewer in condemn-
ing the scepticism of the German School, and in lament-
ing that a person of so high a standard of Christian
excellence as the Chevalier Bunsen has sent out a work,
denying the inspiration of the Old Testament, and
impugning the whole record of the Scriptural times, yet
I cannot but express my apprehension, that his reasoning
as a reviewer will place in the hands of the German
Rationalists a weapon of great power, against any argu-
ments he may address to them in defence of the Chronology
of the Bible. Does this Journalist, they may justly say,
tell us that an inspired record of the times was delivered
in the Scriptures to the Church of God, and yet plainly
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confess that this record is so vague and obscure, that he
cannot attain to confidence on any one of the great eras of
the Creation, the Deluge, the Exodus, the reign of David
or of Solomon, the Nativity or the Passion? Where,
then, is the benefit to us of a system which conducts, not
to confidence, but to scepticism—not to certainty, but to
doubtful disputations ?

There are, also, not to mention the Samaritan text, two
different versions of the Chronology—that of the Greek,
and that of the Hebrew text. If he should, as I fear he
intends to do, offer the last as the truth to the German
sceptics, he will be encumbered with additional diffi-
culties, so great that they will be as a mill-stone tied
about his neck to plunge him into the very bottom of the
sea.

Unless, then, abandoning the Hebrew Chronology as a
mass of fables, and, adopting the Greek, he shall clothe
himself with the panoply of truth, his task in contending
with the sceptical school of Germany will be a hopeless
one; and, it may be added, that, even if it were possible
that he should convince a few of them, it would be only
the substitution of one c’omplicated tissue of falsehood for
another. / :

As it would have broken the thread and connexion of
my reasoning, in the former edition of this Tract against
Mr. Gresswell’s date of the Passion, and also in refutation
of the Reviewer’s arguments for that date, to have intro-
duced in the midst of it the discussion of the reply to
my reasoning contained in the second Review, I have
thought it better, first, to give my former. arguments
almost without alteration, and to reserve for this place the
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- consideration of what he has in his second Paper offered
against them. _

He admits the error of 7 hours in the time of the New
Moon of March 30, which I have brought home to him, and
introduces the admission by saying, ‘ Here the respected
author triumphs exceedingly;” but adds, ¢ this tone of
premature triumph is, under the actual circumstances of
the case, rather unnatural and out of place.”

If I have been guilty of triumphing -over the Reviewer
personally, of which I am not aware, then I have sinned
against God, and broken his holy law, commanding me to
love my neighbour as myself.  If, on the other hand, I have
only triumphed in the discomfiture of false reasoning,
opposing itself to the knowledge and establishment of the
Divine system of time revealed in the Scriptures, and
especially the true date of the greatest event in the Moral
Dispensations of the Godhead, the Passion of the Lord of
Glory, then is my triumph in accordance with the Royal
law of liberty. Let me here, therefore, redeem myself
from the imputation of the former triumph, by acknowledg-
ing that, in the laborious and painful task imposed upon
me in these pages by a strong sense of duty, I have felt
the deepest sorrow and regret in observing the high talents
of this Reviewer, so often directed, not to the elucidation,
but the obscuration of truth and evidence, by the
adoption of false principles of reasoning, tending to
universal scepticism. I marvel if, in passing through the
University, he may not sometimes have been affectionately
warned by some holy Christian father, that there is a
tendency in the minds of young men of talent—and it is a
tendency pregnant with danger — towards sophistical
reasoning, having for its object rather the overthrow of
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their opponent than the establishment of the truth.
And has he no venerable Christian counsellor near at hand,
with discernment to see and faithfulness to tell him to
beware of this danger ?

Returning now to the argument, let it be observed, that
the Reviewer himself, in his former Article, had not only
admitted the Rule which receives 18 hours after the con-
junction as the limit of the Phasis, the first evening after
which was the beginning of the New Month, but in fixing
the 1st of Nisan of the year 30 had himself reasoned from
this principle, and by the false calculation already de-
tected, had made the Moon set about 14 hours old and
invisible, on the 23d March, and her Phasis on the follow-
ing evening, whereby the 14th Nisan and Passover fell
upon Friday, the 7th April.

Having now, by the demonstration of his error in com-
putation, been driven from this ground, and compelled to
admit that the Phasis comes out a day sooner, he en-
deavours to evade the fair and legitimate consequence of
the detection of his mistake, which is, that the Passover of
30 was, as maintained by Mr. Browne and myself, on
Thursday the 6th April, thereby negativing the possibility
of its being the date of the Passion.

In very briefly following him in his reasoning, I shall
first acknowledge an error of my own. In the former
edition of this Tract, I laid down 18 hours as the limit
of the Phasis in clear weather. All knowledge in man
is, however, progressive, and it especially becomes men
of half-knowledge, as the Reviewer not unjustly terms me,
diligently to avail ourselves of every opportunity of adding
to our scanty stock. And let me here remind this learned
Reviewer that the mysteries of the kingdom, and among
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these mysteries the times and the seasons rank not amongst
the Jowest, but, as I hope to show in these pages, among the
very highest, are not always revealed to the wise and prudent,
but sometimes, by the will of the Father, even to babes; and
his word who declares this and gives thanks to the Father for
it, this Reviewer will, we are confident, not presume to
gainsay. To that high source I, therefore, humbly look, in
the diligent use of the means, for the increase of my very
scanty stock of half-knowledge.

To resume, when I limited the Phasis to 18 hours only
in’clear weather, I was not aware of the existence of the
rule 11 or 18, whereby, when, from cloudy weather, no
observation could be had, the Sanhedrim fixed the Phasis
on the first evening, after 18 hours from the conjunction.
It is from Sir Isaac Newton’s “ Observations on Daniel ”
that I have since learned this important fact, which so
closely bears upon the point at issue respecting the
‘Passover of the year 30, and the general principles of the
Synagogue in fixing that festival.

In his hard and determined struggle to extricate himself
from the consequences of his error of computation, the
Reviewer is compelled, first, to admit that the New Moon
of March, A.c. 30, set on the evening of the 23d at
6h. 42 m., which, he tells us, is equivalent to 2 hours and
3 quarters beyond the limit of 18 hours. He affirms,
however, that this limit of 18 hours is not free from doubt.
Are we, then, to limit our faith to things free from doubt ?
If so, what is the value of the great principles of reasoning
of Bishop Butler in the Analogy ?

There are, says the Reviewer, three ways of estimating the
Lunar month. 1st. From the conjunction itself. 2d. From
the Phasis or second day. 3d. That of the Arabs from the



~

SECT. 1] AUTHENTIC DATE OF THE PASSION. 73

horned appearance. 4th. We are told that 27} hours is
the limit of the Jews themselves, after which there must
be a Phasis. He infers from the whole of this, that
18 hours is the limit under the most favourable circum-
stances, or when the horary motion is greatest, (whereas,
Sir Isaac Newton says it was the wsual one,)* which will
be equivalent to 21h. 40m. age with the mean horary
motion, and it exceeds by nearly an hour the actual
distance of the Moon from the Sun in the case
before us.

Then he introduces a new series of doubts. First, he
supposes that the Passion may have been transferred from
its natural day, Thursday, to Friday, according to the rule
of the Modern Jews to transfer it from the first, third, and
Jifth days. Now, as this objection points to something
TANGIBLE, I shall return to it, and, in the mean time, 1
shall simply state his remaining doubts. Returning again
to the rule of 18 hours, he says, * Secondly, it may have
been the minimum, the very earliest hour at which the
Moon could be seen. If so, her distance from the Sun
on Thursday evening (March 23d, 30) would leave her
invisible. Thirdly, Eighteen hours may have been the
limit in clear weather. Supposing the air on Thursday
evening to have been only one seventh less transparent than
its greatest clearness ’ (and this, be it observed, is supposed
in PALESTINE at the VERNAL EQuiNox when even in this
Northern Latitude we have usually clear weather) ¢ the Moon
would be invisible and the Passover on Friday the 7th.
Fourthly. Either the sky might be clouded an hour before
sunset, or some other reason might have hindered the

~* On Daniel, p. 160.
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Phase being observed that evening ; ” and then he tells us
¢ the Sanhedrim would be guided by the Moon of the
previous month Adar, of which the natural length would
be 30 days”’ (now, except in Embolismic years, which 30 was
NOT, the length of Adar is invariably only 29 days.) He thus
makes it out that ¢ the 1st of Nisan would be March 24,
and the 15th Nisan, April 7th, each on Friday evening.”

The accuracy of the last conclusion will be brought to
the test; but I ask here two questions. 1st. What is
become of the rule ™ or 18 in the foregoing reasoning ?
‘Was the Reviewer ignorant of its existence, or did he
suppress the fact of its existence and its exact applicability
to the cases which he supposes ?

I now ask the judicious and impartial reader to decide in
his own mind whether the foregoing reasoning be that of an
humble inquirer into truth or of a disputer of this world ?
I am, I confess, weary in transcribing these endless refine-
ments of scepticism and doubts and adverse possibilities.

They forcibly remind me of the controversy of Mede
with a Mr. Hayn, who resisted all the arguments of the
illustrious writer to prove the Fourth Empire of Daniel to
be the Roman. At length, Mede, wearied out, addressed
him in the following words:—* Mr. Hayn, — The
wit of man is able, where it is persuaded, to find
shifts and answers until the day of doom, as appears in
so many differing opinions held amongst Christians with so
much and so endless pertinacity on both sides. It is
sufficient for a man, therefore, to propound his opinion
with the strongest evidence he can, and so leave it. Truth
will be justified of her children. But of these reciproca-
tions of discourse in writing, wherein you place so much
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benefit for discovery of truth, I have often seen truth
lost thereby, but seldom or never found.” *

As, however, judicious readers always ask not only what
are the arguments, but what is the spiri, and what the
relative measures of artlessness and candour manifested by
opposing intellectual combatants, a regard to the interests
of truth demands of me to exhibit as fully and fairly as
I can the arguments of the Reviewer, and to avoid most
sedulously the course pursued by him in his second article,t
wherein he silently passes over the great astronomical cal-
culations, whereby I demonstrate the fact as to the exact
date of Ezra’s commission, and also the scientific relations
between the year 33 and the greatest periods of Mundane
history, and eagerly seizes secondary or subsidiary or
illustrative arguments as the subjects of animadversion : all
his subterfuges and artificial difficulties, being, in the par-
ticular argument now before us, intended to negative the
plain and demonstrated facts that the Ist of Nisan 30,
whether determined by an actual Lunar observation or the
rule 18, was upon Friday, the 24th March, and the 14th
or Passover upon Thursday, 6th April, which, therefore, is
excluded from the category of possibility as to its being
the date of the Passion.

‘We now return to his argument from the Moon of
February, or Adar 30, the accuracy of which, as promised
above, I shall bring to the test of the Astronomical
elements of the question, as it is my intention to follow

him closely wherever his reasoning touches facts that are
tangible.

* Mede’s Works. Book iv. Letter x.
+ ¢ Churchman’s Review ” for March, 1847.
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In order to ascertain the exact length of the Jewish
months from January to April 30, I have made the calcu-
lations, of which the results are as follows of the Luna-
tions of these four months :—

Mean New True New Evening of the Phasis,
oon Moon and of the 1st of the
At Jerusalem. Jewish Month.
D. H. M. D. H. M.
January . 22 833 22 2 3 23 1st Shebet
February . 202119 2017 19 22 ,, Adar
March . . 2210 3 22 8 31 23 » Nisan
April .. 20 22 47 21 024 22 ’ Ijar

The length of each of the three first months is as

follows:—
Jewish Months. Length of Lunations. Length of Month

from Phasis to
D. H. M. Phasis.

Shebet 29 15 14 30 Days
Adar 2 15 11 ' 2
Nisan 29 15 63 30

Now the argument and the date of the Reviewer
require that 30 days should be counted to Adar, the
shortest of the three months, and only 29 to Nisan,
which, though in Lunar time the Jongest of the three,
is thus made by him the skortest. His date also no less
contradicts the principles of the Jewish Calendar than the
Lunar times, for, by the Calendar, Nisan has always 30
days,* and Adar, except in Embolismic years as already
said, only 29. The Calendar must, however, yield to
the Reviewer’s authority, as well as the seasons in
Palestine.

The next question which offers itself for consideration
is as to the nature of the alleged rule of the Modern
Synagogue for transferring the Passover from the first,

* Lindo, ubi supra,
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third, and fifth days of the week to other days. Now,
let it be first observed, that in the Modern Calendars the
14th of Nisan is not marked as the Passover; for, since
they have no lamb, the only celebration of the 14th is for
putting away the leaven. The 14th is, therefore, only
distinguished as the evening of the Passover. It isthe 15th
which is marked as the ar festival along with the 16th,
and the former is kept as a Sabbath with the greatest
strictness.

Lindo, in his Hebrew Calendar, affirms accordingly that
in order to prevent the Passover (i.e. the 15th Nisan)
happening on Monday, Wednesday, or Friday, a day is
sometimes added to the month Chesleu. The reasons
stated for it by Sir Isaac Newton, in his “ Observations
on the Prc;phecies of the Book of Daniel,” ard that the
15th and 21st of Nisan and certain days of Pentecost,
and the 10th, 15th, and 22d, of Tisri, were always
Sabbatical days of rest, and it was inconvenient for them
for two days together to be prevented from burying their
dead, and making ready fresh meat. The reasons given in
the Calendar of Lindo are not dissimilar, though more
general.

‘The institutions of Moses, however, are of such a
character as to overthrow all the principles here contended
for. 'What could more completely contradict all such
maxims of human expediency than the law of the Sab-
batic year and the Jubilee, which ordained that, in two
successive years the seventh Sabbatic and following year
the Jubilee, the land should remain untilled and unsown ?
The difficulty is not met, as by the modern Synagogue in
the former case, by the relaxation of a divine ordinance,
but by a reference to the power and goodness of the
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Lawgiver, who promised so to bless the sixth year that
it should bear fruit for itself and the two following.
‘What were the inconveniences of two following days
kept as Sabbaths, as often as the 15th Nisan happened
upon Friday or Sunday, when compared with those of two
successive years when the lands remained unsown? The
whole institutions of Moses, while they abounded in the
richest temporal promises to obedience, were in fact
ordained for constantly mortifying in the hearts of the
people the principles of covetousness, and to this end the
frequent interruption of all secular employments, as well
by the extraordinary as weekly Sabbaths, was powerfully
subservient.

For these reasons, and because this rule must often
have violated the commandment, that the Passover was to
be slain on ‘the 14th Nisan, we conclude that it
is of later origin than the age of the Prophets and the
time when the Jews constituted the Church of God, and
must be rejected.

But as I deem it necessary to sift to its very foundation,
every tangible argument and allegation of the Reviewer
in this momentous controversy, I have, in the most rigid
manner, examined the Jewish Calendar, in order to ascer-
tain how the modern Synagogue would have applied this
rule to the Passover of the year 30, and to determine
whether the effect of it would have been, as the Reviewer
imagines, to throw the 14th Nisan and the Passover of
that year from Thursday the 6th to Friday the 7th April;
and I shall exhibit the result in the following Table of
nine different Passovers as ascertained from the Calendar.
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Astronomical THE 1sT OF N1saN THE 147H oF N1saN
Time of True according to according to
New Moon at

~\A
Jerusalem. The Ancient The Modern =~ ——— ~—""_
Rule of the Jewish The Ancient The Jewish

No. Year. Month. ». EB. M. Phasis. Calendar. Rule. Calendar.
1 1837 April 4 21 42 Friday, Thursday, Thnuday, Wednecday.
‘Wednesday. April 7. April 6. April 20 April 19.
2 1838 March 25 12 7 Tuesday, Tuesday, Monday, Monday.
Monday. March 27. March 27. April 9. April 9.
3 1839 March 15 4 85 Sunday, Saturday, Saturday, Friday,
Frlday March 17. March 16, - March 30. March 29.
4 1840 April 5 43 Saturday, Saturday, Friday, Friday,
Thmday April 4. April 4. April 17.  April 17.
5 1841 March 23 4 58 Thursday, Tuesday, Wednesday, Monday,
Tuesday. March 25. March 23. April 7. April 5.
6 1842 March 11 20 51 Monday, Saturday, Sunday, Friday,
Saturday. March 14. March 12. March 27. March 25.
7 1843 March 30 14 11 Sunday, Saturday, Saturday, Friday,
Friday. April 2. April 1. April 15. April 14.
8 1844 March 19 2 39 Thursday, Thursday, Wednesday, Wednesday,
Tuesday. March 21. March 21. April 8. April 3.

©

1857 March 25 12 54 Friday, Thursday, Thursday, Wedneeday,
Wednesday.  March 28. March 27.* April 10.  April 9.4

The result of the comparative dates of these nine
‘Passovers, as computed according to the ancient principles
of the Jewish Church and those of the Modern Synagogue,
is this:—in three of them, viz., Nos. 2, 4, and 8, the
modern dates accord exactly with the ancient rule. In
No. 3 the Modern Calendar anticipates the Ancient one
day, apparently for the purpose of throwing the 15th
Nisan, which is kept as a Sabbath, on their own weekly
Sabbath. In Nos. 5 and 6 they anticipate two days, the
former for what purpose does not appear ; the latter, in
order that the 15th Nisan may not fall on Monday. In
No. 7 one day is anticipated.

But I now would draw the special attention of the
reader to the two remaining Passovers, viz., No. 1, that of
the year 1837, and No. 9, that of 1857, because they

* In Mr. Lindo’s Calendar the day of the week is here given correctly, but that of the
month is wrong, being given as the 26th.

+ The same remark applies here. Mr. Lindo gives the 14th Nisan on Wednesday,
April 8. Both dates have been calculated by me.
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both are identical in limits and character with the one in
dispute, viz., that of the year 30. In this year, see
above,* the New Moon of March fell on Wednesday, the
22d ; the Phasis was on the Thursday evening, the 23d ;
the Ist Nisan on Friday, the 24th; and the 14th, or
Passover, on Thursday, April 6, negativing the fact or
possibility of its being the date of the Passion. But the
Reviewer affirms that, according to the rule Bachu of the
Modern Synagogue, they would transfer it to the following
day, making Friday, the 7th April, the 14th Nisan, and
Saturday, the 8th, the 15th. Now, what is the fact as to
the practice of the Modern Synagogue as now ascertained
by the foregoing examples? In the year 1837, the
Paschal New Moon fell on April 5 and on Wednesday,
the Phasis on Thursday evening, the 1st Nisan on Friday,
and the 14th Nisan, according to the ancient rule, upon
Thursday the 20th. This, however, would cause the 15th
to fall on Friday, the 21st, which would be contrary to’
the modern rule, and therefore must be avoided. How,
then, does the Synagogue obviate the difficulty? Is it, as
the Reviewer would fain have it, by putting off the
Passover till the day following? It is the direct reverse.
They here, as in every case where they deviate from the
ancient rule, anticipate the true date, making the 14th of
Nisan a day earlier, viz., on Wednesday, the 19th April,
instead of Thursday, the 20th, in 1837. In like manner
in 1857. So that in the disputed year 30, had their
modern rule been then in existence, of which there is no
evidence, the Passover would clearly have been upon
Wednesday, the 5th April.

It also appears, that the mode in which they effect this

* Page 58.
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is, by counting the Ist of Nisan, not according to the
ancient rule of the Phasis, their perfect acquaintance
with which the foregoing examples, Nos. 2, 4, and 8,
demonstrate,—but by carrying it back to the day of the
conjunction, or the day after. I have not yet found a
single example in their Calendar of a Passover placed at
a later date than the ancient rule of the Phasis. Where-
ever they deviate from it, it is by anticipation.

Thus the Reviewer’s argument crumbles to dust.
Does it, then, follow that I triumph over him? This
would be a great sin against God. What I desire
for him is, that he may, by the Spirit of Christ, be
endued more with the spirit of a little child, and may be
led to confess before the public that he has erred. I
believe that in doing this he will consult his own lasting
reputation, as well as act in obedience to the command-
ments of God.

It appears, however, evident, that as often as we can
pin him down to targible matters of fact his reasoning is
scattered. His refuge is in doubts and difficulties and -
conflicting possibilities, heaped together after the manner
of an ingenious lawyer, whereby the minds of his readers
become perplexed by a cloud of artificial darkness, so
dense, as effectually to hide from their view, or obscure
the evidences of the truth.

I proceed, therefore, to ask, where does the whole mass
of doubts and adverse possibilities, placed before the
reader in a former page, lead the Journalist himself?
In the first place, it completely sets aside and tramples
under foot the principles of the immortal Work on the
Analogy, of the great Master of Moral Reasoning,
Bishop Butler, which teach us that, in the absence of

G
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certainty, we are bound to decide by the greatest attain-
able probability, and that the least preponderance of the
probable ought always to guide our judgment,—and that
the special trial of some men may be, whether they will
submit to such probability. In opposition to this prin-
ciple, though the Reviewer has once and again and a
third time * admitted Mr. Browne’s date of March 18, 29,
to be less probable, he still continues to hesitate between
the three, and we must admit he has in his intellectual
locker a plentiful store of other and conflicting improba-
bilities to excuse his hgsitation, and the result is, that his
understanding and judgment appear to be overwhelmed
with the darkness he himself creates, and he ends in a
state of utter Pyrrhonism between the years 29, 30, and
33, as the dates of the Passion, labouring always hard
however to exclude the last. Now, if he can find any
reader of ordinary capacity who will affirm that he can
clearly comprehend the chain of argument in his second
Article, from p. 206 to the end of 209, I will at once
acknowledge that I have here charged him unjustly.

It would swell these remarks to an unreasonable length
to follow him through the 24 heads in which he in these
pages sums up his argument. I must, therefore, en-
deavour to seize some of his leading principles. He
begins by the gratuitous assumption of a difference of a
whole day between the rule of Philo and Josephus from
the place of the Moon, and that of the Talmudists from
the Phasis : t—the utter groundlessness of which may be
deduced from the fact, already proved by the words of
Philo, cited in a former page, that he himself held the

* See his Second Review, April, 1847, pp. 182, 188, 195.
t Churchman’s Monthly Review for March, 1847, p. 208.
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rule from the Phasis in settling the beginning of the
Jewish month, no less than that which placed the 14th
Nisan and beginning of the Passover before the Full
Moon, -and, consequently, this position of the Reviewer
includes in it the supposition that Philo, the Jewish
writer most deeply acquainted with the Hebrew Philo-
sophy, flatly contradicts himself, and lays down two rules,
~ altogether inconsistent with each other, for the celebration
of the primary festival of the Mosaic Ritual. Now, let
-the judicious and impartial reader decide, whether it be
not most probable, that the ignorance and mistake are
rather on the side of this Modern Reviewer, than of the
Jewish philosopher.

He is forced to acknowledge that the year 33 is admis-
sible as the date of the Passover by the rule of the Phasis,
—by the other rule of Philo from the Moon’s place, if
(as he affirms) partially relaxed, or, as I affirm, by both
rules strictly interpreted, and Philo himself by the
adoption of both rules virtually affirms; for as he has
said nothing to reconcile the two rules, we infer that no
inconsistency between them could have offered itself to
his own mind, or to the mind of any one uninitiated in
the false refinements of modern dialecticians, The Re-
viewer is further forced to acknowledge, that the year 33
is consistent with the usual reckoning of the years of
Tiberius.

But he says that there is no historical testimony for it.
By historical testimony we usually mean the testimony of
those who have written and left a record of the events of
which they make mention. In this primary sense of the
words, certainly there is ot any historical testimony for
the date of our Lord’s Passion, whether in the year 33 or

G2
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any other, since the Evangelists, who alone have left his-
torical accounts of the fact and circumstances of the
Passion, are silent as to the year when it was accomplished.
Nevertheless their records, when compared with the
authentic rules of the times of the Passover, and the
Astronomical data, and the Prophecy of the Seventy
Weeks, enable us to fix its time on the basis of absolute
certainty.

On the other hand, as to the vague assertions of the
former Fathers, which are by this Reviewer dignified with
the title of historical testimony, we have in a former
page * formed some estimate of them. They are worth-
less, till we come down to Eusebius, who was the author
of the earliest systematic Work on Chronology which is
yet extant; and by comparing his various dates, we have
already seen, that his testimony is in favour of the year
33. It is true that Africanus, who lived earlier than
Eusebius, gives the year 30, but the fragments of his

- works which have come down to us are too scanty to
enable us to form any correct estimate of the grounds
upon which he fixes it, if they were any other than the
preconceived hypothesis that our Lord was to be born
about the year of the World 5500, which probably was
derived from early or prophetic tradition, and is not far
from the truth, and as three years was their estimated
length of his ministry, and as we know he was thirty at
his Baptism, in the 15th of Tiberius, a.c. 28, it brought
out his Passion in 31. The error was this, that from the
Gospel narrative it clearly appears, that there was some
considerable interval between the Baptism of our Lord

* Supra, pp. 8, 9.
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and John's imprisonment, after which, not before, our
Lord’s Ministry of three years properly began.

His other reasons against this date involve a charge,
without a shadow of evidence, against Usher, Sir Isaac
Newton, Whiston, Prideaux, Macknight, Calmet, Helvicus,
and the authors of L’Art de Verifier les Dates, of doing
violence to the narrative and marks of time in the Gospel
Narrative, and there is as much modesty as truth in
bringing such a charge against men who have, as Whiston
and Macknight, left elaborate works of deepest research
into the New Testament times.

He passes over in silent contempt the whole reason-
ing in my “ Fulness of the Times” on the Chronology of
the death of Herod and the Nativity, comprehending more
than eighty pages of print, and supported by the evidence
of a total and central eclipse of the Moon on January 9
B.Cc. 1, wherein I charge Josephus with corrupting the
whole Chronology of the reigns of Herod and Archelaus,
wherein I also, and especially in my ¢ Season of the
End,” meet the argument from the Coins, as Cellarius had
(without my being aware of the fact) done before me, by
supposing that they may have been antedated, for which
solid reasons are given. In like manner he leaves unnoticed
the Analysis of the Chronology of Josephus, in my
“ Synopsis,” wherein I unravel his whole scheme, both
exoteric and esoteric, and prove its entire though hidden
harmony with my Tables, and show that the banishment
of Archelaus, in his 17th Book, comes out not in a.c. 6,
but two years later, viz. in 8,—and that this is his esoteric
date is manifest, from his own Chronological testimony in
the Antiquities,—whereof I shall now give an ascending
analysis, as the former was a descending one.
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At the beginning of Book xx. it is said to contain the
interval of 22 years from Fadus to Gessius Florus, whose
government began in the 11th year of Nero current from
Oct. 14th, 64; for Josephus informs us, Ant. xx. 11,1,
that the war began in the second year of the administra-
tion of Florus, and in * Jewish War,” ii. 14, 4, fixes it in
the 12th of Nero, in the month Artemissus, (Ijar), April
or May 66. Florus arrived therefore at his government
at the end of 64, or very early in 65. Now computing
back 22 years from A.c. 64, it would give the year 42 as
the date of the Administration of Fadus, which is 2 years
too early,—for Fadus was, after some interval, appointed
to succeed Herod Agrippa, whose death, recorded in
Acts xii. 20—23, was some time after the Passover, and is
pinned down by the testimony of Josephus, Ant. xix. 8, 2,
to the year 44. We must, therefore, suppose either that
the 22 years of B. xx. of the Antiquities are current, and,
reducing them to 21, compute back from the first Passover
of the government of Florus, 65, or rather that Josephus
computed them down to the last fact mentioned in the
foregoing passage and therefore the end of the Anti-
quities, viz., the beginning of the War, in the second year
of Florus 66, whence reckoning back 22 years we arrive
at 44.

In B. xix., the period of 3} years is given for the
interval from the departure of the Jews from Babylon to
Fadus, which computed back from the death of Agrippa
in 44, will bring out the latter part of the year 40 as the
date of the former event.

In B. xviii. he assigns 32 years as the time from the
banishment of Archelaus to the departure of the Jews
from Babylon, and this period measured back from 40,
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brings out A.c. 8 as the end of the reign of Archelaus.
Again, computing back from a.c. 8, 9 years current, we
are brought to the ‘death of Herod B.c. 1, which gives
9 years current for the reign of Archelaus, to which
Josephus in Ant. xvii. 13, 2, assigns 10 years current, but
in “Jewish War,” ii. 7, 3, only 9years. That the last is the
true period and the years current is manifest from the fact
of a total Eclipse of the Moon, visible at Jerusalem on
January 9th, B.c. 1, which exactly answers to the one
recorded by Josephus as having occurred on the night of
the burning of the Rabbis, who had during the last
illness of Herod, and on a report of his death, demolished
the Golden Eagle on the Gate of the Temple. More-
over, that the Lunar Eclipse fixed upon by Usher, viz.,
that of March 13, B.c. 4, does not correspond with the
one mentioned in Ant. xvii. 6, 4, has been demonstrated
by me inmy ‘ Fulness of the Times;”* and, in addition
to the irrefragable reasons there given, it may now be
stated that to place the death of Herod in that year would
lengthen out the reign of Archelaus, whose banishment
has now, from the foregoing ascending analysis of the
Chronology of Josephus, been pinned down to the year
A.C. 8, from 9 years current to' 12, which is quite incon-
sistent with the testimony of the Jewish historian and
of the ancient Chronographers. Eusebius, the Paschal
Chronicle, and Syncellus equally give to him 9 years.

We may also infer from what has now been deduced
from the Chronology of the three last Books of the Anti-
quities, that Josephus diverges a year from the truth in
placing the disposal of the property of Archelaus by Cy-
renius in the 37th year after the battle of Actium,

: * Pp. 87—91.
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Ant. xviii. 2, 1. The period of 37 years complete after
that battle, B.c. 31, comes out in September, A.c. 7.—
Josephus has therefore written 37 for' 38.

There is, however, another reason for this date of the
death of Herod, viz., B.c. 1, founded on the fact men-
tioned by Josephus, that at the meeting called by
Augustus of his friends, to consider the application of
Archelaus after the death of Herod for the succession
of his father’s kingdom, Caius, the son of Agrippa, and
adopted son of Augustus, was not only present but was
placed first in the Council. Caius was at this time at
Rome previous to his departure for his military command
in Armenia. Mr. Clinton places his departure for Asia
in B.c. 1; but this seems doubtful, for Dio, lv. 11, makes
Tiberius visit him at Chios in v.c. 755, A.c. 2, and it
appears very improbable that he would continue so long
as two years on his march to Armenia. He was, however,
certainly at Rome in B.c. 1, and was designated for the
government of the East at the early age of 19. In this
fact we see the probability of his being placed first in the
Council. Mr. Clinton, indeed, informs us, that in the
year B.c. 5 Caius assumed the Toga virilis, and was
brought into the Council-chamber, but it appears scarcely
credible that at the age of 15 he would be placed first in
Council, in deliberating on the affairs of Judsa; nor do
the testimonies quoted bear that it was so. Mr. Clinton
has not, moreover, cited any authorities to show that
Caius was at Rome in the following year, B.c. 4. Pe-
tavius, indeed, quotes Kepler as placing the first presence
of Caius in the Council and designation for the Consul-
ship in this year, affirming that he immediately afterwards
departed on a tour through the Provinces, which occupied
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the remainder of the same and the following year, and
his return to Rome was not till the Julian year 44, B.c. 2.*
Now if Mr. Clinton has rightly dated his assumption of
the Toga, and first presence in the Council, in B.c. 5, and
if Kepler be right as to his departure for the Provinces in
the same year that he assumed the Toga, it will follow
that he was not at Rome at all in B. c. 4, and consequently
that the death of Herod and visit of Archelaus to Rome
to solicit 'his Father’s Kingdom was not in B.c. 4, but in 1,
as placed in my Tables, and brought out in the foregoing -
analysis of the text of the Jewish Historian.

I shall now offer some concluding remarks on the
Reviewer’s Article.

In his 22d head of argument, there are a series of
assumptions without evidence, in favour of the years 29
and 30, against each of -which I simply would write a
negative. One of them, however, is so singular that I
must place it before the reader. In order to show that
the word 7yeporia, used by St. Luke iii. 1, to express the
reign of Tiberius, may refer to a joint administration with
Augustus over the Provinces, he says that ‘it belongs to a
class of words everywhere else used in the New Testament,
not for supreme, but for deputed power.” Why then does
he not tell his readers, that it is the very word used by
Josephus to signify the accession of Tiberius to the Empire
on the death of Augustus; first, in his Ant. xviii. 2, 2;
secondly, in J. W. ii. 9. 1? The passages are quoted by
me in Appendix to chapter iv. of my * Synopsis,” which
is referred to in his Review, and therefore he could not be
ignorant of the fact. Another word, viz., apym, is used
by Josephus to express the whole duration (57 years) of

* Petavius, De Doctr. Temp. lib. xi. cap. iii.
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the power of Augustus, apparently because for fourteen
years Antony ruled jointly ‘with him. Why also are we
not told what other word could have been employed by
the Evangelist? To have used Bacieia would have been
to give the abhorred title of Bagi\evs to the Emperor,
which would have been an offence against the Roman
Laws. I accordingly turn up in Hederick the word
Imperator, and I find it expressed by nryepwv; whereas
Joseph was in Egypt made Apywv, Gen. xlv. 8, as was
Sisera to Jabin, Judges iv. 2, 7.

In the 23d head, the Reviewer pronounces the reasons
of his 22d as almost, or quite, decisive in favour of 29 or
30, but he cannot determine which.

In his 24th and final head, he locks up the Prophecy of
the SEVENTY WEEKS in the same condition of utter
Pyrrhonism, and informs us, that IT OUGHT TO BE APPEALED
TO AND INTERPRETED ONLY WHEN THE GospPEL CHRo-
NOLOGY HAS BEEN FIXED BY ITS OWN PROPER EVIDENCE.
Or, in other words, until %e shall be pleased to make up
his mind and declare himself satisfied upon that, as to
which the great body of the ablest writers of the Church
of God have been nearly unanimous for more than two
centuries, namely, the date of the Passion of our Lord,
we are ACTUALLY FORBIDDEN EITHER TO APPEAL TO OR
INTERPRET THE PROPHECY OF DaNIEL. There is certainly
a peculiar degree of modesty in a writer, not, I conjecture,
of a very mature age, venturing thus, as it were, to
fulminate a BuLL oF LITERARY AND EcCLESIASTICAL
INHIBITION against a person so eminent for learning, and
piety, and acuteness of dialectical powers, and venerable
in age, as my learned friend Mr. Faber, who has presumed
to publish a very erudite Dissertation on the Seventy
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Weeks of Daniel grounded on the authentic date of the
Passion. What will my learned friend say to it, if the
familiar of this new Literary Inquisitor shall knock at his
door, and demand that his volume be delivered up to be
consigned to the flames ?

But it is easy to see that the Inhibitory Writ must
include the whole SEALED Boox oF THE APOCALYPSE no
less than the Prophecies of Daniel; for, without a
demonstrated Apocalyptic Chronology, every scheme of
interpretation becomes a series of crude guesses. But a
demonstrated Apocalyptic Chronology must be dovetailed
into that of Daniel’s weeks, and both must be dovetailed
into the great foci of the stupendous Chronological Ellipse,
to use analogical language, of Providence and Redemption,
which are confessedly the NaTiviTY and PassioN of the
Lorp oF GLoRY.

The whole of my scheme of Apocalyptical interpretation
and my Chronological works accordingly rest on these great
évents, and the kindred one of his baptism, (which was, as it
were, his Spiritual Nativity in his office of Prophet,) and on
their demonstrated dates. Thisthe Reviewer full well knows,
and is no less aware of the fact, that if he can throw a
smoke of doubt and dark perplexity on these fundamental
dates, he will, by a side wind, overthrow my humble
labours on Prophecy and Chronology, which now extend
through the period of nearly half a century, as I have
lately found the first sketch of my first six Letters on the
Evidences of Christianity, penned in Bengal, in the year
1800.* Does the Christian reader marvel that I offer the

* I may here mention that in a similar way an attempt was made in

the year 1836 to overthrow the whole reasoning and conclusions of the
230 pages of my “ Fulness of the Times,” by a side wind from Usher’s
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most strenuous resistance to such an assault—or condemn
me for it?

In my “ Dissertation on the Seals,” the Passion in the
year 33 is the Concentrical Date between the decree of the
7th of Artaxerxes in favour of Ezra, B.c. 458, and the
going forth of the Rider of the Black Horse of the 3d Seal,
in 523, and is equidistant 490 years, or 10 Jubilees, or 70
weeks from both, as it is also four periods of 70 from the
Charter of Liberty promulgated in favour of the Church
by Constantine in 313, and if the reader will consult my
Diagram, facing the title-page of the 4th edition of my
¢ Dissertation,” he will at once perceive that my whole
arrangement hangs on that fundamental date.

Is it, then, by a system of Chronological tergiversation,
in its commencement a question asked in a former edition
whether 34 be the true date of the Passion? changed in a
subsequent edition to the question is 30 the date ? a system
ending in an acknowledgment of total inability to solve the
problem—that the cause of truth is to be upheld? Isit,
we ask, thus invested cap-d-pie with the armour of perfect
Pyrrhonism dark as Erebus, that this Reviewer is to go
forth to encounter the giants of German literature and
'German scepticism ?

perverted view of the generation of Terah making him 130 when he had
Abraham—a view sanctioned neither by Josephus nor any one of the
Ancient Chronographers, though certainly intended by the Rabbis,
who corrupted the Chronology. In the Preface to my ¢ Supplementary
Dissertation,” published a few months afterwards, the objection was
laid prostrate, and the circumstance of its having been made was
eminently beneficial to me by advancing my knowledge of the system
of Josephus.
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SECTION 1II.
THE SEVENTY WEEKS OF DANIEL.

Originality in calculating the New Moon of March, 33, awarded to
Mr. Whiston, Mr. Bedford, and Mr. Kennedy, writers of the
Eighteenth Century.—A Digression as to the exact Date of the
Accession of Artaxerxes Longimanus, and in Refutation of the Date
of Usher, Vitringa, and Hengstenberg.—Testimonies of Ancient
Chronologers.—Moderns.—Rejection of the Authority of the
Canon of Ptolemy by these three Writers unwarranted. —It
rests on the Testimony of Thucydides.—Uncertainty of the Dates
of Grecian Affairs in this Period.—Diodorus.—Analysis of his
Dates.—Anachronisms.—Chronological Silence of Thucydides.—
His Testimony cannot shake our Confidence in the Canon.—Con-
firmation of this Date from the Scientific Chronology.—Seven
different Astronomical Calculations of the New Moon and 1st of
Nisan, B. C. 458.—The exact number of Days in 490 tropical Years,
shewing that they come out at the Hour when our Lord was nailed
to the Cross.—The Evidence of the Date of the Passion amounts
to Demonstration.— Profound skill of the Rabbis in corrupting
the Chronology.—Sin of the Churches of the Reformation in
rejecting the Testimony of the Apostolic Churches.—The Church
of Rome still gives a partial Testimony to the true Chronology.—
The Churches of the East unanimous in receiving it.—Fall of
the Hebrew Scheme at hand.—The Author’s Scheme one not of
innovation, but restoration.—He has not altered one established
.Date; HE DARES NOT DO IT.—Conclusion, showing the Arrange-
ment of the Subdivisions of the Seventy Weeks.—Final Remark
on the triumphant Establishment of the Date of the Passion.

WHEN the former sheets were sent to the Press, I was
disposed to take credit to myself as being the first writer
who had calculated the time of the NEw Moon of March,
A.C. 83, and its first phasis, and had thence deduced the
true beginning of the 1st of Nisan in that year. ButasI
should account it to be no less a violation of the holy
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commandments of God, to withhold from writers who
have preceded me, and especially the laborious students of
a former age, the honour due to their discoveries, than to
_rob my neighbour of his purse, I hasten to divest myself
of my fancied hondurs in this respect, by informing the
Reviewer and my readers that no less than three writers
of the 18th century have preceded me in the calculation
of the above New Moon, and have one and each arrived
at the same conclusion as myself, that its first phasis was
on March 20th, and have therefore placed the crucifixion
on the 3d April, to the utter overthrow of the calculation
of Mr. Browne, and of the Reviewer’s reasoning. There
is a difference between them, however, which will be
noticed, as to the rule for deciding the beginning of the
1st of Nisan.

1. Mr. Whiston, in his * Harmony of the Gospels,” ¥
gives the time of that New Moon on March 19th, 13h.
30m., only 5 minutes earlier than my own calculation,
and places its phasis on the following evening. But he
quotes a passage from Selden, that when on the second
evening the Moon appeared for two or three hours before
sunset, the former evening, though she had not then been
visible, was yet counted the 1st of the month. He there-
fore makes the 19th March, 33, the 1st of Nisan, and the
crucifixion he places on the 15th. In this I conceive
he utterly errs, as the rule of Philo, for the beginning of
the month not before the Phasis,} is clear and unequi-

* Page 196. London, 1702.

+ The rule of Selden probably held good when, on the second
evening, owing to the state of the weather, the Moon happened not to
be seen. Those who have been in the East, as I was in early life,
will not forget the noise of the drums and instruments of sound which
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vocal. Moreover, it is no less evident that the Passover
was on the 14th Nisan, and not the 15th.

Whiston further dwells upon the well-known passage of
Phlegon, cited by Origen, Eusebius, and the Chronicon
Alexandrinum of an Eclipse of the Sun,—the greatest
ever known,—in the 3d year of the 202d Olympiad, viz.,
B.C. 33, as confirmatory of the fact of our Lord’s Passion
in that year. In the Catalogue in “ L’Art de Verifier les
Dates,” I find no Solar Eclipse between June a.c. 32 and
33, being that Olympic year. The Eclipse of Phlegon
was, then, supernatural, as was that of the Passion.*

2. The second of these writers is Mr. Bedford, Rector
of Newton St. Loe, who, in his elaborate folio on Scrip-
ture Chronology, printed in 1730, has two calculations
of the difference of the Oblique Declination of the Sun
and Moon, on the evenings of the 19th and 20th of March,
A.c. 33.+ The difference on the former evening at the
time of visibility, he makes only 8° 28'; but on the 20th,
at the same time, he makes the difference 20° 9. He
also makes the difference in the Right Ascension of the
two luminaries on the 19th, to be not much more than 3°;
but on the 20th, he reckons it 16° 48. This shows that
the Moon, on the evening of that day, set not much
more than one hour later than the sun, which negatives
Whiston’s argument from the rule of Selden to prove
that the 1st of Nisan was on the 19th. Moreover, as it
requires about 9° of difference in longitude between the

ushered in the Mahommedan festivals when the Moon was seen on her
first day, and the silent departure to their homes of the disappointed
crowds when she did not appear.

* See Note A, at the end of this Section.

t See his Vol., pp. 743 and 744. -
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Sun and Moon for the latter to be visible, and since on
the 19th -March the difference was little above 8° this
proves the accuracy of Mr. Bedford’s computation, and
the conclusion he draws from it, that on the 19th the
Moon set invisible. It entirely confirms my calculations
given above, showing that the Moon was iuvisible on the
evening of the 19th, but visible on the 20th ; and therefore,
that the 21st of March was the 1st of Nisan, and Friday,
the 3d of April, the 14th, when our Lord was crucified.

8. The third writer is Mr. Kennedy, Rector of Bradley.
In his “ Complete System of Astronomical Chronology,” *
he computes, first, that the New Moon of Nisan,
B.C. 458,—the 7th of Artaxerxes, when Ezra went out
of Babylon,—fell upon April 7th, o.s., and upon Friday,
at 2h. 31m. afternoon; and that the lst of Nisan was
on Saturday (Sabbath) the 8th. He makes a distinction,
however, between the astronomical and political 1st of
Nisan ; and the last he supposes to be three days later:
and he makes Ezra leave Babylon on the Tuesday
following. I do not see what are his grounds for that
distinction ; and his calculations appear to deviate from
the truth, both as to the day of the month, and of the
week, and also the hour of the New Moon; nevertheless
I owe to them the more exact views at which I have
myself arrived. After giving the calculation of the date
of the Phasis of the New Moon when our Lord suffered,
he thus sums up the result:— It appears from this
calculation, that A.p. 33, zra v.a.m. 4040, the Paschal
New Moon was visible on the evening of the 20th day of
March ; and the Passover month of Nisan began on the
21st of March, in the year of our Saviour’s Passion.” }

* P. 681. Lond. 1762. - + Ibid. p. 688.
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I here, however, find myself arrested in the current of
my reasoning, by the necessity imposed upon me of con-
sidering an attempt of three writers, confessedly of great
learning and authority, to disturb the chronology of the
reign of Artaxerxes Longimanus, as given not only in the
Canon of Ptolemy, but nearly, if not without exception,
by every ancient chronologer and historian to whose
works I myself have an opportunity of referring, including
the names of Eusebius, Clemens of Alexandria, Diodorus,
Sulpicius Severus, Syncellus, and the learned Abul
Pharagi, who all give to the reign of Xerxes 21 years,
and of Artaxerxes 41, or 40, including in the former the
short reigns of Xerxes II.,, 2 months, and Sogdianus,
7 months. To these names must be added that of Afri-
canus, as quoted by Syncellus, p. 75. The whole body
of modern chronologers also follow the ancients, with the
" exception, I think, of Petavius, who endeavours to recon-
cile both systems by making Artaxerxes reign conjunctly
with his father for 10 years.

The three writers here alluded to are, Usher; Vitringa,
in his ¢ Observationes Sacrz,” lib. vi., de 1xx Hebdo-
madis Danielis ; and Dr. Hengstenberg, of Berlin, in his
¢ Christology of the Old Testament.” The scheme of
these writers is, that the reign of Xerxes, instead of 21
years, was only 11; that his death and the succession of
Artaxerxes were not, as the received Chronology places
them, in the year B.c. 464, but ten years earlier, viz.,
474 ; and that the Commission of Nehemiah in the 20th
of Artaxerxes, which they consequently place in the year
B.c. 455, is the epoch, or terminus a quo,* of Daniel’s
Seventy Weeks, whereby the 69 weeks, — 483 years, are

* Point of commencement,

H
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made to terminate in the year 29, at the beginning of our
Lord’s personal ministry,—the half week at his Passion,
and the remaining half three years and a half later.

It is easy to see that these learned persons are not
altogether free from bias and partiality in this question of
chronology, for, were they quite impartial, it is utterly
impossible that they should have undervalued the general
authority of that treasure of inestimable value, the Astro-
nomical Canon of Ptolemy, as the following quotations
of their words will show them to have done. Vitringa
observes, in anticipation of an objection being offered to
his conclusions from this high authority: It will be
said, that the Canon attributed to Ptolemy opposes (my
scheme), by giving 21 years to Xerxes,—only the Thoth
of the 2lIst year exceeding,—I answer, that I do not
undervalue the authority of the Canon where it is sup-
ported by Astronomical Observations from Ptolemy,- as,
for example, in the years of Cambyses and Darius Hys-
taspes, but none of these happen in those times which
join to the Chronology of Xerxes. Then I certainly
more highly esteem the authority of the Canon (especially’
in the Median times) in respect to the whole sum of years
which it gives to the duration of that empire, from the
first of Cyrus in Babylon to Alexander, afterwards con-
firmed by Ptolemy himself, than in defining the years of
each of the Persian kings, especially those posterior to
Darius Hystaspes, whose times are not (adstruuntur )
confirmed by astronomical observations. In other matters
the author of that Canon, whoever he is, does not
deserve greater confidence than the best historians of after
times.” *

* Vitringa, Observ. Sacr., p. 278.
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In like manner, Dr. Hengstenberg affirms, that ¢ the
Canon has high authority only where it rests on astrono-
mical observations, which is not the case here. Other-
wise, it stands on the same ground as all other historical
sources.”

I think that impartial reasoners will arrive at directly an
opposite conclusion to that of these learned divines, namely,
that the fact of the confirmation of the chronology of the
Canon by astronomical observations, as often as the record
of them could be referred to, affords such evidence of the
laborious diligence and integrity of its author, as to stamp
upon it, as a whole, the indelible seal of authenticity and
exact truth. Such, accordingly, has been the judgment
of the ablest and most judicious chronologers in later
times. Moreover, nothing can be more inconsistent and
unjust than to admit its truth as to the whole sum of
years, and, without the clearest evidence, to question that
of the particulars. It is impossible, therefore, to banish
from our minds the suspicion that, had not the Canon (to
which we owe all assured and authentic knowledge of the
times of Dapiel’s three first kingdoms after the close of
the Canon of the Old Testament) opposed the scheme of
these writers, their judgment of its merits would have
been the very opposite of that which is expressed in the
foregoing passages.

Upon what foundation, then, we are immediately led to
ask, is the authority of the Canon questioned? It is
solely on that of a passage in Thucydides, in which he
affirms that Themistocles, on his flight from Greece and
arrival in Persia, found Artaxerxes newly come to the
kingdom.* Now these writers endeavour to show that

* Thue. i. 137.
H 2
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the flight of Themistocles cannot be placed later than
the year B.c. 473;* and they hence conclude, that
Artaxerxes began to reign in B.c. 474, and that the reign
of Xerxes was not 21, but 11 years. ¢ The whole error
was committed as soon as an «d in an ancient authority
was eonfounded with a «d.”t Certainly no one will
deny that «& is 11, and «d 21, but the fact remains to be
proved that the error was committed.

There is so much doubt and uncertainty as to dates
in Grecian affairs at this period, as to render it a matter
of great difficulty to settle the chronology. This is,
indeed, not denied by Dr. Hengstenberg, who terms it
“ a chronologically confused period of Grecian history.”}
Diodorus is the only writer who narrates the events in
chronological order, and gives the years of each, and yet
there are in his narrative such palpable anachronisms, as
is largely shown by Mr. Clinton, that he cannot be
implicitly trusted. I shall, from the text of Wesseling’s
edition, which lies open before me, give some of the
principal dates between the year B.c. 479, in the summer
of which Mardonius a second time occupied Athens, ten
months after it had been occupied by Xerxes in the
year before,§ and the death of Xerxes, placed by Dio-
dorus in B.c. 465.

The taking of Byzantium by the
combined Grecian fleet under
Pausanias.

Pausanias negotiates with the
Persian Satrap Artabazus for

* Hengstenberg, by Arnold, p. 446.

+ Ibid., p. 445. - 1 Ibid,, p. 444.
§ Mr. Clinton, year B.c. 479, p. 30, 2d Ed.
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betraying to Xerxes the cause

of Greece. , . . . . . OL Lxxv.4, B.c. 477.
He is recalled and put to death. — —_
Themistocles, banished from

Athens by Ostracism, takes

refuge in Argos, whence he

flies by a circuitous route into

Persia. He is received by

Xerxes with great favour and

magnificent generosity. . . Ol LxxviL 2, B.c. 471.
Victories of Cimon by sea and

land on the Eurymedon . . OL LXXVIL 3, B.c. 470.
Death of Xerxes . . . . . OL LxxvuL 4, B.c. 465.

That there are anachronisms in these dates is undeniable,
for it appears, as is justly inferred by Mr. Clinton, from
the narratives of Thucydides and Plutarch, that the resi-
dence of Themistocles at Argos must have been of some
duration, for they represent him as making excursions;
emidotTwy, to other parts of Peloponnesus, and that, while
at Argos, Pausanias imparted to him his treasonable
designs, and that it was after the death of Pausanias that
his participation in his counsels having come out, Themis-
tocles was compelled to fly. If, therefore, his Ostracism
be rightly placed by Diodorus in B.c. 471, it seems
impossible to date his flight into Persia earlier than a year
or two afterwards. Moreover, if that date be right, the
condemnation and death of Pausanias, placed as above by
Diodorus in B.c. 477, must be predated not less than 7 or
8 years. Still, however, this would bring him to the Court
of Persia according to the received Chronology, not as
Thucydides affirms, after the accession of Artaxerxes, but
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during the reign of Xerxes, in harmony not only as we
have seen with the testimony of Diodorus, but also that of
other writers mentioned by Plutarch, viz., Ephorus, Dinon,
Clitarchus, and Heraclides,* to whom may be added
Eusebius.

It is worthy of particular notice, that Thucydides is
wholly silent as to the Chronology of the whole period,
which he defines as 50 years, between the retreat of
Xerxes and the Peloponnesian War, excepting that he
states afterwards,{ that the sending of the Athenian
Colony of 10,000 persons to take possession of Amphipolis,
at the time of the revolt and siege of Thasos, happened
32 years after Aristagoras was cut off in the same region.
Now the death of Aristagoras was, according to Usher, in
the v.J. p. § 4216, B.c. 498, and, according to Clinton, in
the year after, whence computing 32 years, we arrive at
B.C. 466 or 465 as the date of the revolt and siege of
Thasos. Thucydides narrates its revolt in the same chapter
as the victories on the Eurymedon,|| with no interval of
time mentioned, excepting the expression, ypovep Je
varepov EvveBn Oaciovs 8¢ avtwv amooTyvas, * later in
time it happened that the Thasians rebelled against them.”
But why is it that Thucydides, who so carefully narrates
the dates of all events during the Peloponnesian War, is
silent thus as to the chronology of the intermediate period
in Greece 2—The taking of Eion, the conquest of the
island of Scyros, the war with the Caristians, that of
Naxos, and the great victories on the Eurymedon are all
narrated without the mention of a single date. The

* Plutarch in Themistocles. + B.i. 118,

1 B.iv. 102. § Year of the Julian Period.
(| B.i. 101.
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lengths of the reigns of Xerxes and Artaxerxes are in like
manner untold by him, nor is there any date of the treason
of Pausanias, or its final demonstration and his death,
although it is quite apparent from the narrative of it,
which occupies, with the consequent flight and end of
Themistocles, no less than eleven chapters of his first
book,* that these events must have included a period of
some years. .

We repeat the question, what possible reason can
be assigned for this silence of Thucydides as to dates, but
that he was ignorant of the chronology of this confused
period of Grecian history; for assuredly, had he known
the dates he would have told them, and the confusion
would have disappeared. And if so, what confidence can
be placed in his statement as to the beginning of the reign
of Artaxerxes in opposition to the Canon? How could he
know accurately the dates of the Persian kings, when he
thus manifests that he knows not the times of Greece in
the period in question ?

That which greatly strengthens this argument is the fact
that Thucydides, iv. 50, specially mentions the death of
Artaxerxes in the winter of B.c. 425-4, and yet does not
say a syllable as to the length of his reign. Now only
three words would, as in the text of Diodorus, apfas ety
Tegoapaxovta, have expressed it, and would have shed a
flood of light on the whole chronology of the narrative of
Thucydides himself, by fixing the dates of the death of
Xerxes and of Pausanias, the flight of Themistocles, the
siege of Naxos, the victories on the Eurymedon, and other
great events of that period. Let it, moreover, be con-
sidered that Artaxerxes was the sovereign of the greater

¢ Viz., from the 128th to the 138th inclusive.
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part of the then known world, of that empire into which
the affairs of Greece had, as it were, been intertwined by
the whole course of events since the expulsion of the
Pisistratidee, also that he was the cotemporary of Thucy-
dides, who was born in B.c. 470, only five years before his
accession, according to the received Chronology, and yet
the same Thucydides does not consider it a matter worth
his while to record how long he had reigned. Now how
is it possible to explain this omission but by the con-
clusion that Thucydides did not know the length of his
reign? and if so, what is the value of his statement that
Themistocles, on his arrival in Persia, found Artaxerxes
already on the throne, in settling the disputed chronology
of the reign of Artaxerxes? :
Let it be further considered upon what different and
discordant principles the three most learned writers against -
whose conclusions I am now contending, deal with the
testimony of the Canon of Ptolemy and that of Thucydides.
The Canon of Ptolemy is, they tell us, to be implicitly
believed as often as its dates are confirmed by astronomical
calculations. But where it is zo¢ thus confirmed (because,
be it observed, no recorded observations were in existence
which could confirm it), there, while we admit the accuracy
of the whole sum of Chronology, we disbelieve the par-
ticulars which make up the sum. On the other hand,
because Thucydides is a most accurate and philosophical
historian of the events of the Peloponnesian war, during
which he lived, and in which he acted a part, and which he
was complete master of, therefore we conclude, that of the
events of the kingdom of Persia, which occurred either
before he was born or while he was yet an infant, and of
the Chronology of which he tacitly admits his ignorance,
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he is to be accounted so faithful and accurate a witness,
that the cursory mention by him of the alleged arrival of
Th?mistocles at the Court of Persia when Artaxerxes had
newly arrived at the kingdom, is a sufficient authority for
overthrowing, not the Canon of Ptolemy only, but nearly,
without exception, the testimony of every ancient Chro-
nographer whose works still remain.

It may, however, after all, be admitted that we cannot
with certainty arrive at the true date of the flight of
Themistocles; whether it was, as Diodorus affirms, in
B. C. 471 ; or, as Mr. Clinton, the most learned Chronologer
of our own times, concludes, in the year B.c. 465, the date
of the death of Xerxes. In the former case, we should
be obliged to place it, with those ancient writers named by
Platarch, in the reign of Xerxes, and this is the opinion of
the learned and accurate Prideaux. In the latter case, his
arrival at the Court of Persia dates at the beginning of the
reign of Artaxerxes. It is objected to this conclusion,
that it supposes the fact that Charon of Lampsacus, who
accords with Thucydides, and who was already writing
history in B.c. 504, must have continued to write as late as
464, or at least forty years. This, though acknowledged
not to be impossible, is said to be very improbable. Now,
an argument of this kind is very weak, as I now hope to
demonstrate. In the year 1800, I myself held the office
of Register of the Dewany Adawlut of Zillah Dinagepore,
in Bengal, my removal from which, as I see by the Official
Letter of the Secretary to the Bengal Government, to a
superior office in another department of the Civil Service,
was upon May 5, 1801. Now, before this date, my first
three Letters on the Evidences of Christianity had
appeared in the ¢Oriental Star,” a Calcutta newspaper.
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And in 1849, after forty-eight years, during which,
through the marvellous goodness of God, I have not for
ONE DAY been confined to bed by sickness, I am still
writing on theological subjects; and I hope that these
pages may bear witness to the fact that my faculties are
not even yet altogether benumbed by the torpor of age.

To sum up the whole argument, it is quite impossible,
consistently with all the principles of sound historical
reasoning, to permit the single passage of Thucydides,
which is built upon by Usher and Hengstenberg, uncon-
firmed as it is by any other testimony than that of Charon,
and flatly contradicted as it is by so many ancient writers,
and rendered even less credible by the manifest ignorance
or, at least, most imperfect knowledge of Thucydides of
the chronology of this period, to move our confidence:in
the testimony of the Astronomical Canon, as well as those
of every ancient Chronologer, as to the length of the
reigns of Xerxes and Artaxerxes, and the accession of
the latter to the throne of Persia in the year B.c. 464.

I have yet, however, to add as to the testimony of
Africanus, already enumerated among those who uphold
this Chronology, that he places the 20th of Artaxerxes in
the 115th year of the Kingdom of Persia.* Now it is
well known that all the ancient Christian Chronographers
date the reign of Cyrus, not from the death of Darius the
Mede, its Scriptural Era, but from that of Astyages of
Media, in B.c. 559. Computing from which to the 20th
of Artaxerxes in the received Chronology, B.c. 445, the
difference is exactly 114 years complete, and the Commis-
sion of Nehemiah comes out, on the ancient scheme, in

* Routh, Reliq. Sacr., vol. ii,, pp. 187, 188,
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the 115th -year of the Kingdom of Persia; whereas,
according to the Chronology of the learned writers which
I am now opposing, it is enly the 105th year of. that
kingdom. Africanus, therefore, not only gives the true
length of the two reigns of Xerxes and Artaxerxes in
harmony with every other ancient Chronologer of note,
but he carries it into the computation of that great Era of
Prophecy, the LXX. weeks of Daniel, the tru<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>