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A

LETTER
To the Reverend

Mr. LANCASTER.
Reverend S IR9 Naunton, Gloucefterfhire, 

March ay, (*) 1727.

N the middle of December laft 
came to my Hands your printed 
Letter immediately infcribed to me* 
containing your Remarks on the 
late Bilhop Lloyd's Hypothefis of 
Daniel's Seventy Weeks, as by me 

____________  formerly publifh’d.
If thole Remarks came immediately by your Or

der, in good Manners to you, I ought to confider

* This Letter was then fent up to London for the Prefs: but the 
Printing thereof was however deferred, in Expectation of your pro- 
rtiiied Defence of Tour Tjfay on the Weeks. But that not yet ap
pearing, at leaft as I have heard nothing of it, it is thought expe
dient that this, and the two following Letters, ihpuld now come 
forth together.

A 2 them, 
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them, as being doubdefs fent to me for that End, 
If otherwife, (for I know not by whofc Order they 
were fent,■) as they are of a publick Nature, they 
^11 upon me for a farther Vindication of the Bi
shop’sHypotheSs. And therefore I fhall here con
sider, and reply to your feveral Remarks in the 
Order you have given them.
' Your FIRST REMARK is, > ■

Yhat by the 'Bifbofs 'Hypothetic 'there is no Reafon 
affivned either why in the Prophecy Weeks are mentioned 
rather than Years; orfince Weeks are mentioned rather 
than Years, why Seventy was to be the Number of the 
Weeks determined rather than any other Number.— 

Therefore you conclude,
Yhat no 'Expofitim of the Weeks as ytt given, for 

any to be hereafter advanced, will ever give Satisfaction, 
if it doth not rati'bndttf -account for thefe two Par- 
ticulars. - ——

Now as touching this Remark, and your Conclu- 
fionfrom it,

My Reply is,
That in Truth I know of but one Way of ra

tionally accounting for thefe Particulars. I know of 
but one only good, and fufficient Reafon affignable 
in anfwer to your two-fold Demands here, why the 
Prophecy before us is a Prophecy of Weeks, RATHER 
than Years, and why a Prophecy.of SEVENTY Weeks, 
RATHER than any other Number of Weeks.-*-----

And that is, that it was the mere, or abfolute 
Pleafure of the allwife Predifter to have it thus im
mediately in both: Even to have the Prophecy 
given with this Reckoning in it RATHER than 
any other Reckoning, and by this Number of 
Reckoning in it RATHER than any other Num- 
ber.

Known unto God^ and to him only5 .aie ad bis 
Purpofes from the Beginning of the World. He alone 
can foretel Things to come, and fix the Time err-- 

tain



Reverend Mr. Lancaft^r. 5 
tain for their Accomplifhment. Therefore he alone 
harfy/it -in his uncontroulable Power-, and unfearch- 
able Pleafure to aflign the immediate Reckoning, 
^nd the immediate .Number of That Reckoning in 
this, or in any other Prophecy that he vouc;hfafes to 
give for the Manifeftation of his Omnifcience, which 
is one great End of Prophecy.

—And what better, or farther Reafpn would you 
have for thefe Particulars ? — This, I fay, is the 
only certain Way of accounting for the Particulars 
here infifted on. *... You will not gainfay it. —-

But this .general Way of accounting for them be
ing always fuppos’d, pr taken for granted, as well 
by the Expounder, as by every one that is willing 
to receive an Exposition of this Prophecy, Any par
ticular, or immediate Notice of it is render’d needlefs. 
And therefore any Neglect of noting this in the 
Bifliop’s, or in any preceding -Hypothefes of the 
Weeks, I cannot fuppofe to be the immediate Mat
ter of your‘Charge here againft them.

I muft therefore look out for feme other Mean
ing in your Charge 5 which, if I can learn it from 
your Remark, I take to be this, viz. '

That you lay it down as a Rule here, that we 
muft neceflarily look out for feme other Reafon 
exclufive of this general one, now given in anfwer to 
your particular Demands, as above, if we would be 
able to evidence the Completion of this Prophecy of 
the Weeks.

This you object is not done in tWBifhpp’s Hy- 
pothefis, nor in other preceding Hypothefes.

I reply in few Words, Nor is there any manner of 
need that it fhould be done.-----Your Charge is
without Foundation, as it is built upon a miftaken 
Suppofition of the Eflentiality of your Rule towards 
the expoundings that is,- towards the fhewing the 
Completion of this Prophecy, or the manifeftipg of 
the Accomplifhment of the feveral .predicted Events 
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of it in Conformity with their predicted Time : —~ 
for this I take to be the Meaning of your Word 
Expounding here.

Now that yOur Rule, as thus gather’d from your 
Remark, is by no means eflential to the Purpofes you 
make it, I prove,

Firft, Becaufe the two-fold Demands which con- 
ftitute the faid Rule, are entirely exclufive of the 
Particulars of Enquiry immediately directed to, in 
and throughout the Prophecy.

Secondly, Your Rule, however full of Importance 
and Satisfaction it be in your Account, yet it is in 
it felf uncapable of giving certain Satisfaction, be
caufe it is neceflarily conjectural, and confequently 
ever uncertain. And,

Thirdly, When we have no manner of Light to 
guide us in fuch Enquiry in the Prophecy it felf im
mediately, nor in any other Part of Scripture ; nor, 
as I have obferv’d, any thing in the Prophecy di
recting to fuch Enquiry, as in that before us evi
dently there is not, in fuch Cafes REGARD had to 
fuch impofed Rule, ferveth many times to perplex^ 
and obfcure, not to elucidate this, or any other Pro
phecy in the intended Expojition of it.

Pardon me, Sir, as here it cannot but occur to 
my Thoughts, fo I call it alfo to your Remembrance, 
that your own Hypothefis of the Weeks, begun 
from the Firft of Cyrus, and fquared immediately by 
this Rule, and thereby becoming an Hypothefis of 
571 Years; and yet, as you aflert, remaining ftill 
an Hypothefis of 70 Weeks of Years, (which I 
cannot believe, unlefs I deny my Senfes, as 70 
Weeks of Years,. or 7 times 70 Years, make only 
490 Years, even in the Acknowledgment of learned 
Jews here,) doth, as I have largely fliewn, fully 
verify the fatal Error, as in this Objection. —— 
Give me Leave to add yet one other,.

Fourthly,
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Fourthly, That your Rule is here a Rule needlefs 

and fuperfluous. The Prophecy may poffibly be 
clear’d in the feveral Particulars of Accomplifhrnent, 
exclufive of the Demands in your Rule. For,

1#, If it were not, it had been then given in vain. 
But the Angel, tho’ he be filent, wholly filent as 
to your Particulars of Enquiry, yet he calls upon 
the Prophet to know and underftand; even to know 
and underftand the Prophecy in the feveral given 
Contents of it. He bids him to know and under
ftand thofe Things which are in the Prophecy, not 
thofe Things which are out of it, as’ are the two-fold 
Demands which conftitute your Rule. But,

idly, The Prophecy in the nature of it ihould 
be alfo capable of being unfolded, as it naturally 
leads us in its particular Contents into all Demands 
neceffary towards the evidencing the Accomplifli- 
ment of the feveral predicted Events of it, in Cor- 
refpondence with their feverally predicted Periods, 
tho it no where anfwers, or fo much as regards the 
Demands of your Rule.

1-his end it directs our immediate Enquiry 
into the Nature of Reckoning given in it, as it is a 
Prophecy given in a Reckoning by Weeks, not as 
you demand WHY, but only what kind of Weeks 
even whether Weeks of Days, or Weeks of Tears 
are here intended.

J'kewile d’re<$s our Regard to the determinate 
Aumber of Weeks in it, namely in the GENERAL 
Number of them, that of SEVENTY;___  not
to enquire, as you infift, why this RATHER than 
any other Number; but only to note this exprefs 
Number of Weeks in general, the Number Seventy-, 
and after that, in a fubfequent exprefs Divifion of the 
general Number into leffer, to note alfo thofe par
ticular Numbers of SEVEN Weeks, and SIXTY 
TWO Weeks, and QNE Week:’ Which leffer

Numbers
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Numbers put together, make the GENERAL Num
ber of the SEVENTY Weeks of this Prophecy.

It farther refers us more particularly to- certain Notes 
of Time,. immediately pinning; us. down to ^Terminus 
a quo, and a Terminus ad quern, in feme of the pre
dicted Periods’ of it: And’in them, and others' like- 
wife, to exprefs Characters immediately difeinguifh- 
ing their refpeibive Periods, or caufing them1 Purely 
to be difcerned by their falling out in their reflective
ly appointed Fulnefs' of Time fax their aCtual Accom- 
plifhment. _ ’/’L®

Now thefe being the feveral Matters of Enquiry, 
to which the feveral given Contents of the Prophecy 
do direft, and thefe Enquiries, I think, including 
the whole Contents of it, thefe, and thefe only there
fore become effential Parts of our Enquiry, inor
der to our underftanding- of it. And therefore, I 
prefume, dur Rule here may be as follows, vi*. 
. Firfi, That we fhould inform- our felves, as: a^ 
bove, in the Nature of thefe Weeks: Secondly 
That we fhould have efpecial Regard to the exp^efs 
Numbers of the Prophecy, both general, and the 
particular Numbers : And alfo,* to the
given Notes of Time immediately pinning us d’own 
in the Beginning, or Ending of’ fuch of them, in 
which fuch Notes'of Time are^ exprefsly given: And 
Laftly, to the feveral. predicted Evatts^ or ' eXprefs 
Characters, in order to the fquaring them, or to the 
fhewing their aftualCompIetion, in Conformity with 
their refpeClive Periods* to which they are appro
priated in the Prophecy. >

And if this may be allow’d to be a good and fuf- 
ficient Rule in the Cafe before usf I hdpe T h^ve not 
been wanting to it, in th© feveral Particulars of it, 
in my TreaBfe upon the Weeks. Asdn the Introduc
tion there, I have particularly fpoken to the 'Nature, 
the Di^ifion, the Order, or Courfe of Reckoning iri 
thefe Weeks : And alfe, as I have- IheWri, in1 the

Procefs
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Pfooefs bf the faid Trbatife, the Completion of the 
feVe/af predi&ed Events of them, in their fever al 
PaYtsfor Periods aS diftinguiflPd in the Prophecy.

And thefe Particulars being accounted for, and 
being ail,; I take it, that the Prophecy in the feve- 
ral Contents of it requiretfr to be accounted for, in 
the unfolding of it, I am.not without Hopes that 
the late Bilhop’s Hypothefis of thefe Weeks may yet 
find a favourable Reception ; though, as you objeft, 
it hath riot indeed any otherwife than as above, ac
counted for the particular Demands in your Rule*: 
Which Demands as they1 are in themfelves foreign, fo 
in fad: iri yobr own Hypothefis of the Weeks, they 
have appeared ufelefs to the* expounding of this Pro
phecy^ And therefore ybu are not to wonder that 
the Bifhop, and other preceding Expofitors of the 
Weeks,; againft whom you equally objeft’here, have 
hot had the leaft Regard to them in their refpeftive 
Hypdthlefes; — ButI crave 'your Patience, while 
Tyet prove againft your conceived Rule, or the Ef- 
fentiMity of it in order towards the manifefting the 
Abcdfrlpliihment of the feVetal predicted Events of 
thia Prophecy, as the" Prophecy is capable of being 
thus expounded..

Lajllji For the following Reafon alfb-, e'veri be- 
taufe another Prophecy of the fame Prophet, and 
of a like nature 'with this, is fo capable^ therefore 
why^not this alfo-^

As for inftance, take we the Prophecy of tbe'^imes. 
It is a Prophecy of the fame Prophet. And l eal! it 
a Prophecy of the like nature withthisy as a Reckon- 
ing by TIMES isuftd ihit, and not exprefsly by 
Years •, and "as- fiere'a* Reckoning by Weeks- is ufed, 
and not exprefsly by Years. < But in the Prophecy'of 
the Yimes^ the Wordflimes do certainly denote 
Yeafsf-^- You wiff allbw it me.—— And in the 
Prophecy of the Week's^ oonfeffedly the-Word Weeks

Weeks of Years alfo. —----
B Now
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Now will you fay, that the Prophecy of the 

.Times is not capable of being expounded without 
immediate Regard had to your Rule, or to your 
two-fold Demands which conftitute it, viz. Wby 
TIMES are ufed in it RATHER than Years y or fince 
Times are ufed in ity why Time, Times, and Half aflime* 
is the given NUMBER of Times RATHER than any 
other NUMBER ? ---------

I may here conclude for you that you will not. —— 
And therefore I conclude the fame againft you in 
this Prophecy of the Weeks. For if fo in the Pro
phecy of the Times, why not fo alfo in the Prophecy 
of the Weeks; without perplexing our felves with 
your fuperfluous Enquiries, why in the Prophecy 
WEEKS are ufed in it RATHER than Years, or fince 
Weeks are ufed in it, why SEVENTY is the NUMBER 
of Weeks RATHER than any other Number? —■ - -

Upon the whole therefore your Rule neither an- 
fwering the Purpofes to which you intended it, nor 
appearing neceffary to fuch Purpofes, which is what 
you aim at in this Remark* I conclude you have not 
your End in it. The faid Remark makes nothing 
at all againft the Bilhop’s, nor other preceding Hy- 
pothefes. — /— And fo I proceed to your SECOND 
REMARK.

This you introduce, by informing us, that by the 
late Bilhop’s Hypothefis,. the Beginning of the SEVENTY 
Weeks is placed in the 20th Year of Artaxerxes^Longi- 
manus. ----------- -

That I reply is a Miftake of yours.
. The Beginning of the 7 Weeks, and 62 Weeks of 
the Prophecy, if you will, is fo placed. And Such 
placing the Beginning of the faid 69 Weeks, is founded 
upon the two Supp(fitions, which you add, as follow
ing, viz,

Firftj That before Nehemiahs Arrival at Jerufa- 
lem in the faid Year, the Wall and Gates of Jerufa- 
lem had not been rebuilt fince the Time of their having 

been 
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been broken down, and burnt by Nebuchadnezzar 
King of Babylon. And,

Secondly, That t’be Decree mention'd in the Pro
phecy for the rebuilding of Jerufalem was iffued outby 
Artaxerxes in the faid io th Year of his Reign,

Againft the former of thefe two Suppofitions 
you objeft, and indeed well you might, were that 
true, which you have here moft peremptorily 
affirmed, viz. as you fay of it,

That it is DIRECTLY CONTRARY to what Ne
hemiah himfelf hath written on this Affair, as in one 
Place, and MANIFESTLY FALSE, as being dire lily 
contrary to Scripture j as in another. -------- And
as to

The latter of thefe two Suppofitions, you fay 
that whoever will read Nehemiah, or Jofephus, will 
find it to be without any manner of Support. --------

Heavy Charges thefe indeed againft the learned, 
and pious Bifhop!------ That thefe Suppofitions,
on which is founded his Beginning of the Sixty nine 
Weeks of this Prophecy in the Twentieth Year of 
Artaxerxes Longimanus, Ihould be not only void of all 
Support, but as you have particularly urged againft 
the former, that it fliould be MANIFESTLY FALSE, 
as being DIRECTLY CONTRARY to what Nehe
miah himfelf hath written on this Affair. ———

— But why, Sir, is the Biffiop’s Hypothefis 
thus chargeable alone in this Remark, and not as in 
your former Remark, in Company with other pre
ceding Hypothefes of learned Men, both antient 
and modern, even of our own eminent Country
men among the latter, viz. the Primate UJI er, and 
Mr. Lydiat, who have alfo begun the Weeks from ’ 
the Twentieth Year of the Reign of King Artaxerxes' 
Longimanus, as well as the late Bifhop Lloyd ?

Do you think that the pious and learned Primate 
in particular, I may fay Mr. Lydiat alfo, would have 
b$en of that Number, or even the equally pious, •

B 2 and
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and learned Bifliop Lloyd fvyithout Offence be the 
Companion) would, or could have been guilty of 
thefe MANIFEST Blunders, thefe ANTISCRIP- 
TURAL Suppoiidons, as you make them to be ?—

_- But how, I pray, have you made good the 
glaring Accufatiop, as jt here ftands againft Bilhog 
Lloyd.in particular, by way of Objection to hjs

Firft Supppfition, as already noted.? -4—
* You have, it leems, attempted it thus ;

The Reafon why Nehemiah was moved tq de fire Leave 
of Artaxerxes Longimanus in the twentieth Year of 
his Reign tq gq to Jerufalem? was upon the account of 
the News which he had received from thence^ viz.

That the Remnant that were left of the Captivity in 
J.udae^i, were in great fiffliffipn and Reproach: the Wall 
alfo of Jerufalem was broken down, and the Gates there-, 
of were burnt With Fire.------*

—— And what I pray of all this ?---- —
Why, lay yop with the greateft Affurance this 

Account EVIDENTLY relates to fuch a DeftruElion 
of Jerufalem, as had LATELY hapned \ even, as 
you aflert alfo upder tjiis Remark, in the Page fol
lowing, in the 20th of Artaxerxes Lpngimanus. And 
there you add alfo with like Affurance concerning 
this Account, that it PLAINLY thews that in thp 
faid Year the third Wall qnd Gates of Jerufalem had 
been but very lately detnolifh^.d. —--- And then you
conclude, Confequently that the faid Wall had been built, 
and the faid Gqtes had been fit up fince the Return of the 
Captivity in the Reign of Cyrus. ------  Thefe being
plain, and evident Truths with you, forthwith you' 
rpn away with fhem as fuch. And fo you become 
ful] of ypur Confequences and Conclufions: As in 
pne Pj$ce ypu tell us of the foregoing Account, 
that confequently It can have ho Relation to- the.I)efiruc- 
tiqfi jer^leni by Nebuchadnezzarr Forafyuch^ as. 
between the Time of Nebuchadnezzar’s defiroying Jeru- 
faleii}, and tbp 2Qtb of Artaxerxes, Longimanus, 

there.
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there were (you tell me) according to my own Chrono
logy 9 no lefs than 143 Tears. —■ ■ And in the 
next Page, you are carefid to give us fych another 
Confequence, viz. That Nehemiah conjequenfly was 
not the firjl who rebuilt the Wall* and Jet up the Gates if 
Jerufalem Jince the Time of Jerufalem’; Dejtruttion by 
Nebuchadnezzar King of Babylon.

And thus you think, as in a CLEAR Cafe, you 
have made good your heavy Charge againft the late 
Bifhop in his afiign’d Beginning of the 69 Weeks 
of this Prophecy in the 20th Year of Artaxerxes 
Longimanus. —r—*

WHEREAS you have not given us fa much as 
one Proof here out of the Account referr’d to, for 
all that according to you, is fo manifejl^ fo evident9 
fo plain in it. Nor is it capable of yielding any. 
Forafmuch, as after all, the faid Account doth not 
EVIDENTLY relate, as you fay it doth, to fuch 
a Deftruftion of the Wall and Gates of Jerufalem 
which had lately hapned. Nor indeed can it have 
any fuch Relation.

Firft, I fay it hath not evidently fuch Relation. 
Becaufe,

1#, No fuch late Matters of Faft, as you tell us 
of, are there Exprefsly fpoken of as fuch.You 
will not contend for it that they are.------- Yau are
therefore without this kind of Proof from the faid 
Account. Nor have you any,

2 J/y, In the neceflary Import, or neceflarily im
plied Senfe of the faid Account. Becaufe, ^yere 
there any thing in it neceflarily implying fuch S enfe 
in which you take this Account, as the Senfe cer tain 
in your Favour, the faid Account in that Cafe muft 
neceflarily imply your Senfe of it, and your Senfe of 
it only. And the Contents of it confequently have 
np .other Relation, nor be capable of having any 
other Relation than that, to which you immediately 
appropriate it. ——

Whereas
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Whereas it is not fo in the faid Account. The 

Particulars of it are evidently capable of another 
Senfe, and that the molt natural Senfe, and of ha
ving another Relation, and that the moft natural 
Relation abfolutely foreign from that in which you 
would have the faid Account only to be underftood : 
— Even to have Relation not to fuch Deftruftion 
of the Wall and Gates of Jerufalem^ which accord-. 
ing to your Account, bad LATELY hapned in the 
20th of Artaxerxes, but to that fatal Deftruftion of 
Jerufalem which was by Nebuchadnezzar indeed 143 
Years before. In which Relation, the faid Account 
implies no more than this, viz, that the Wall, and 
Gates of Jerufalem which had been deftroyed, and 
left in their Ruins by the Chaldteans* STILL fo 
remained in the 20th of Artaxerxes,

And, as it will appear anon, in this Relation, and 
in this only the faid Account can be rationally un
derftood.

It is fufficient to my prefent Purpofe to have noted 
ft only here. Forafmuch as what may plainly have 
another Senfe, and another Relation than what you 
immediately give it, cannot poffibly carry in it the 
Nature of a Proof certain for your Senfe and Rela
tion of it, as is the very Cafe of Nehemiah’s Account' 
now immediately before us.

The faid Account therefore having nothing of 
Certainty in it in your Favour, indeed that is not a 
little ftrange that you have told us of it,, that it EVI
DENTLY relates to fuch Deftrudtion of Jerufalem 
which (by ypur aflerting alio) had LATELY hap
ned. — And that is yet more ftrange, that you 
flioudd take upon you to pronounce the late Bifhop’s 
Suppofition now before us MANIFESTLY Falfe, 
as being DIRECTLY contrary to the faid Account, —

And yet after all, the faid Suppofition appears to 
be in nothing contrary to the faid Account: Much 
lefs is it direct Ly contrary to it, and fo far from being 

manifefily
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manifeftly falfe, that the faid Account we fee proves 
nothing at all againft it, and is at leaft equally capa
ble (to go no farther at prefent) of his interpreted 
Relation of it, as well as yours. ——

a —■ Indeed you have taken a great deal of Li
berty in determining here, and without ahy manner 
of Grounds: As it will appearalfo, and more espe
cially by confidering,

Secondly, That the Account before us cannot ra
tionally be underftood in your afcertain’d Senfe, and 
Relation of it. It cannot upon rational Grounds 
belreferred to Such imagined LATE Destruction of 
Jerufalem. as is that of yours in the 20th of Ar- 
tawffies;: becaufe it is not fo much as probable that 
there were, or could be, as yet any Wall or Gates 
to be deftroy’d.

The Jews had not been impower’d to rebuild the 
Wall, and fet up the Gates of their difmantled Me
tropolis, till after Nehemiah had received the News 
from thence in the Account referr’d to. ..

I had occafion to Shew this at large in my Treatife 
on the Weeks. as all preceding Decrees of the Kings 
of PerJia in favour of the Jews before that granted 
to Nehemiah by Artaxerxes Longimanus in . the 20th 
Year of his Reign, had immediate refpeft either to 
their Return, and their rebuilding the Temple, as 
that of Cyrus; or to the finilhing of the Temple, as 
that of Darius Hyfiafpis; or to the Endowment of 
the Temple, as that of the faid Artaxerxes, in a for- 
«ier Part of his Reign. But that latter Decree of 

is, which Nehemiah obtain’d of the King imme
diately upon his having received the ill News from 
Jerufalem. as above, that Decree, and that alone, 
refpeCted the rebuilding the Wall and Gates thereof^ 
in exprefs Terms for it. Thefe Things therefore I 
need not to repeat here. /

The Ufe that I now make of the Obfervation is, 
that any Attempt therefore of the Jetis to have 

rebuildei
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rebuil'ded tbetrWall* andfet up their Gates before fuch 
Royal Authority afrually obtained from the Kings of 
Per Jia, to whom they Were immediately fubjedt from 
their Return is moft improbable : —■ much more 
fo is your imagined adbual Fortification df Jerusa
lem before the 20th of Artaxerxes.

The very Attempt of fuch a Work without 
EXPRESS LEAVE for it? had involv’d theJews 
in a Crime bordering upon Rebellion. And think 
you that their good Neighbours would have fat (till 
at the Undertaking, when they knew that as yet 
there was no Royal Authority or Permiffion for it-- 
You may be allured they would not have failed to 
have laid hold of fuch fair Opportunity from therite 
of juft Aceufauoh -of the fews before the King of 
PerJia. .fr

They made it a Pretence We fee, even when they 
caufed a Stop tube put to the building of the Tem
ple under the Magian-: They did it with am* addi
tional Charge of this very nature as iris exptefsly 
recorded by Ezra. [iv. 12.] Which Accufation if 
it had been truly grounded tq the proving that the 
Jews had really made an .Attempt to have fet up the 
Wall, and Gates of theik City, yet the Sequel of the 
Hiftory cxprefsly proves againft any your imagined 
AccompUIhment of the fame at this time : b’ecaufe a 
Stop was immediately put to the Jews building uni 
der the Magian. —i-*. 1 '■ - *

But the Accufation it- teems was not truly 
grounded; as it appears-from the Execution of the 
King’s Anfwer to the Complaint made againft them ♦ 
Which was to caufe 7^ Jews to cedf&building by Force and 
Power, [u 23.]---------Building^what? —...... No4
thing after all but the Houfe ofGod: As it appears 
from v. 24, viz. Then cenfed tbeWork of ^the Houfe of 
God,----------- unto the fecond Tear of the Reign of
Darius King of Perfia.

Thus
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Thus fet againft the Jews were their Enemies of 

thofe Times, that they fhould not build the REBEL
LIOUS and the BAD City, as they exprefly noted it 
to be, nor fit up the WALL, nor join the Foundations 
of it. ;

Nor doubtlefs was their Envy and their Hatred 
againft the poor Jews ever after leflen’d to their 
having any the leaft Good-will towards them; moft 
unqueftionably therefore not to their fuffering them 
to have thus provided for their Security, in cafe that 
-they had ever attempted it before the coming of 
Nehemiah among them.

Even after the coming of the tfirfhathah to Jeru- 
falem with the King’s immediate Authority for this 
great Work of rebuilding the Walls and Gates thereof, 
and after that he had made confiderable Progrefs in 
it; yet, as we learn from his Hiftory of thofe Times, 
the many and inveterate Enemies of the Jews, their 
neighbouring Nations, ftuck not however to binder 
him all they could from proceeding in it, and bring
ing it to Petfe&ion. They were very wroth, as the 
Text fays, at the News of the Wall it''s being now in 
building, and the Breaches thereof being now flopping ; 
and thus exceedingly enraged they confpired all of 
them together to come and to fight againft Jerufalem, and 
to binder it, [Neh. iv. 7, 8.]

And no wonder at it, if we confider them prompt
ed thereunto, as by their inherent Hatred and En
mity j efpecially of the Samaritans, to the People of 
the Jews, fo likewife by their Intereft. Becaufe, as 
the learned Dr. Pride aux well obferveth from Jofephus,

During the Pirne that the Jews were in Captivity, 
their neighbouring Nations having fiized their Lands, 
were forced to reft ore them on their Return, For wbicb 
Reafon, they did all they could to oppofe their Refettle- 
ment; hoping that, if they _ could be kept low, they 
might find an Opportunity fome time or other of refuming 
again the Prey they bad loft.
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Now one of the fureft Ways the Jews Enemies 

could poffibly take in this refpeft of keeping the 
jews low, was, I believe you will allow it?,m£y to 
do what in them lay to keep Jerufalem their chief 
City ftill a City NAKED and DEFENCELESS, 
becaufe thereby more expofed to their Incurfions.

What therefore more immediately in point of 
Intereft put the Jews Enemies upon Oppofition, at 
leaft the Thoughts of it, now upon Nehemiah's im
mediately afting for her Security, and Defence, had 
been doubtlefs ever, and equally a Motive of ftir- 
ring them up againft the Jews* even from their very 
Return in the Reign of Cyrus quite down to the 
Year, with which we are immediately concerned, 
viz. the 20th of Artaxerxes.

And therefore it is no wonder that by Nehemiah’s 
News from Jerufalem in that Year, we hear of their 

.great Affliction* and Reproetch; as they were at that 
time, as they had been all alongfince their Return, 

..ftill liable to the continued Infults, and Injuries of 
their oppreffive Neighbours: Even as having been, 
and ftill being really in want of that Security, and 
Defence, which as yet they had only by your Imagi
nation : nor could they poffibly have had it other- 
wife for the Reafons now given.

That doth therefore on all Accounts become moft 
improbable which you have here afferted of the 
Jews their having fet up the Wall and Gates of Jerufa
lem fince their Return in the Reign of Cyrus, before 
.the (aid 20th of Artaxerxes. And

Confequently Nehemiah's Account- now before us 
upon the moft rational Grounds-------remains, as in
the Bifhop’s Hypothefis, in immediate Relation to 
that Deftru&ion of the Wall and Gates of Jerufalem 
which was by Nebuchadnezzar* and to that only.— 
I add 1

jbirdly* In favour of fuch immediate Relation, 
and againft your’s, that had the Wall and Gates of

Jerufalem
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Jerufalem been fet up, and again demolilhed in a 
Deftruftion of Jerufalem in the 20th of Artaxerxes, 
it is next to an Impoffibility that Hiftory could have 
been filent of fuch remarkable Inftances, or Occur
rences. of it. Surely Ezra, or Nehemiah, or Jofe- 
fhus would have told us fomething exprefsly of fuch 
LATE Deftruftion of Jerufalem fmce the Return 
of the Jews ■, efpecially as it was fo late as, by your 
afferting, in the 20th of Artaxerxes: Had there 
really been any fuchNEW Deftrudtionof it; or were 
it otherwife than in your Imagination. For indeed it 
doth not appear to have any other Foundation.------

And therefore upon the whole I conclude there 
was no other. And confequently Nehemiah's Ac
count remains only to that which had been by Ne
buchadnezzar. And confequently alfo the faid Wall 
had not been built, and the faid Gates had not been 
fet up fince the Return of the Captivity in the Reign 
of Cyras; And confequently Jerufalem had remained 
without her Wall and Gates from the Time of her De- 
ftrudtion by Nebuchadnezzar to the 20th of Ar
taxerxes now truly 143 Years; And Confequently 
Nehemiah was the firft who rebuilt the Wall, and 
fet up. the Gates of Jerufalem fince the Time of 
her Deftrudtion by Nebuchadnezzar King of Baby, 
l°n.

But thefe are the Particulars which make up the 
Bilhop’s Firft Suppofition, on which is founded his. 
Beginning of the 69 Weeks of the Prophecy before 
us. And thefe Particulars being maintained, the 
tii&Suppofttion is alfo maintained, in full and perfect 
Agreement with the Account of Nehemiah referred 
to. And therefore your Charge againft it of its 
MANIFEST FALSITY, and DIRECT CON
TRARIETY to the faid Account becometh the 
more groundlefs; and confequently the more un- 
reafonable in it felf, and the more unbecoming alfo in 
the Reflection upon the late learned. Bifliop, ~

C 4
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But to go on, as it feems you object alfo againft 

, ’the'Bilh op’s
Second Supposition* on which is founded his Begin? 

ning of the faid Number of Weeks.
The faid Suppofition is, that the DECREE men* 

tioned in the Prophcy for the rebuilding of Jeriifa- 
lem was ifiued out by Artaxerxes Longimanus* in the 
20th Year of his Reign. /

. Your Objeftion to it is, that whoever will 
read Nehemiah, or Jofephus, will find it to be without 
any manner of Support.

~----- And why fo ? Even becaufe* as is the
main of your Objection here, Nehemiah znifjofephus 
heive not dignified* or diftinguijhed the Licence granted to 
Nehemiah by King Artaxerxes,, for the rebuilding the 
Wall* and Gates of Jerufalem with the Name of a DE
CREE : nor have they given us a Copy of that Decpee^-^

And what after all tho* they have not ? — . -
Nehemiah it feems was not altogether that, accurate 
Hiftorian, as, you here expeCt, him to have been:' 
therefore neither Jofephus alfo who writ after him. —r

But will it .therefore follow that this Suppofition 
is, as you tell us of it, without any manner of Support* 
tho’ it hath not this immediately from them in the 
Name* and Copy of the Decree ? — Still this Ob
jection hinders not but a Decree might now have 
been ifiued forth.

The King’s Commifllon was now undeniably gi
ven to Nehemiah* and the royal Authority was con- 
fefledly obtained, and exprefly given for the rebuild^

°f Jerufalem. Therefore, what I pray, was that 
Authority, or what could it be in the Nature, In
tents, or furpofes of it but aDECREfc ROYAL ?---

Yo,u indeed would here perfuade us thatWk?- 
mtah had only a VERBAL LEAVE* or LICENCE 
from the King. — '
r ,7— .But have either Nehemiah* or Jofephus thus 
laid of if, ^ven cb^t the royal Authority now gi~ 
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ven was only VERBAL ? ——- Or are you, or 
can you be really fo perfuaded, cho’ you have thus 
affirm’d ?

— However, even a VERBAL LICENCE was 
now confeffedly gone forth from the King in favour 
pf the Jews for their now fortifying their naked, 
and difmantled Metropolis. -----

And why fliould it not have been forthwith put in 
Writing, immediately expreflive of the King of Per- 
Jia's Royal Favour now granted to that People, and 
have been accordingly regiftred among the publick 
Records of the Kingdom, as other Decrees in favour 
of the Jews had been? — Nothing lefs than the 
Royal Authority made known, and confequently 
made publick to that End, could have reftrained the 
Jews Enemies from aftual Oppofition, to the making 
them to fit ftill, even when they were exceedingly en
raged at the Undertaking, as already obferved, >—. 
The Royal Authority therefore for the rebuilding of 
Jerusalem now given to Nehemiah^ could not be, as 
you fay only VERBAL, but it muft neceflarily have 
been EXPRESS by Writing.

Nor i$ it ufual for Kings to fend their Lieutenants 
abroad by verbal Commandments only, but by formal 
Commiflions immediately expreflive of their deputed 
Authority, and royal PJeafure; in Matters of greater 
Importance more efpecially, and immediately with 
LETTERS PATENTS moft exprefsly licenfing 
and protefting them in their fulfilling the Royal 
Purpqfes. ----- Which confequently could not but
be the very Cafe in Nehemiah's now going to Jerufa- 
lem^ to fulfill the King of PerJia's immediate Plea
sure by him of rebuilding the WALL^ and Jetting up 
the GALES thereof

And accordingly we find that Nehemiah had now 
the Kings LETLERS. ■ ■■ —* The Text is exprefs in 
it that lie had them. Letters alfo had been before 
given by fho King to Ezra, upon his going to Jeru- 
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falem upon a Commiffion to him immediately dele
gated by the King. And Nehemiah had therii now1 
upon his going thither. —■

-- But fay you here, Nehemiah’s Letters were 
only of a private Nature.--------

--Alafs, How was it poflible for you to fay fo 
of the King’s Letters in a publick Affair ?-------

Surely neither were the Ends, or Purpofes for 
which thofe Letters were given to Nehemiah of a pri
vate Nature; nor were the Perfons to whom thofe 
Letters were fent private Perfons.

Not the Perfons; for they were Perfons not in 
private Capacities: very far from it. Nor do Kings 
ufually write to fuch Perfons. They were Perfons 
of the higheft Authority, and in the moft pub
lick Pofts. And thofe Perfons alfo were many of 
them, even the King’s Governours on this fide the 
River Euphrates. Perfons thefe immediately in- 
vefted with the higheft Authority from the King of 
Perfia.

Not the Ends and Purpofes of thofe Letters im
mediately expreffive of the royal Will, and Pleafure 
to thofe Perfons. To the Governors to conduct Nehe
miah in Safety to Jerufalem, not furely as a private 
Perfon, or even now as the King of Perfta’s Cup
bearer; but Nehemiah the Tirjhaihah, or the King’s 
appointed Governour of Judah, and Jerufalem. To 
the Keeper of his ForeJts in thofe Parts, as by exprefs 
Command in thofe Letters to further, him upon his 
Arrival at Jerufalem, in the great Work of rebuilding 
the Wall thereof, on which he was now fent by the 
King, by the furnifliing him with as much Timber out 
of them, as fliould be needed for the finifhing ofit>-

--  And yet by your Account thefe Letters 
were of a private Nature. __ ...
Tz.~—-They were, it appears, no lefs than the 
King s Letters Patents fully hcenfing, authorizing 
impowering. Nehemiah, as abovei Either to'their.
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containing a DECREE royal in form, as did before 
thofe Letters which the King gave unto jEzra, or 
otherwife to their having the full Force thereof by an 
exprefs Claufe therein inferred, immediately expref- 
five of the King’s royal Pleafure, and Command 
for Nehemiah's fortifying the Metropolis of his now 
appointed Government.

And even in this latter View of Nehemiah's Com- 
miffion, the late Dr. Prideaux hath exprefsly told 
us, that now in the 20th of Artaxerxes the ROYAL 
DECREE was iffued out for the rebuilding the Wall9 
and Gates of Jerufalem ; and Nehemiah was fent thi
ther with it as Governour of the Province of Judaea to 
put it. in Execution.

The faid learned Author tho’ he difcarded this 
Decree from being the Prophetical Decree, from 
which the 69 Weeks of the Prophecy are exprefsly 
to take their Beginning, becaufe it would by no means 
fuit with his figurative Hypothefis of the Weeks, yet 
he hath not fo much as cavilled at the Decree it felf, 
but hath exprefsly acknowledg’d it, as above, in this 
View of it. {

But take we it either way, it could not be other- 
wife for the Reafons above given, but that the King 
of Perfia's Decree was now gone forth for the re
building of Jerufalem.

In Confirmation whereof, fince you have raifed fo 
many Queftions in the Negative^ tho’ putting of 
Queftions proves not againft the Decree, I now pray 
your Leave to put one Queftion to you alfo for thq 
Affirmative, and mark you the Conclulion.

Give me Leave to put the Queftion,
Was Nehemiah now made Governor of Jerufalem?— 
I ftick not to anfwer for you, that out of doubt 

he was ? ---------
Here I muft therefore put another alfo, 

How doth this appear ?

It
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It doth not by any thing that Nehemiah* or Jofe

phus have given us from the King’s Letters. For 
there is not one Word in them about it. -... - ■-

I go on in your Way, —
But yet will you fay that Nehemiah had not now 

the King’s Commiffion appointing him the Firfha- 
ibab ?

* By the Rule you go by, in arguing againft 
the Decree* you fliould. —— Becaufe neither Nehe
miah* nor Jofephus have called the King’s Power now 
delegated to Nehemiah by the Name of a Commiffion* 
nor have they given us that Commiffion in Form.-—•

Now ffiould I upon all this go about to conclude 
by the Commiffion* as you have by the Decree* that 
Nehemiah had not the King’s Commiffion* or that the 
royal Power which the King now gave him in ap
pointing him Governor to the Jews* was not a royal 
Commiffion, what would you think of me ? --------

Would you not here prefently reply to me, that 
it could not poffibly be, but that Nehemiah mofk. now 
have had either the King’s Commiffion to him in 
Form* exclufive of the Letters given him by the 
King, or otherwife certainly the Royal Commiffion 
mult have been included in thofe Letters ?

Thus it muft have been neceflarily one way, or 
other in Nehemiah's Commiffion : becaufe otherwife 
he had no Authority to ffiew for his being the King’s 
Lieutenant, or the now appointed Governor of Ju- 
dab* and Jerufalem,

Nehemiah therefore now had the King’s written 
Commiffion conftituting him Governor, tho’ neither 
Nehemiah* nor Jofephus have filed it a Commiffion* or 
grven us that Commiffion in Form,

Go we now therefore from the Commiffion to the 
Decree,

Apply the whole of the former to the latter, and 
you will find the like necefiary Conclufion in this 
alfo.

As
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a As in the end you muft conclude by the Decree 
now before us, as I have here concluded by the 
Commiffion, that as in this, fo in that alfo Nehemiah 
could not but have had the King’s Decree either in 
Form exclufive of the King’s Letters, or other- 
wife in Form included in thofe Letters, or by ex- 
prefs Claufe inferred* and immediately declarative 
of fuch determined, or decreed royal Pleafure in 
favour of the Jews. —.------

Which royal Favour therefore neceflarily re
mains a Decree, even altho’, as you have here 
thought fit to objeft, neither Nehemiah, nor Jo- 
fephus have ftiled it a Decree, or given us the Copy 
of it- - I add

Confequently, that it remains alfo the Pro^ 
pbetick Decree, as immediately by virtue thereof 
the Jews had now full Power to rebuild the Wall, 
and fet up the Gates, and fill up the void, and w aft e 
Spaces, or Places of their yet naked, and difman- 
tled Metropolis : And it is Certain that they now 
executed it.-----And now the Holy City was no
longer a Reproach.-----------

And if in this refpefl: I have deem’d this Decree 
hot inferior to former Decrees granted in favour 
of the Jews by the Kings of Perfia, as it feems 
you have thought it worth your while to note here 
that I have call’d it the greateft of the Four, yet as 
in this refpedt I have thus fpoken, I have not faid 
it altogether, I hope, without Reafon: Forafmuch, 
as in the immediate Nature, and Advantage of this 
Decre'e, or in the immediate Effefe, and Confe- 
quences of it, the Security and Welfare of the 
People of God both in Church and State was 
more amply provided for, than by any of the 
former.
: The City being now fortifyM, the Temple as 

I may fay, was now at reft, as in Times of Pro- 
iperity was the Ark of God, of old.

D The
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The People of God were now no longer expo- 

fed to the IncuiTions of Enemies, and Plun
derers.

Every Man’s private Affairs were now confer 
quently attended with a much furer Profpeft of 
defired Succefs,

And in few Words, the whole Jewifh Polity 
was now reftored : and Jerufalem oince more 
brought into a promifing Probability of ad
vancing it felf yet again, at leaft to fome De
gree of its priftin State of Power, and Gran
deur. -------

And now I have gone through this fecond 
Part alfo of your Remark immediately before us$ 
and therein of the whole of it. 7-^

And upon the whole it appearing, that not as 
you fay, A verbal Leave only was given to Nehe* 
miah.) but the royal Decree exprefs for the rebuild* 
ing the Wall and Gates of Jerufalem, •—and it 
having but now appeared alfo that the faid Wall* 
and Gates to be built by virtue of that Decree had 
not' as you have told us, been but a little before de- 
molifhed'---- but that they had remained in their
Ruins, as left by the Chaldee ans till the coming of 
Nehemiah to Jerufalem in the 20th of Artaxerxes $ 
---- - and confeq uently that Nehemiah was the 
firfl: who rebuilt the Wall, and fet up the Gates 
of Jerufalem^ after t!he Jews Return in the Reign 
of Cyrus* however you have aflerted the contrary 
to thefe Particulars; Which are the feveral Sup- 
pofitions, on which is founded the late Bilhop’s 
Beginning of the 69 Weeks of this Prophecy in 
the 20th Year of Artaxerxes Longimanus; the faid 
Sgppofitions being maintained, I conclude that the 
faid Beginning of the faid Weeks, as in the Bilhop’s 
Hypothefis, doth thus remain unfhaken to the faid 
20th of Artaxerxes.

And
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And fo I go on to

Your THIRD REMARK, which refpedts the 
Jate Bilhop’s Ending of the 69 Weeks, and con
tains an Objection againft the faid Ending, imme
diately founded upon the former Objection againft 
their Beginning

But their affign’d Beginning being now main
tained, this Objection againft their Ending ceafeth 
of coiirfe* ——

I need therefore here only to return this Re
mark id this Part of it in the Reverfe, or by 
giving that in the Affirmative, which you have in 
the Negatives vi%. That fince the 69 Weeks did 
begin in the ZQtb Year of Artaxerxes Longimanus, 
it plainly follows* that the Ending of the 69 Weeks 
is5 as well as the Beginning well* and truly fixed in 
the Bilhop’s Hypothefis. J—

And therefore however you have concluded 
from your foregoing Objections to the Bilhop’s 
Beginning and Ending of thefe Weeks, that what I 
have amaffed together in relation to the Eafiern Year 
is of no ufe as to the Explication of this Prophecy* I 
on the other hand from their maintained Begin
nings and Ending do in lift that what I have ad
vanced on that Occafion ft ill remains to have its 
principal Ufe, and even its necelfary Ufe for the 
particular Reafons given in my Yreacife concerning 
the faid Form of Year* to Which you have not 
thought fit in any Particular here to object ——

But, it feems in what follows, under this Re
mark, you have fomewhat more to fay againft the 
Bilhop’s placing the Ending of the 69th Week fi 
near* as within a Year of our Saviour's Death.

For Whereas, the Prophecy declaring that there 
ffiould be Unto Meffah the Prince 7 Weeks* andbz 
Weeks* and that after the 62 Weeks the Meffiah 
(hould be cut off*------ You obferve that I have

D 2 from
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from thence argued, that our Saviour could not 
furvive & whole Year after the Expiration of "the 
69th Week,—;— Becaufe, as I have infifted, if 
he had, he would not then have been cut off after 
feven Weeks, and fixty^. and two Weeks, (*) but af
ter feven Weeks, and fixty and two Weeks (*J and 
one Year alfo of another Week-, ' And that 
this, as I have obferved, had been incorififtent 
with, at leaft not precifely agreeing with the ex* 
prefs Character, that after 7 Weeks,and 62 Weeks 
the Meffiah fhould becut off-, i. e. as he is here pre
dicted to be cut off precifely ^7*483; Years, or 
in the very next Year after the Completion of’the 
09 th Week of Years, as it is exprefsly noted in 
-my Treatife, and in the very Beginning \ of this 
Argument, and therefore you fhould not have 
omitted a Recital of thofe Words here alfo ;
* 11 ■■ But however that be,

You have here objected,
1 ft, That when the Time ofan Event predicted is* 

as in this Cafe given, the Event muft neceffarily be unk 
derftood to have its Accornplifhment in fame Part, of 
fuch a Portion of Time, as is of the fame Denomjna^ 
tion with the Time given in the Prediction.

Here you apply a twofold Inftance,
One in Days, as you tel] us very frUly, That if 

an Event be foretold to happen after 69 Days, the 
Accomplijhment may be reasonably expected in fome 
part or other of ' the jQtb Day. '

Another in Years, As when a Thing is foretold 
to happen after 69 Years, the Prediction is fufficiently 
verified, if what was foretold be accomplifhed in any 
part of the Year following. _
» A......... . notc here after this manner, becaufe you
I’rv FAne PieCtQf by taking away th*

°f Argument here, and indeed by making it un- 
m yours, or your Printer's Omiflion of thofe nin9 

Words between the two Afterjsks.- K * * *

AH
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All which is very true.
I readily grant you both the Propofition, and 

the Inftatfces.
And whereas You go on to add,
The fame is the Cafe in relation to the Word After 

in the prophecy, there being in it but one Denomina
tion of Time, that of Weeks given, fo I fay like- 
wife.

But to come to the Difference between us here, 
You fay it in one Denomination of Time fl in ano
ther. You fay it in a Denomination of Time by 
Weeks, Amply as Weeks ; I fay it in a Denomindr 

. lion of Time by Weeks refolvable into Tears-^xvT 
{hat becaufe

Firft, Tho* the Word Weeks be the Denomina
tion of Time mentioned in the Prophecy, yet 
Weeks are cpnfefledly Weeks of Tears ; and confe- 
quently refolvable into-JW// For what are Weeks 
of Tears, but fo many times f Years? —- And

Secondly, A Year queftionlefs, and not a Week 
of Years is the here given Portion of Time for 
the p redid ed going forth of the Commandment to re- 
build Jerufalem ; Which is the exprefsly afligned 
Beginning of the firft 69 Weeks of Years in the 
Prophecy. And

Thirdly, In fa<ft it is fo in every Hypothefis of 
the Weeks:' As Regard is had in them, in your 
own alfo, not to a Week of Tears, i* e. not to any 
part of 7 Years, or any Year of 7 Years within 
which the predided Commandment went forth, but 
even to the very Tear, and to that Tear only of its 
actually going forth,

A Year therefore thus being the Prophetick 
Denomination of Time in the Beginning of the 
given Period for the cutting off of the Meffiah after 
69 Weeks of Years, A Tear alfo neceflarily re
mains the Denomination of Time in the Ending of 
them.
I ' An4
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And Confequently, As this predicted Eventwas 

thus to fall out after 483 Years, It was for the 
Reafons now given, and by your own InfUncbs 
alfo neceffarily to be expected, and accordingly 
accomplilhed within the Year following, or in the 
484th Year: it being thus in this greater
Inftance of 7 times 69 Years, as in your leffer In? 
fiance only of 69 Years. —---- And

Therefore that is without Ground, which by 
way of Obje&ion to the Bifhop’s Explanation 
of the Word dfter, you have here faid of it, that 
it is extremely fallacious.

You have indeed faid it upon your having afierb 
ed immediately before in the following Words, 
vi%. That this part of the Prfedidtioh —-— 
that after 7 Weeks, and 62 Weeks the Meffiab /hould 
be cut off ------bad been fully verified, if our Sa
viour had been cut off in any part of a Week of 
Years immediately following the Expiration of the 
69 th Week.

But this Afiertion hath no other Foundation 
than as it is built upon your conceived Denomind? 
tion of Time in the Prophecy by Weeks, Amply as 
Weeks.

Therefore for the Reafons above given it gives 
you no room for the objected Fallacy: Even be- 
caufe as it hath been now fhewn, Not a Week 
of Years, or any part of a Week of Years, or 7 
Years within which went forth the predicted Com* 
mahdment, but the very Year of jts going forth is 
the real Denomination of Time Beginning of thefe 
Weeks, and Confequently fo remains in the End? 
ingoi them.

Ndr ffrould that have been remarked by you, as 
a Fallacy, which juftifieth it felf both by the Pro-, 
phecy, and by your own Inftances । As it verified? 
the Prediction 'in the aCtual Completion of itrim* 

mediate.
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mediate Event in the very firft Year after the Expi
ration of its given Time of Completion ; and Con- 
fequently, in a lefs than a 7th Part of your allowed 
Latitude here of a Week of Years, or feven Years 
after.---------

— Indeed the farther off the Accomplilhment 
had been, the greater room had there been for the 
objected Fallacy. But where it now ftands, for 
the Reafons above given there is none at all.-------

You yet go on to object againft the Bifhop’s 
Ending tbebqtb Week, as you have here noted.

2dly, Yhat between tbe Ending of tbe 6ytbWeekj 
and the Excifion of tbe Meffiah, there 'was a much 
longerYime than (you fay) I am willing to allow.—

How I pray is that ?-----------
■■ — Truly no otherwife than as you have ar

gued, and concluded here merely ex Hypotbefi in 
all that followeth under this Remark, as you have 
interpreted thofe Words of the Prophecy,-------
Unto Meffiah the Prince,------ as containing a Pre
diction of our Lord’s Coming to be anointed by 
the Holy-Ghoft, in that immediate Defcent of it upon 
him at his Baptifm.

And from thofe other Words of it,------vi%.
Sixty nine Weeks from the predicted going forth of 
the Commandment io rebuild Jerufalem----- You
have placed in the faid Anointing in the very next 
Year after the Completion of the 69th Week.

Whereas, the late Bifhop Lloyd faw no fuch 
Coming of the Meffiah predicted in thefe Words, 
but took them only as implying that Coming of 
the Meffiah which after follows in the Words im
mediately expreffive of his Cutting off; As if the 
former Words were only an Inlet to the latter, 
and the latter Confequently immediately expletive 
of the former.

From
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. From both the former, and the latter the Bi» 

fhop placed the Death of Chrijl in the Year im
mediately following after 69 Weeks of Tears. And 
for the Reafons above given he could place it no 
where but in that very Year.

And for theReafon now given he took no notice 
in his Hypothefis of the Event which you fee in 
the former Words. —■— But even were that 
Event really intended in the Prophecy, it makes 
not againft the Bilhop’s placing the end of the 
6c)th Weekfo near as within a Tear of our Saviour's 
Death i Becaufe that Event of courfe ftands fo 
many Years higher within the 69th Week: Which 
the Prophecy well admits of as I fhall fliew anon.

But, whereas You have underftood, the In
tent certain of the Prophecy in thofe Words of it, 
as above, and therefore to the faid interpreted In
tent You have referred the Gofpel Hiftory of the 
Defcent of the Holy-Ghoft upon our Saviour at 
his Baptifm, and withal have placed that Event 
in the Year, wherein the Bifhop hath placed his 
Death, You have therefore concluded in one Part 
of your Remark here, as already noted, and 
again in the very laft Words of it, You have not 
ftuck to pafs a molt harfh, tho’ indeed a very 
groundlefs Sentence againft the Bifhop, by telling, 
us, that fuch his placing our Lord’s Death is direft ly 
contrary both to the Intent of the Prophecy, and the 
Hijlory of the Gofpel.

Indeed You Ihould have faid of it only that it 
is contrary to your interpreted Intent of the Pro
phecy, and to your applied Reference of Gofpel 
Hiftory, as is the moft after all that this Objection 
comes to.

For in thefe immediate Words of the Prophecy 
You have nothing in your Favour any more than 
what the late Bifhop hath alfo, viz. bare Proba

bility
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bility far his, as well as your interpreted Intent 
of them.

But it doth not appear from thofe Words to be 
the Intent certain of the Prophecy, as you have 
here infifted, either

ift. That the MeJJiah is here predicted to come 
immediately to fuch Anointings Nor

2j/y, That he was to receive fuch Anointing in 
your afcertained year for it, or in the year after 
the completion of the 69th Week.

Not the Former,
Becaufe the Words infifted on, viz. —-— Unto 

Meffiab the Prince--*—do not point’out any par
ticular Coming of the Meffiah^ and Confequently 
not your’s in particular, and therefore not your’s 
for certain.

Not the Latterj
For,. However You have expresfly told us of 

thofe Words that they do plainly direct us to the 
very Moment of fime, in which the Prince wbofe 
Coming is foretold^ foould be anointed^ Yet they fall 
ihort of what you thus declare concerning them. 
Forafmuch as, not to take any Notice of your 
Moment here, they do not fo much as direct us 
to the very year for which you here contend, or 
the year after the completion of the 69 th Week for 
fuch Anointing.

Even becaufe they equally leave us to the 69th 
Week it felf; and Confequently to fo many years 
within that Week, as the Year immediate of th; t 
Event preceded the Death of the Mejftah in the 
next year after the faid 69th Week.

For it is certain from the Scripture promifcu- 
ous ufe of the Hebrew Adverb here, which we 
not improperly render Untoy that the Words along 
with it, which you fo much infift on, may as well

E denote
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denote a Time inclufive of the 69th Week, as 
your Time which is exclufive of it.

And therefore, However plainly you may have 
feen the latter here, yet the learned Grotius as 
plainly faw the former. For fo he hath expresfly 
told us in the following, Words —— to nX hic.y 
& alibi non ultimum terminum fignificat, fed aliquid 
intra terminos contentum —- &c.

Confequently a Term is here predi&ed, not as 
by your telling, neceffarily beyond the 69th 
Week, but otherwifej according to Grotius, a 
Time within the very 69th Week. For fuch Scrip
ture ufe of the Word he here refers in general 
However in particular you may fee fuch imme
diate ufe of the Word in Jonah iv. 2. and Job i. 
18. undeniably.

Therefore the Hebrew Adverb, on which all is 
here depending, being thus of various ufe, and 
even in the Scripture ufage of it, admitting of a 
Time inclufive, as well as exdufive of the 69 th 
Week, which latter Senfe is your Senfe certain of 
the Word; but fuch Senfe thereof being not the 
Senfe here abfolutely certain of it., it follows that 
your Time built upon fuch fuppofedly certain 
Senfe of the Word is not the ^ime certain of the 
Prophecy here. Confequently the Prophecy hath 
not plainly directed us to your Time;

And fo upon the whole, both your interpre
ted Coming of the Mef/iah, and your ascertained 
^ime alfo for fuch Coming remaining uncertain, 
It appears that your objected Contrariety of the 
Bilhop’s Hypothefis m this part of it, to the 
Intent of the Prophecy,, is without Foundation. 
And Confequently fo likewife is

Secondly, Your objected Contrariety here alfo 
to/fe Htftoryof the Gofpek

Becaufe
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Becaufe plainly the only Foundation of fuch 

obje&ed Contrariety to the Gofpel is your inter
preted Intent of the Prophecy. But your inter
preted Intent thereof not appearing to be the In
tent certain of it, your referred, or applied Hifto- 
ry of the Gofpel in the Defcent of the Holy- 
Ghoft upon our Saviour at the Baptifm of John9 
as the afiual completion of fuch your interpre
ted Intent of the Prophecy is neceflarily uncertain 
alfo. For what doth not appear certain in the 
Prophecy, cannot pofiibly give Foundation fare 
for Reference thereunto from the Gofpel.

Nor are your Gofpel References in themfelves 
conclufive to the maintaining your Charge here 
againft the Bifliop, as applied by you both to 
your fuppofedly predicted Anointing of the Mef- 
fiab* and to your appropriated lime for fuch 
Anointing. For

Firft) To take your Gofpel-Hiftory here in the 
former View,

What though you have told us from the Got 
pel, that Our Saviour in the Defcent of the Holy 
Ghoft upon him at his Baptifm^ did in an eminent 
manner become the Anointed One, and had the 
Name given him in a mo ft exalted Senfe ?

--— Was He not likewife demonstrated to 
be the Anointed One at other times, and in other 
Defcents of the Holy Spirit upon him ; particu- 
iarly at his miraculous Conception, As he was 
full of the HolyGhoft'even from his Mother’s PFomby 
and alfo at his Birth, as H E was now born who 
was CHRIS? the Lord, or the ANOINTED 
Lord?-------

And before our Lord’s Baptifm by Jobnt 
which was expresfly not till after all others had been 
baptiz’d.) rhe Holy-Ghoft a confiderable time be
fore, even, tfpon the firft Coming of the Baptift, 

E 2 had 
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had a&ually defended* and remained upon Chrift 
by John's own immediate Teftimony ; to the ful
filling the Token which had been given John* 
whereby he fhould know him to be the Meffiah: 
For he'knew him not before* as John is therein ex- 
prefs.

And our Lord was now accordingly acknow
ledged by John* and by fomeof John's Difciples 
alfo to be the MeJJiah expresfly by name, even 
thus before his Baptifm by John* and Confequent- 
ly before that other Defcent of the Hqly-Ghoft 
upon him at that Time.

And though it be very true that you have here 
obferved, viz. That God the Father now bore Tefti- 
mony to his Son at the Solemnity of this Defcent at 
his Baptifm by a Voice immediately from Heaven* 
Xepfo did God no lefs bear Teftimony to him at 
the Solemnity of his Transfiguration alfo, and a- 
gain; in his immediate glorifying him a little before 
his Death.

And at his Refurreftion furely in the moft r- 
minent manner he became, and in the moft exacted 
Senfe he was declared to be the Son of God with 
Power, even in his Refurreblion from the dead.

In fuch Variety of Gofpel Inftances therefore 
all equally referable to your interpreted Intent of 
the Prophecy* or your fuppofedly predicted A- 
pointing of the Meffiah* How is it poffible to af- 
fure with certainty, if any one of them more 
than another, or which of them more than all 
the reft, your’s in particular is more immediately 
to be appropriated thereunto ?

Your Gofpel Reference at the beft remains an 
uncertain Reference of Golpel-Hiftory to an In
tent- uncertain of the Prophecy in this former 
View of it, or of its fuppofed Relation to your 
fuppofedly predicted Anointing of theMeffiah ia 

the 



Reverend Mr. Lancaftcn . 37
the Words before us. Much more uncertain and 
inconclufive Confequently, muft be your Gofpel 
Reference.

Secondly, In the latter view of it, or of your 
applied Relation of it to your immediately appro
priated Time for fuch interpreted Anointing as 
you have from the Gofpel alfo argued to the 
Tear after the completion of the 69 th Week* your 
Year certain for fuch afcertained Anointing.

You have here given us a twofold Gofpel Re
ference. I fhall take, and confider them apart.

One is, that our Lord having entered upon his 
publick Miniftry did expresfly declare------ That
the Spirit of the Lord was upon him* and that by 
him he had been anointed to preach the Gofpel unto 
the Poor* 8cc. — . -

. —~true>-----Our Lord now upon
his Miniftry did thus declare. But this Declara
tion makes not to your purpofe in any refpecft, 
unlefs. it appeared that our Lord fpake the Words 
with immediate Reference to your interpreted 
Anointing* and even to your appropriated Time 
for fuch Anointing. But it doth not fo much as 
appear that our Lord fpake the Words with any 
Reference at all to the Prophet Daniel. —____ -
Our Lord’s Reference was of a certainty to the 
Prophet Ifaiah. He read the Words now in the 
Synagogue at Nazareth on the Sabbath Day* as there 
was delivered unto him the Book (or the Roll} of 
the Prophet Ifaiah : And when he had opened the 
Book* for unfolded the RollsJ he found the Place*^ 
where it was written* as above. And thereupon 
he declared the accomplilhment of fuch Scripture 
now in himfelf thus preaching* after that he had 
read thofe Words either from the Prophet, not of 
Daniel* but expresfly of the Prophet Ifaiah* or 
from fome Tar gum of that Prophet. —Confe

quently
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quently there is nothing here proving the certain 
accomplishment of fuch Prop he tick Purpofe* or 
Pimez as is this your referred Accomplishment of 
GofoekHiftory to your interpreted Anointing of 
the Mefliah in the very Year after the completion of 
the 6fyth Week.

Your other Reference of GofpekHiftory here 
is, that immediately upon the Baptift’s Imprifon- 
ment, w find our Saviour openly declaring that the 
TIME/was FULFILLED. -------- You add,
that in fuch Declaration he evidently referred to a 
Time, which had been predetermined^ and fore
told. —

Now I do allow it that our Lord might, and 
probably he did fo refer. I make no Queftion 
that our Lord here referred to the Prophet Daniel 
alfo, in the Kingdom of the Meffiah prophefied of, 
by that Prophet: As that Kingdom was now 
fetting up by our Lord. And it fhould feem 
certain that he did fo refer in the Words ex- 
presfly following in the Gofpeh--------Ybe King
dom'of Heaven is at hand.

But were that alfo certain which you have here 
taken for granted to be fo, Even that our Lord 
in the Words now before us from the Gofpel 
did refer to the 69 Weeks of this Prophecy, Yet 
your Cpnfequence here will not follow that in 
inch Reference he referred to your time ascertained 
from thofe 69 Weeks, or in your Words to the 
Year after the completion of the 69th Week.

Becaufe Undoubtedly our Lord could no <k 
therwife refer to the Prophecy in the Yrme 
therein intended, than that is of a certainty im- 
tended in it. But your interpreted lime thereof, 
as I have juft now Shewn, is not the Time certain
ly intended iin the Prophecy : Forafmuch as the 
Words all along infilled on, do not neceffarily 

imply
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imply your Time after the 69th Week, but do 
equally admit of a Time inclufive of the faid 69th 
Week. And Confequently our Lord might refer 
to fuch inclufive Time thereof equally as to your 
Time exclufive of it, Even if he did here at all ree
fer co the 69th Week of this Prophecy.

So that though it were certain that our Lord in 
his now urged Declaration, did refer to the 69 
Weeks of this Prophecy; And though as you 
have here told me, by my own Chronology there 
were about three Tears between the Time of our Savi
our's faid Declaration, and‘the Time of his Death,— - 
Yet the Prophecy not neceflarily pinning us down 
in this interpreted Coming of the Mefliah to the 
year after the completion of the 6g th Week, as 
you have here contended, but equally allowing 
of a Time included within the 6gth Week for fuch 
Declaration i And Confequently of fo many 
years within it as the faid Declaration was made 
before the Death of Chrift in the year after the 
69 th Week ; thus upon the whole it appears that 
our Lord's Death may be, and Confequently is well, 
and truly placed in the Bilhop’s Hypothefis fo near 
the expiration of the 6gth Week.

It thus appears that it may be fo without any 
manner of your objeded Contrariety, or any the 
fcaft Inconfiftency, or Difagreement; I infift it is 
in full Agreement with the Intent of the Prophecy, 
antbthe Hiftdry of the Gofpek*.-----  However you
have been free here to determine againft fuch 
placing the Death of Chrift expresfly, that it is 
manifeftly apparent to be direcftly contrary to 
both.------

The objected Contrariety you fee is manifeftly 
apparent from nothing but Uncertainties, or upon 
Ho other Grounds either from the Prophecy, or 
the Gofpel, but your uncertainly interpreted In

tent 
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tent of the former, and your uncertainly referred 
Hiftory of the latter.

----And was it meet for you, do you think, 
upon fuch uncertain Grounds* only to have thus 
concluded againft a late learned Father of the 
Church ; ——— One mighty in the Scriptures* as 
any of his time ?-----

And yet this is now the fecorid Antifcriptural 
Charge that you have made againft the late 
Bifliop.

— > I am truly concerned at this your Li
berty : to fpeak of it in no worfe Terms.

I am concerned for their fakes who are unhappi
ly pleafed with Charges of this Nature, whether 
they be true, or falfe •, and catch at them with 
the greateft eagernefs : but, Alafs, the more is 
the pity, they are not careful to have them re
moved..

For your fake I am alfo concerned, that you 
fhould have thus determined without that kind of 
proof, which is ever to be expected in Charges of 
this Nature, and nothing lefs than which is fuffi- 
cient to found them upon: I mean that of 
EVIDENT CERTAINTY in the Foundation 
of them.

Whereas, it hath now appeared that you have 
nothing like it in all that you have here urged 
both from the Prophecy* and from the Gofpel: As 
above it appeared in the former Charge that you 
had it not from the Hiftory of Nehemiah*

I conclude therefore here alfo in favour of the 
late Bifliop, that for any thing that hath appear
ed to the contrary under this Remark, the Leath 
of Chrift necejfarily remains where it ftands fixed in 
his Hypothefis to the year after the completion of 
the 6^ th Week. —J

And
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And fo I go on to
Your FOURTH, and Laft Remark.
This you introduce by telling me, that
According to the Explanation of the Prophecy of 

the fevedty Weeks* there were between the Ending 
of the 69th Week* and the Beginning of the ^Qtb* 
thirty one Years* and four Months,

•—— Be it fo. —— And what then ? —-
Why fay you,
Yhe Unreafonablenefs* not to fay Abfurdity* of 

this way of Proceeding may be very eafily demon- 
firated.

You go about your Demonftfation by telling 
me as follows, viz.

Let it be fuppofed then* that I have rightly fixed 
the End of the 6gtb Week a year before our Savi
ours Death* yet from hence you argue*

Firft* That fince feven years are fas you here 
tell me, I my felf contend for) a Week of Years* it 
will follow that as foon as the 6gth Week ended* d- 
nother feven Years'* Or in other Words a Week of 
Years would of Courfe begin* even as necejfarily as 
One Week of Days fucceeds another Week of Days.

This Succeflion of Time You go on immedi
ately to apply to the Bifhop’s Hypothefis, by 
telling us,

That therefore, fince according to Him* Our Sa
viour dy’d in the year following the expiration of 
the 69 th Week* the death of our Saviour would ne- 
ceffarily fall out in the beginning of ihofe feven Years* 
or that Week of Years* which immediately commenced 
upon the Ending of the 69th Week. And fo you 
conclude that therefore Our Saviour wa r cut off in 
a feventieth Week* and Confequently in the feventieth 
Week of the Prophecy.

- Thus indeed you have here argued, and 
concluded; Butyour Confluences do not follow,

F Firfi*
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Fir ft, Becaufe however you have urged that 

feven Years, do, as I my felf contend, make a Week 
of Years, Yet, as you cannot be ignorant, Ihave 
no otherwife fo contended, than as the word 
Weeks in the Prophecy doth denote certainly not 
Weeks of Days, but Weeks of Years.---- -- ,

But How I pray doth your urged Succeffion 
of Time by Weeks of Years collectively as Weeks 
follow from thence? —-—

It doth not furely, ----- Becaufe Weeks ofYears 
confidered in their abftratted nature only, as fo 
many Septenaries of Years, or being only ’fo ma
ny times feven years, and Confequently being no 
otherwife Weeks of Years than as Weeks refol- 
vable into Years, and fo centring in a Denominate 
on of Times by Years, which therefore as formerly 
infilled in rriy Treatife, and now again for the 
Reafons above given, becomes the Denomination 
of Time in this Prophecy, It follows that the Sue- 
ceffion of Time therein remains a Succeffion of fime 
by Years aifo. For Undeniably, fuch as is the 
Denomination of Time in the Prophecy ; fuch ai
fo muft be the Succeffion of Time in it. And there
fore your arguing here from a Succeffion of Weeks 
of Days, to ^Succeffion of Weeks of Years, col
lectively as Weeks, is not conchifive. Becaufe for 
the fame Reafons that we ihould not have to do 
here with your Denomination of Time, neither 
have we to do with your Succeffion of Time.

To apply to the late Bifhop’s Hypothelis, our 
blefled Saviour’s Excifion is there placed in the 
very next Year after the expiration of the 69th 
Week, or Septenary of Years, or 483 Years from 
the given Year of their Beginning.

He was cut off therefore in the 484th year, 
from the very Year, fnot the Week) of the going 
forth of the Commandment to rebuild Jerufalem.

But



Reverend Mr. Lancafter. 43
But for the Reafons already given,. He was 

cut off in that Year? as the Year in immediate 
Succeffion upon the Ending of the given Period of 
Yean for fuch Event j Consequently not, as you 
contend, as a Year beginning of another Week of 
Years? or fevcn Years ; and Confequently alfo not 
in a yothWeek? and therefore not in the 'path Week 
of this Prophecy. —.—— Nor

Secondly? Doth the Prophecy admit of your 
Confequences in the Succeffion of Time? expresfly 
given in it.----- Recaufe the prophetick Succeffion
of Time from the Date given of Beginning, 
reaching thus no farther than to the very year of 
our Saviour’s Excifion? Confequently, it admits 
not of your feven years Succeffion immediately be
yond it, for which you here contendAs I 
fhall have occafion to fhew forthwith, in immedi
ate Reply to what you have next gone on to Re
mark here.

In your Second Note? wherein you groundlesfly 
take an Advantage of the late Biffiop from his 
difcontinuance of Succeffion of Time? in his Hypo- 
thefis between his Ending of the tytb Week? and 
his Beginning of the *]Qtb Week of this Prophecy ; 
As there is, as you remark, between the faid 
Terms thirty one Years? and four Months : Which 
otherwife being four Weeks? and three Years? and 
four Months, you take occafion to charge the Bi- 
fliop’s Hypothefis with an Abfurdity of being an 
Hypothefis of feventy four Weeks and three Years? 
and four Months? determined upon Daniel’r People? 
and City? inftead of feventy Weeks according to tfy 
Prophecy, , n

An Abfurdity this indeed! You might well re
mark, and deem it fo 5 I would freely allow you 
to call it Antifcripturifm alfp, were there real 
ground for tM Charge.

F £



44 LETTER to the
But fuch conceived and charged Increafc of the 

number of Weeks of the Prophecy upon the 
Bilhop’s Hypothefis from the neglected Interval 
of Time, is merely your own groundlefs Improve
ment, otherwife void of all Foundation. Becaufe 
fuch negle&ed Interval of Time is really not 
prophetick Time: And Confequently you have 
no ground from the Prophecy for this Objecti
on. As it will appear that you have not by con- 
fidering

Firft, That by the Prophecy it felf we have 
not to do with immediate Succeffion of Septenaries 
of Years from the given Date of Beginning beyond the 
6ytb Week of it. The Prophecy is exprefs in it, 
zhzlfrom the going forth of the Commandment to 
rebuild Jerufalem, there fhall be feven Weeks, and 
threefcore and two Weeks, in the whole fixty nine 
Weeks, or Septenaries of Years, or 483 Years. 
The Prophetick Succeffion of Time therefore ne- 
ceffarily remains to thofe fixty nine Weeks, or Sep
tenaries -, but not to another. Thofe fixty nine 
Septenaries of Years ended in the Year of the 
V. 2E. of Chrijl 32 : for which I refer to my 
Treatife. Here then the given Period of prophe
tick Succeffion of Time by Septenaries of Years from 
the exprefs Date of Beginning being actually at an 
end, It follows that therein of courfe the Prb- 
pbetick Succeffion of time immediately by Septena
ries of Years, from fuch Beginning is alfo at an 
end. But,

Secondly, The Prophecy being a Prophecy of 
feventy general Weeks, or Septenaries of Years, of 
fo many expresfiy, and no more determined upon 
Daniell People and City, Confequently a Pro- 
phetipk Week, or one other Septenary of Years is 
ftill remaining, and without any Succeffion of

Time
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Time for it in the Prophecy. However this re
maining One Week of the Seventy, come when it 
would, it can poffibly make no more than feventy 
Weeks, or Septenaries of Tears, or 490 Years. 
For.69 Weeks and 1 Week put together are but 
70 Weeks : Alfo 483 Years and 7 Years are toge
ther but 490 Years all the World over. —

Well then. —- A Seventieth Week is yet to 
come. And we are without a Succeffion of Time 
’tis plain, for a Seventieth Week. *—r Where fliall 
we find it then? Or how fliall this Week be known, 
when the Fulnefs of its Time fhould be come ?

We are not at a lofs for it. Look for it in the 
remaining Single Week of the Prophecy diftinftly 
fpoken of afterwards : Which moft rationally, and 
I think unexceptionable approves it felf the Seventi- 
eth^Neek thereof upon this twofold Account, viz.

Firft, Whereas the Angel had given the general 
Number of the Weeks of this Prophecy in the 
Introduction of it, as a Prophecy exprefsly of 
Seventy Weeks, he then prefently after goes into 
the Particulars of the Septenaries of years here 
predided, as they confifted of feveral Parts, or 
Periods: And to this end he immediately calls 
upon the Prophet for his Attention.

Accordingly, He gives him the Particulars firft 
of a Period of Seven Weeks, then of another 
Period of Sixty and two Weeks: Which diftin&ly 
mentioned Periods of Weeks are beyond all De
nial Weeks particular of the Seventy general 
Weeks, as Particulars of an Univerfal.

When the Angel had done with thofe two Pe
riods of this Prophecy, He afterwards tells the 
Prophet exprefsly of another of One Week only, 
diftinguifhing that more immediately in the Half 
Part thereof.

Now
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Now in a rational, and natural Conftruftion of 

the Prophecy in the Periods thus exprefsly and 
particularly here given, What can this remaining 
Week be poffibly other than the Seventieth Week 
of it ?

For if the particulariz’d /even Weeks, and three
score and two Weekrkx, Weeks undeniably Parts of 
Seventy Weeks, Confequently, with aU Reafon the 
Jingle Week remains equally a Part, undeniably 
alfo of Seventy Weeks.

Otherwife why fhould they be fo, and not 
this ? —— For the fame Reafon that they are 
Parts of the Whole, fo is this alfo.

Nor do they make up the whole without this 
alfo. But altogether, or feven Weeks and three~ 
fcore and two Weeks, and one Week put together 
make up the whole Seventy Weeks of this Pro* 
phecy.

The Prophecy therefore both in the general 
Number exprefs, and in the particular Numbers 
alfo exprefs being a Prophecy only of Seventy 
Weeks, Confequently the faid Single Week neceffa* 
rily remains the Seventieth Week of it. —* As 
it appears to be alfo

Secondly, in its exprefs Characters feparating it 
from any immediate Accomplifhment by the. 
Meffiah, and evidently relating to the Deftruftion 
of Jerufalem by the Romans in their plain, and 
familiar Senfe, and in the natural Conftruftion of 
the Context dire&ly pointing out them, as the 
Meffiah’s future People, the Party immediately 
appointed to accomplifh the here predicted De* 
ftnjftion of Jerufalem, and therein alfo to ac~ 
GQtnplifli the threefold predicted Events of this 
Single Week. And accordingly they did actually 
fulfill thofe feveral Events, as I have diftinftly* 
and plainly fh^wn in my Treatife b to which I im

mediately
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mediately refer for Particulars : to none of which 
you "have thought fit to reply.

You have indeed put a few Queftions in what 
follows under this Remark. But thofe I leave to 
their proper Places.

Therefore at prefent to go on here, the Single 
Week of this Prophecy thus evidently approving 
it felf the Seventieth Week thereof, or the Laft 
Week of the three Periods of Weeks in it, as be
ing the very Week deftrudtive of Jerufalem* Con- 
fequently the Ending of the faid Week cannot be 
fought for any where but in the final, and adtual 
Deftrudtion of Jerufdlem.

That we know was in the Year of the V. IE. 
of Cbrift 70. ’Tis eafy to look upwards feven 
Years; and fo weare brought into the Year of 
the V. JE. of Chrift 63 ; when was the Caufe 
initial of that Deftrudtion: the Romans then mak
ing a Covenant^ and even a firm Covenant* for fo 
it was, with many of their Enemies in that Year, 
as it is particularly Ihewn in the Treatife referred 
to ; whereby they became more at leifure to ful
fill the Work of God, which he had now for 
them to do within this predidted Week* or Sep
tenary of Years.

Thus therefore in the Year of the V. IE. of 
Chrift 63* now and not poflibly before we come 
into prophetick Time again.

We had before the prophetick ’Succefiion of 
69 Weeks* or Septenaries of Years. We have now 
one other additional Week* or Septenary of Years, 
thus in the whole the exprefsly given Number of 
Seventy Weeks in this Prophecy.

Confequently Your remarked Interval between 
the Bi fhop* s 'Ending of the 6gtb Week* and his Be
ginning of the jotb hath nothing to do in this Pro
phecy. For the Reafons now given it is not Pro? 
phetick'Time.

Your
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Your Addition of Weeks therefore to the 

Bifliop’s Hypothefis from that Interval is without 
Foundation. —

And fo, Upon the whole the faid Hypothefis 
being thusjuftified by the Prophecy it felf, it is 
clear’d of your objected Unreafonablenefs, and Ab- 
fur dity in this Part of it: And it ftill remains an 
Hypothefis of Seventy Weeks, and of no more poffi- 
bly than Seventy Weeks, the very Number of Weeks 
exprefsly determined in this Prophecy both in the ge
neral, and particular Numbers of it,as above Ihewm

—— And having faid thus much upon this Oc- 
cafion, I have in fome meafure prevented thofe 
Queftions which you have raifed prefently after, 
upon your having noted from my Treatife,

That whereas in Defence of this Difcontinuance 
of Reckoning in the feventietb W?ek, I have call
ed it varioufly, A Jingle Week; An odd Jingle Weekj 
A Week fepar ate from the reft ; \Week in Reckoning 
difcontinued from the reft ', and once I think occafi- 
onally A Detach'd Week,----------

— You have thereupon put
One Queftion here, introducing it by way of 

pleafing Admiration - ■ - An odd Kind of W?ek 
this!---- And then you interrogate with imme
diate refpeft to the word — detach'd----  But,
pray Sir, from whence was it detachrd, or by 
whom ?■ — ■ ■

Alas, Sir, You might as well have ask’d me,— 
From whence was the Prophecy, and by whom ?-*

----But I anfwer, the Angel who by God’s 
immediate Appointment gave the Prophecy of 
Seventy Weeks, he alfo detach'd this Week froiri 
the other fixty nine Weeks: Or, if you want the 
Word to be explained, he feparated it from hav
ing any SucceJJion of Time with them.

And however, in a kind of ludicrous Difpofi- 
tion You admire it —— as an odd Kind of Week

ly
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by your own Addition of the Word Kind here, 
as you thus exprefs your felf, becaufe I may, and 
I think not improperly have call’d it, as above, 
an oddfingle Week, Yet when you are ferioufly difpo* 
fed, as indeed in Things facred we fhould ever be, 
I pray you to confider that the Angel hath made 
it fo in the Senfe, in which it is fo fpoken of, for 
the plain Reafons but now given from the Pro
phecy it felf In which Senfe therefore it fo re
mains. ——

-—— You go on to put
Another Queftion here, as you ask.
How can a Week, according to the late Bifbopj 

commencing above four Weeks, and three Years after 
the Ending of the 69 th Week, be the feventieth Week, 
of a Prophecy in which 70 Weeks only are determi
ned, and together mentioned, as conjointly determined 
upon the Jews, and Jerufalem ?

—— I anfwer,-----« very eafily, and very ra
tionally.

Becaufe, However few ent y Weeks be together 
mentioned, and conjointly determined in the Intro
duction of the Prophecy, Yet they are there de* 
termined only at large: they are there conjointly 
fpoken of only in general, both as to the Perfons 
mentioned, and the Purpofes alfo mentioned.

But it doth not therefore follow that becaufe 
feventy Weeks are thus, or in this refpeCt only 
conjointly fpoken of, that therefore the Seventieth 
Week was to have conjoined Accomplifhment with 
the 69 Weeks. For out of doubt, Seventy Weeks 
may very rationally be conceived as fpoken of con
jointly in the general Number, and yet poffibly by 
particular, or diftinff Periods they may be fepar a ted 
from each other. As is the very'Cafe in this Pro
phecy, as it hath been diftin&ly Ihewn above.

ButG
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But, Whereas I have farther infilled in my 

Treatife, as I have, and do here alfo, in favour of 
fuch neceflary Separation, or Diftance of the Je- 
•ventiethWeek from the/xiy ninth Week, that it is fo 
feparated by its EXPRESS CHARACTERS, 
becaufe by thofe Characters it appears immediately 
determined upon ferufalem for her DeftruCtion,

You have here alfo objected, As, by your own 
Account it feems, You are to learn where thofe ex
prefs Characters are to be found.

I reply with Concern, that this I cannot help.— 
However that furely is no Ground for Ob
jection. You may learn thofe Characters, if you 
pleafe, from the Prophecy. I have alfo fully, 
and diftiftinCtly noted them in my Treatife. But 
for your fake, I will briefly note again the follow
ing Particulars.

Firjl, That there are three Exprefs Characters of 
this Week, viz.

ift, The making a firm Covenant with many.
2dly, The caufing of facrifice and Oblation to 

ceafe, and
gdly, The Abomination of Deflation to fiand 

in the holy Place.
Secondly, That they are all to be taken in a literal 

Senfi', And
Thirdly, That the Party predicted toaccom- 

pliffi thefe Events is plainly not the Mejfiah himfelf, 
but the Meffiah’s future People the Romans, and 
that

ift, Becaufe not He. but they are the next pre
ceding Relative here: and

zdly, He could not poffibly fulfill them all.
For however in a. figurative Senfe appropriated to 

him, he might fulfill the two former, Yet he could 
not poffibly fulfill the hit of thofe Events, as that 
is in no fenfe applicable to him. But all of them 
are together predicted for Accomplifhment in One, 

*" and
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atid the fame Week* or within one given Period of 
fiven Years. And the two laft of them are con* 
jointly mentioned, or immediately fpoken of to
gether in the Text.

And fo the Greek Verfion, and the Vulg. Lat. 
and the Arabick Verfion plainly underftood them.

And therefore that is to no manner of purpofe, 
as you have faid foon after, that you could offer 
jbme probable Arguments to confirm your figurative 
Explanation in your Effay for the Wirdsy —- - ■ 
He (hall make a firm Covenant with many in One 
Jffeeky and in Half of that Week be fhalLcaufe facri- 
orifice.* and Oblation to ceafe ■ (which Wyrds 
you fay, I fo much infifi on ; and you rightly fay fo, 
for I do fo infift ;)----- but* as it fo feems by your
own telling, You referve thofe probable Arguments 
for the Defence you intend to publifh. ■ And 
be it fo. • ■ - —

But give me Leave to tell you, that where-ever 
you offer thofe probable Argument s^ they can be of no 
manner of Service to you, Unlefs you take the Pro
phecy in thefe Particulars of it alfo, as elfewhere in 
a literalfenfe; and withal, as I do farther infift that 
together with thofe Words -—— of caufingfacrifice* 
and Oblation to ceafe *——* You take along with 
them thofe other Words immediately conjoined 
with them, *vi%. * ■i,~ the Abomination of Defla
tion to ftand in the Holy-place:----- to which
Words our Lord himfelf folemnly, and exprefsly 
hath referred, as the Y?ken certain of the inevita
ble Deftruftion of the fewi/h Oeconomy, when 
that Event Ihould be actually accomplifhed: 
which Words you have hitherto dropped in this 
Part of your Hypothefis. —— And as you have 
thus neglefted an effential Part of the Prophecy 
in the feventieth Week of it, it is no wonder that

Ga you
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you. are at a lofs to learn the exQrefs Characters of 
the faidfeventiethWeek,.-----

Nor is that any Argument which you have imme^ 
diately given here, why you fliould not have yet 
learned thofe exprefs Char afters^ *as you have laid’ 
down the following Propofition in order to exclude 
thofe Events from having Relation to the Seven
tieth Week of this Prophecy, viz.

<phat the Prophecy is exprefs that the 70 Weeks 
were determined upon the Jews, and Jerufalem for 
no other than the following Purpofes ; viz. to finifb: 
tfranfgreffion, to make an end of Sin9 and the reft, 
of them/ as they are mentioned in the 24th Verfe 
of it • *•-" ”*

For the Propofition is not true.------ —-
I deny, that 7'0 Weeks were determined upon 

Jerufalem for no other than thefe Purpofes.
1 Becaufe, tho- the Prophecy be exprefs that 

feventy Weeks were determined upon the Jews, and' 
Jerufalem, for thofe Purpofes, yet that Number of 
Weeks is not determined immediately for thofe 
Purpofes, nor for thofe Purpofes only.

Firft, Not immediately for thofe Purpofes.
For how are Seventy Weeks here determined ?— 

no otherwife than in the Introduction of the Pro
phecy : no otherwife Confequently in that Num* 
ber of them? than, as I have above noted, in 
general. Determination. Seventy Weeks were 
therefore only generally determined for thofe 
purpofes.

And confefiedly thofe Purpofes were accom- 
plifhable by the Meffiah. But, as it hath appear- 
edj only, Sixty nine Weeks, or Septenarjea of 
Years, were determined immediately upon him. 
Confequently Sixty nine only of Seventy geheral 
Weeks, apd not the whole Seventy Weeks were 
immediately determined for thofe Purpofes.-----—
NqF ' <■

Secondly $
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Secondly, . Were Seventy Weeks determined in. 

this Prophecy for no other than thofe Purpofes. 
Becaufe.

i/; The Prophecy is exprefs that Seventy Weeks 
were determined upon the Jews and Jerufalem., as 
well as/ar thofe Purpofes. But thofe Purpofes in 
their Accomplifhment centring only in the Mef- 
ft ah, confequently Seventy Weeks were determi
ned for other Purpofes alfo immediately relating to 
the^wj, and 'Jerufalem. And

idly, The Prophecy fhews it in its Particulars, 
or in its exprefs tliftihftion of Periods of Seven . 
Weeks-, and threefcore and two Weeks; and one 
Week. For undoubtedly the Reafon of dividing 
the general Number of Seventy Weeks into three 
diftinft Periods of Weeks could be no other than 
that of their having particular Events, or Pur
pofes relating immediately to them, Every Period 
was determined, or appointed by God upon the 
Parties, and for the Purpofes concerned imme
diately with their refpeftive Periods, as much as 
were feventy Weeks in general. And confequently 
every Period could not but have its particular, 
and immediate Purpofe of, and for Accomplifli- 
ment.

The middle Divifion is here immediately ap
propriated to the "Time, and Purpofes of the Mef~ 
Jiah.

The firft, and laft of courfe remain to the 
Jews, Jerufalem.

The former for her predicted Reftoration in the 
Purpofes of the rebuilding of the Wall and Streets 
of Jerufalem ; and alfo of the going forth of a 
Commandment exprefsly for that Purpofe,.

The Latter, (as fhe fhould prove a City which 
would not fee the things belonging unto her Peace,) 
for her fined JJefiruftion ? in the exprefsly predided

Purpofes
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Purpofes thereof, mediately, or immediately exe* 
cutive of that Deftru&iori, as above.

I fee not therefore how you could exclude thefe 
from being Pnrpofes of the Seventy Weeks \ as it 
is plain you have in the Propofition before us.

But you might as well affirm that thefe diftin&ly 
mentioned Periods of Seven Weeks., and One Week 
were not Parts? or Weeks particular of Seventy 
general Weeks, as much as the Sixty two Weeks 
Prophecy are fo.

You have indeed affirm’d it of the Latter, or 
the one Week, that it is not fo.

But will you deny it, alfo of the feven Weeks ? 
——......Surely You will hot.

I conclude therefore that if feven Weeks, and 
fixty two Weeks are fo, confequently fo is the 
One Week'alfo.

But tfZ/have their refpe&ive Purpofes, as above, 
which are other Purpofes than thofe only included 
in your Propofition: ■.-....... Confequently the
faid Propofition is not true, xhatfeventy Weeks were 
determined for no other Purpofes.

There cannot therefore be any true Conclufion 
from it.

And therefore, However you have gone on to 
argue from thofe Events, or Purpofes, that Even* 
by my oWn'Paraphrafe on them they received their 
Completion a confiderable Time before my feventieth 
Week began,

Yet, that doth not follow, as you have here 
concluded, viz.

That the D eft ru flion of Jerufalem was an Event* 
or Purpofe, with which the feventieth Week in the 
Prophecy was no otberwife concerned* than as the 
Death of the Meffiah in that W?ek was the Occafion 
of that Deftru flion ,

Becaufe|
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Becaufe,

Tho’ thofe Events did receive their Completion 
in the Meffiah, yet they received it not in the Seven
tieth Week of the Prophecy, he having not to do 
with a Seventieth Week* or Septenary oft Years, as 
it hath appeared above.

And however the Death of the Meffiah were 
the Occa/ion of the Deftrudtion of Jeruftalem, which 
I moft readily grant you,

Yet the Death of the Meffiah not being in 
any given Septenary oft Years, and therefore not in 
the Seventieth Week,

Confequently, the DeftruiHon of Jeruftalem ft ill 
remained an Event, or PurpoSe immediately to 
the Seventieth Week of it.

And therefore this Event being thus neceflarily 
concern’d with that Week, it appears to be an 
Event, or PurpoSe, with which the Seventieth Week 
in the Prophecy was otherwise concerned than you 
would have it to be: Even as the DeftruEtion oft 
Jerufalem, and not the Death of Chrift was the 
Event immediately concern’d with it. -— ■

And therefore that alfo is without Ground, that 
you have told us afterwards of this Week of the 
Deftru&ion of JeruSalem, viz. That it was a cer
tain Week which was to commence Several Years aSter 
the Seventieth Week was expired.

Such Aflertion hath no Foundation in the Pro
phecy ; Forafmuch as both in the general, and alfo 
in the particular Numbers of it, as we have feen, 
it is a Prophecy expreftsly of Seventy Weeks, and 
therefore a Prophecy only oft Seventy Weeks.

It hath doubtlefs none at all in the Reafon you 
fubjoin for it, viz.

That Computation oft Time by Weeks oS Years was 
the moft noted among the Jews, and by them, and na 
ether Nation ufted.

For
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.For, though the Jews did thus reckon, Yet 

that doth not appear to be truly grounded, which 
you have faid here that they were the only People 
that did fo reckon.

For if fo,
How then cometh it to pafs that Ariftotle [in 

Folit. Lib. VlI/in fine] hath told us of thofe, 
who antiently diftinguifhed their Ages by Septe- 
naries* or Weeks of Years ? ---------For which I
may refer you alfo to Cenforinus* in his Book De 
die natali. —

Or How came it to pafs that Varro alfo ac
cording to Aulus Gellius [Lib. 3* c* Io«] at the 
time of his writing his Book infcrib’d Hebdomades* 
reckoned his Age after the like manner, as by his 
own Account he was then enter’d into his twelfth 
Septenary* or Week of Years ? i. e. He was 
then enter’d into his 78 th Year. And to that Day* 
it feems, he had written feventy Septenaries* or 
Weeks of Books ; i. e. 490 Books.

-But, Even were the Obfervation true 
in the whole of it, what is it after all to your 
purpofe here ?-----

It proves nothing one way, or t’other to the 
point in hand.

The Jews might be the only Nation in the 
World that reckoned thus, as you contend, and 
yet the Week of the Deft rubion of Jerufalem may 
itill be the feventieth Week in the Prophecy, not
withstanding any thing that there is in this Obfer
vation to the contrary. »

In truth it isto no manner of Purpofe.
Upon the whole therefore,
In the late Bifhop’s Hypothefis, the feventietb 

Week of the Prophecy being thus accounted for, 
in the Week deftruftive of Jerufalem by the Romans* 
and the other predicted Periods vf feven Weeks* 

and
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*and of thrtefcore and two Weeks, being above ac
counted for, as having their Beginning certain in 
the 2otb Year of the Reign of Artaxerxes Longi- 
manus, and, in their conjoined Sum of fixty nine 
Weeks, their Ending in the Death of theM^zZ? in 
the very next Year after the completion of that 
tfregrLwz number of Weeks of Years, or 483 Years 
for fuch immediate Event,
’ It follows, That thus by the faid Hypothefis 
the Seventy Weeks of this Prophecy are particu
larly accounted for: and with your leave, they 
are fo accounted for, I conceive, in a rational 
manner.

And therefore, If I have with Zeal endeavour'd 
to obtrude t the faid Hypothefis upon the World, as it 
feerns, by your telling, I have, Yet I hope the 
World will be fo candid as to pardon me that 
Zeal.
f Even Becaufe, as it hath now appeared again 
of the faid Hypothefis, that However zealous 
you have been on the other hand to explodevit 
in ex prefs Yerms, both as irrational, and antifcrip- 
tural,----Yet (till it remains unfliaken, as being
built upon the Foundations both of Reafon, and 
Scripture.----

— And therefore I faid of it formerly, and 
therefore I do fay of it (till, that it is truly de- 
ferving that very great Character, as you are pleas’d 
to call it, which I have given of it in my Pre
face, viz. That it appears to be on all accounts in* 
finitely better than any Hypothefis that ever was yet 
extant of tbe Seventy Weeks. —

-----For fo it truly is in the late Bifliop’s 
View of the Prophecy, as a Prophecy only of fe* 
venty Weeks. ----- -

- -  I do yet add in favour of the Bifliop’s 
lute Beginning^ and Ending of the fixty nine Weeks

H Qf
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of the Prophecy, that However did we take It 
with you, as a Prophecy of feventy one Weeks in 
the whole of it, and alfo in Your Denomination, 
and Succeffion of Time by Weeks colle&ively as 
Weeks, Yet Even thus the Weeks will ftill date 
their Beginning, as in the Bifhop’s Hypothefis, 
from the twentieth Year of Artaxerxes Longima- 
nus: As in this View of the Prophecy, even as a 
Prophecy in the whole of /event] one Weeks, as 
you contend, Yet thefexty ninth Week being end7 
ed in the Bifhop’s Hypothefis in the Year of the 
V. 2E. of Chrift 32, fas it may be particularly 
feen in the Calculation in my Chronological Trea- 
tife) and withal the Meffiah being cut off in the 
Paffover following of the next Year, or the Year 
of the V. JR. of Chrift 33, He will thus accord
ing to your felf, be cut off in that Year, as the 
Year beginning of the Seventieth Week. And 
fo Your additional Week will of courfe remain 
to the Deftruftion of Jerufalem in the faid Hypo
thefis. —

■ And thus I am come home with you to 
Your Conclufion : As by way thereof, You tell 
me .--------  that the truth 0/ your Remarks, which
you have now offered to my Confederation on the late 
Bi/hop Lloyd’r Hypothefis of the Seventy Weeks, en
tirely depends upon the truth of the /allowing parti
culars.

1. That the number of Years, from the firft of 
Cyrus to the DeftruElion of Jerufalem by Titus, is 
rightly affgrfd in Ptolomy’r Canon.

2. That our Saviour dy’d in that Year, which, 
according tn the faid Canon, was the nineteenth of 
Tiberius?.

3. That the Word "jnrij in the Prophecy is right
ly tranfeated-— determined —— qnd not —— cut 
put.

Thef$
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as you add, are Pojitions with me of un*. 

doubted Verity.
Now, •

As to the two former j I very readily acknow
ledge the late Bifhop’s Hypothefis built upon 
them, as fuch: .... ,

As to the Latter •, Tranflate the original Word, 
either way, as you will. I fee not how it afie&s 
the faid Hypothefis. . ,

_ But after all, However thefe Particulars 
be confeffedly true, Yet it doth not follow that 
therefore Your Remarks are of undoubted Verity 
alfHow the truth of your Remarksis depending wp* 
on their truth, I fee not, any farther than they 
are immediately concerned with thofe Truths. And 
fo far, but no farther are thofe immediate Re
marks iuftified by thofe Truths. .

But Your Remarks may. be either true, or 
falfe in other refpedts •, tho’ dip truth of thofe 
Poftiibns be ftill, and always is the fame.

As to your Remarks,
I have now gone through every Line of them.
.As to the Truth of them, that I leave with 

your felfi and the World. '
7 And fo I need not to add any thing farther at 
the prefent, than that I am, as fat as you can de
fire me to be with regard to truth,

Sir,

Tour very Humble Servant,

Benj. Marshall

H 4 A
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Mr. WHISTON.
SIR,

H E R E A S fome time fince you,’ 
gave the World an Hypothefis of 
Daniel's Weeks, with an alte
ration of their numbers from what* 
they are in our common Maforete 
Copies, and by tnaking the Hi- 
ftory Ezra, and the former

part of Nehemiah to belong not, as in thofe Co
pies to Artaxerxes (Longimanus) King of Perjia* 
but to his Father Xerxes^ in your therefore pro- 
traced .28 Years Reign of that King, upon the 
Authority of our prefent Jofephus, and more- 
°Yer5 for the fake of thofe'that might ftill prefer the 

common

( 60 )
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common Copies, You (d) did declare, that of all the 
Hypothefes of the Weeks You had hitherto feen, that 
of the late Bifhop Lloyd, is, without controvert- 
tbebeft-, .

Being now brought again, by Mr. Lancafter^ 
printed Letter to me, to appear in farther Vin
dication of the faid Hypothefis ; I take this op
portunity, as well in favour of that Hypothefis* 
in its immediate Beginning of the fixty nine Weeks 
of the Prophecy, in the twentieth Year of the 
Reign of Artaxerxes Longimanus; as alfo in fa
vour of our prefent Copies of Ezra; and Nehe
miah, who are exprefs in that King’s Reign in 
thofe times with which they were immediately 
concerned, to give you the following Reafons, 
not to enter farther into particulars, why I can
not allow of your departing either from the faid 
Hypothefis, or from the faid Copies in that 
King’s Reign, and in that year thereof, for the 
fake of your new Hypothefis of the Weeks be
gun from the twenty fifth of your fuppofed 
twenty eight Years Reign of Xerxes.

And they are
. Firft, That not One of all your Teftimonies 

produced on this occafion, yields you any proof 
of fuch protradhed Reign of Xerxes, befides that 
of our prefent Jofephus. And therefore,

Secondly, It is moft unreafonable to fet up his 
fingle Authority againft our prefent Copies of 
Ezra, and Nehemiah, particularly in your begin- • 
ning of the Weeks from a fuppofed twenty fifth 
Year of the Reign of that King. And

Thirdly, That However the Weeks are by you 
laid to take their Beginning from fuch fuppofed 
twenty fifth Year of the Reign of Xerxes, Yet in

(a) Styflemtyt to lift Accotnf, p. pi, 
{ . fadt
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faft they are hot fo begun. There is notpofll* 
bly any twenty fifth of that King in the faid Hy- 
pothefis. ■

To make good thefe particulars in their or-* 
der ;

Firft' Not One of all your numerous Tefti- 
monies gives you ground for fuch protraftecf 
Reign of Xerxes* as by Jofepbus* and your ac
count from him is that of a twenty eight years 
Reign of that King, excepting only our prefent 
Copies of the faid Jofepbus.

For to look a little into thofe Teftimonies s 
Some of the Authors which you quote on this oc-* 
cafion either fay not, How many Years Xerxes 
reigned j and therefore they are quoted to no 
manner of purpofe ; Or otherwife they fay di- 
retftly, that he reigned twenty one Years, as Ptolemy 
in his Canon£ Or elfe they give us fo to underftand, 
as do Charon of Lampfacus* and Thucydides* and 
Cornelius Nepos who follows Thucydides* that the 
coming of Tbemiftocles after his flight out of Greece 
vjzs not to Xerxes* but to Artaxerxes ; and that 
expresfly according to Plutarch from Charon and 
Thucydides* after the Death of his Father Xerxes. 
Which is direftly againft you.

But, Even were all that true, which you would 
have us to believe in this matter, viz. (b)

That Plutarch, and others mifunderftood Charon, 
and Thucydides in this particular, and that Artax* 
erxes was newly made King Regent (r) in the twelfth 
year of the Reign of his Father Xerxes* and alfo 
that Xerxes was living, (d) when Tbemiftocles came 
to the Perfian Court,

Yet, even all this granted, the Teftimonies of 
thefe Authors in your own underftanding of

W/. 7b
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diem, yield you no manner of Proof, and are 
mdeed quite foreign to your twenty eight Years 
Reign of Xerxes.

Becaufe thefe thus interpreted Teftimonies bring 
us no farther forwards on the Reign of Xerxes* 
than his thirteenth : In which (e) Year you place 
the arrival of themiftocles at the Perfian Court.

Therefore all this is nothing at all to your pro
tracted twenty eight Years Reign of Xerxes.

Indeed you have in effeCt argued here after this 
manner,

** Artaxerxes upon thefe teftimonies as now in- 
terpreted was made King Regent in the twelfth of 

“ bis Father Xerxes ;
Ergo, bis Father Xerxes reigned fix teen years 

** longer upon the Authority of thefe teftimonies.
Had you indeed been here pleading for a longer 

reckoning of the Reign of Artaxerxes than that 
which we have in the Aftronomical Canon* you 
might in that Cafe have urged thefe your thus 
interpreted Teftimonies with fome Colour of Rea- 
fon: but with refpedt to the Reign of Xerxes* 
to the proving from hence a twenty eight Years 
Reign of that King, they are urged without any.

sTis fo likewife in the Teftimony of Diodorus 
Siculus* as in effeft you have argued alfo from 
that Author after this manner,

“ Diodorus Siculus informs us that Xerxes 
*c reigned fomewhat above twenty Years* (f)

Ergo, He reigned twenty eight Years by the 
teftimony of that Author.
You have argued yet ftronger here, as you 

have told (g) us in the following Words concern
ing that Author, that Xerxes reigned fomewhat

(f) ibid. (/)/♦ 70, (g) ibid.

above
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above twenty Years* in Agreement with the AJlrono* 
mical Canon. —----- -**

But furely this Teftimony cannot be urged with 
any manner of Reafpn in Agreement with the Ca
non y than as it agrees with a twenty one Years 
Reign of Xerxes ; as he is faid to have reigned fo 
many Years in the Canon.
. It is plain from the exprefs Teftimony of this 
Author, that his Agreement with the Canon in 
the Reign of Xerxes is not with Jofephus* but 
with Ptolemy* as above.------ -

You had given us but juft before to as much 
purpofe the Authority of Ctefias on this Oc- 
cafion. •••■,.•-

For, after that you had told us that Artapanus 
(or Ar tabanus') the chief Minifter of Xerxes had 
contriv'd to murder him* ----- • You have added in
the following Words —- that* as Ctefias thought 6 
he did really murder him,-----—

So that Ctejias* by your own Acknowledgment 
thought thus: [I add, fo a|fo agree Diodorus Sicu
lus, and Juftin-------] But it feems you do not
believe a Word of it. ----- To what purpofe
then is the Teftimony of Ctefias here ? -

But, it feems you have infifted much upon 
certain Fafts, and plain Indications* and evident 
Signs* as you call (h) them, out of JuJlin* fo£ 
your prqtrafted Reign of Xerxes: as if the Mur
der of Xerxes: or as you call it only the Attempt 
of it by Artabanus.* and his Defign upon Ar
taxerxes* which moft probably were only fome 
Months afunder, did appear from thofe Signs, 
and Indications to have been fever al Years afunder : 
as you would have them JQ have been for you? 
purpofe.
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But whefreas Juftin hath not given us any Dates 

<>f Time for thofe Fadis, there is no concluding 
with any Certainty from them.

. Nor can they poflibly be of any manner of Ser
vice to you, place them where you will; Becaufe 
by the fure Authority of tits Astronomer's Canon, 
the Death of Xerxes cannot be placed later than 
that Year of Nabonaftar in which it there ftands. 
And for you to place it earlier makes fo much the 
more againft you. But as to any longer Reign of 
Xerxes than that in the Canon, your own Compu
tation of the Years of the Reign of that King in 
your new Hypothefis of the Weeks admits not of 
it; but, as it will appear anon, is evidently againft: 
you in any longer than that of a one and-twenty 
Years Reign: notwithftanding the Plainnefs* and 
Evidence of the Signs* and Indications here referred 
to.

There is yet aTeftimony, that next to this from 
Juftin* You have alfo built much upon : As you 
have (i) told us from Clemens Alexandrinus* that 
His Reckoning the Years of the Reign of Xerxes to 
be twenty fix Years well agrees with Jofephus.

But fuch good Agreement* Stis plain, is no more 
than this, viz. That the Latter hath given Xerxes 
a Reign of twenty eight Years: the Former 
only of twenty fix Years. Which is far in 
Scridtnefs from a good Agreement. It is fo far from 
it, that any farther than a twenty fix Years Reign 
of Xerxes* it is plainly a Difagreement. Clemens is 
Indeed againft Jofephus and you in a twenty eight 
Years Reign of that King.

And indeed the Numbers of Clemens* as well in 
the Reign of Xerxes* as in the preceding Reign of 
Darius Hyftafpis* in a forty fix Years Reign attri
buted to that King, and in his collective Number

(?) Page 72,
I M
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of the Years of the PerJian Kings are fo confuted, 

nH difaoreeing, that in fuch an Uncertainty. 
Numbers there is in Truth no rational^Foundation 
for areuino- from his Authority to that of Jofe- 
Pfms^tlfw a twenty fix Years Reign of Xerxes. 
There is none at all for a twenty eight Years Reign 

°f And thusmpon the whole Jofephus ftands alone 
for fuch protracted Reign of Xerxes. But

Secondly, His Angle Authority is furely not fuf- 
ficient for fuch extended Reign of that King. 
Much lets is it for your altering our prefent Scrip
ture Numbers of Drf’s Weeks and our pre
fent both Numbers and Names in Ezra, and Ne
hemiah, in your referring that Hiftory with our pre- 
lent Jofephus to Xerxes which according to them 
exprefsly belongs to his Son Artaxerxes.

You indeed have pleaded (fi) in favour of _fuch 
Alteration that our prefent Maforete Copies of the 
Scriptures have undergone a Change by the Jews 
in a concurrent Meeting of theirs at Tiberias m the 
Beginning of the fecond Century. But, not to enter 
into that Difpute, which is entirely needlefs here, 
it is furely full as likely for the Jews alfo to have 
corrupted Jofephus voluntarily, and by a concur
rent Meeting alfo, as for them fo to have cor
rupted their Scriptures.

Where, or when Jofephus hath been corrupted, 
I will not take upon me to fay. But that in Faft 
he hath been miferably corrupted, there is no
thing more plain. You your felf have allowed 
(Z) that the Jews have corrupted Jofephus.^

I fee not therefore how you can urge his Tefti- 
mony in any thing againft our prefent Copies of

(k} Eflay towards the reftoring the true Text of the Old 
Teft. Scriptures, />. 156, and 261. (/) p.28 and 270,

th?
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the Scriptures, wherein, as he now ftands, he va
ries from them.

Even becaufe in thofe very Differences Jofephus 
poffibly, and not they may have been corrupted. 
And therefore indeed not they, but He mutt be 
given up : and that with the greateft Reafon, par
ticularly in the Times we are now immediately 
concern’d with.

And therefore the late learned Dr. Pndeaux 
(m) hath well obferv’d of his Writings, as we now 
have them, that they have in them many great, and 
manifeft Miftakes ■, and no part of them more than 
the eleventh Book of his Antiquities:-therein he 
fays of him moft truly according to our prefent 
Copies of them, that he varies from Scripture, 
Hiftory, and common Senfe. And he there among 
other Inftances to this Purpofe gives this in par- 
ticular of his confounding the Hiftory of the Ar
taxerxes of Ezra. and Nehemiah with his Father 
Xerxes: As upon the jure Authority of the Ajlrono- 
mical Canon, he fays, that Xerxes could not have 
reigned beyond the twenty one Years given him in 
that Canon. .

And that this is the very Truth of this Matter, 
it will appear undeniably, if from no other, how
ever from your own undoubted Teftimony, e* 
caufe though you have afferted from Jofephus. 
that Xerxes reigned twenty eight Years, and how
ever you have therefore fet the twenty fifth of his 
Reign, upon his Authority alfo, for the going for th 
of the Commandment to rebuild Jerufalem, your e^r 
faid to be the Beginning of your new Hypothecs 
of the Weeks, Yet ,..

‘Thirdly, In Fad there is no fuch twenty fifth 
of Xerxes, nor in Truth any. more than a twenty

(m) Con.Rift. Vol. I. 8vo Edit. p. 302. See alfo p. 2n.
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one Years Reign of that King in the faid Hypo- 
pothefis.

That this is the real Truth of the Matter, it 
certainly appears from your own Words, as 
touching your FIRST Year of the Reign of 
Xerxes : As Ptolemy's, and Yours are confeffedly 
one, and the fame Firft of that King’s Reign.

For in one place of your Book (n) you tell us 
very truly thus,

‘ The great Standard of antient Chronology which 
we call the Agronomical Canon of Ptolemy, ajfures 
ps, that Xerxes9s Firft Tear correfponded to the Tear 
of Nabpnaffar’s Aira 263 ; which began A. P. L 
4228 ante Air. Chrifti 486, Dec. 23 ; and there- 
fore correfponded in general to the next Tear A. P. I. 
4229, ante Ar. Chrifti 485.

In another (0) place you have told us likewife, 
with this Addition, viz.

Thai the Decree of Xerxes for the rebuilding of- 
Jerufalem by Nehepniah going forth by our Copies 
in the Month Nifan, and by Jofephus, and the Au
thor of Excerpt. Lat. Barbara, about ifine Months 
before the tyh Month Cafleu, in the twenty fifth of 
Xerxes is to be dated about March A. P. I. 4253 ; 
ante Air. Chrift. 461 : and can be dated at no other 
Time what foever.

Now, Sir, from what you have faid herewith re- 
fpecft to the FIRST Tear of the Reign of Xerxes, 
your late Hypothecs of phe Weeks faid to be dated 
from the going forth of the Commandment to rebuild 
Jerufalem in a twenty fifth of Xerxes is evidently 
falfe. Ana however you have fet fuch a Year as 
the only Time of the going forth of fuch Com
mandment, or Decree, Yet in fa& there is np fuch

(n) Supplement to the Ijt. Accomplifhment, c'G p. 67.
74-

twenty



Mt. W H I ST O M. fo 
twenty fifth of Xerxes in the faid Hypothefis. In
deed there cannot be.

Becaufe in both thefe Quotations from your 
felf, the firjl Year of the Reign of Xerxes in your 
own adapted Years of the Julian Period, and be
fore the Vulgar PEra of Chrijl, and alfo of Nabo- 
xajfar’s, TEra is confefiedly the firft of Xerxes his 
one and twenty Years Reign in the AJlronomical 
Canon. And Confequently your twenty firjl of 
that King is the fame with the twenty firjl of his 
Reign in the faid Canon. But this is impoffible 
■with refpeft to your twenty eight Years Reign 
°f Xerxes; as Ptolemy’s twenty firjl of that 
p<ing was certainly the lajl Year of his Reign. 
{Otherwife beyond all Difpute Xerxes if he had 
reigned longer would have had more Thoths 
of his Reign; and Confequently feven more 
Thoths thereof, if as by your Affertion he reigned 

/even Years longer. But by the fure Authority 
of the Canon, Xerxes was now dead after twenty 
©ne Thoths of his Reign; before another Thoth 
came about. And Confequently the laft feven Years 
of your imaginary twenty eight Years Reign of that 
King neceflarily run in upon the feven firft Years 
of his Son Artaxerxes in the faid Canon, after the 
Qeath of his Father Xerxes.

And therefore furely you were not aware of 
Confequences here.

Otherwife you Ihould indeed have taken quite 
another Method in a twenty eight Years Reign of 
Xerxes; Even by anticipating, or beginning feven 
Years earlier than Ptolemy’s firjl of Xerxes: that 
fo his Lajl and your lajl of that King might have 
been one and the fame Lajl thereof.

For this, as I need not to tell you, is, at leaft 
pught to be always the Cafe in Agreement with 

Truth,



LETTER
A

TO THE

Author of the Scheme ef Literal Prophecy 
considered.

S I R,

HAT which is the main Subject 
of the foregoing Letters having. 
merited (as you have (a) told us, 
a very particular examination from 
you, (and very particular it is, 
as we fhall fee anon from your 
own Hypothefis of the Weeks 

obtruded upon the World, with a Defign to evade 
this Prophecy of Daniel fo clearly and literally ap
plicable as it is to the Chriftian's MESSIAS JESUS, 
even the Son of God, our ever bleffed Lord,

(a) Scheme of Literal Xrofhecy confider'd, p. 173.
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and Saviour,) I cannot but even for your fake, 
at Jeaft for your Reader’s fake, endeavour to 
fliew in the following Letter, how vainly you 
h$ve talkt to him of confuting (b) a literal Pro- 
phecy from hence5 and to how very little ppr- 
pofe you have been engag’d in the groundlefs 
and prefumptuous Undertaking.

My Defign therefore in this Letter is to ihew 
you that your Hypothefis of the Weeks makes 
not at all againft this Prophecy its having in its 
obvious, primary, and literal Senfe an immediate 
relation to that, which in the late learned Bifhop 
Lloyd’s Hypothefis of the Weeks is the grand pur
pofe of it, viz. the Death of the Meffias, our 
blefled Redeemer. Forafmuch as upon particu
lar enquiry made into your Hypothefis, this Pro
phecy in the Mefftas therein expresfly predicted 
will be found to have no manner of relation to 
your feveral pretended Mejfiajfes, nor to any in
terpreted Meffias under the Perfian, or Grecian, 
or Syrian Kings, nor particularly in the times of 
Antiochus Epiphanes, to whofe Perfon and Times 
you would fain accommodate this Prophecy, and 
fhut it up with them. And Confequently the 
faid Prophecy muft, and will remain neceflarily 
to the true Meffias only of the Cbriftians, who 
was born King of the Jews in the Reign of the 
Roman Emperor Auguftus, and was put to Death 
under that of 'Tiberius. —-_____

The Method that I here propole to obferve is 
that of looking into your explication of the Pro
phecy, in every Verfe thereof in their order, to
gether with your Notes upon it, whereby you 
pretend to juftify fuch Explication, and allo your 
Chronology, or Application of time to it \ and

0 P*
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withal of noting, and obviating as I go along, 
fuch Objections as you have occafionally made to 
the late Bifhop Lloyd’s Hypothefis of the/F^h.

To begin therefore in the Method propos’d, 
The Prophecy opens it felf in the ninth Chap

ter of Daniel at the twenty fourth Verfe, as in our 
Tranflation thus, .

Seventy Weeks are determined upon thy 
People., &c. —1—

_______ _ Here you take upon you to correct 
our Tranflation, and you read, as follows,

“ Seventy Weeks are fhortned, or ab- 
“ breviated with refpett to thy Peo- 
“ pie, &c.-- ■

---------- And Why fo ? ■---- - . 
You tell us in your Note here, Becaufe it is 
fo render’d in the Greek, in the Vulgate, and 
in Tertullian.---

_ .But I pray, What tho’ it be fo render’d 
as in the Authorities cited ?-----Were we to look
only upon Authorities, there are many more to 
be produced (c) here in favour of your Tran- 
flation.

Hear in particular what our late learned Dr. 
Prideaux (d) hath moft juftly faid as to the Senfe 
of the original Word in Difpute, as it here fol
lows ; The true Meaning of the Word Nechtach is, 
as in our Englifh Verfion decided, or determined ; 
And in this Senfe it is ufed in the Chaldee Para- 
phrafe (e) ; and no where in any other.-----

And therefore Father Harduin. die Jefuit fliould 
not have taught you to fay, as in the bottom of

(c'\ ViJe Pole Synofs. in Dan. ix. 14. in Voce Nechtach * alfo 
Leighs Critica Sacra j Kircher in Concord) andBuxtorph in Voce,

(d) Con, Hiji. p. 28. 8vo. Edit.
(e) In Either iv. y.
v youf



of Literal Prophecy confide?'<L 
your Note on this occafion, that the Original Word 
both in Hebrew and Chaldee fignifies to abbreviate, 
or cut, and not to determine. t

You might have learnt better from our judi
cious Mr. Mede alfo, who (f) hath told us that 
the Word here tranfiated determined, or allotted, 
fignifies properly to be cut, or cut out (g): Not 
cut fliort, as by Father Harduin’s, and your Senfe 
put upon the Word here.--- -

But to come home to the Point; after all, nei
ther Father Harduin's, nor your Hypothecs of 
the Weeks doth in Accomplifhment approve your 
Senfe of the Word: And Confequently your’s 
cannot be the true meaning of it.

You have indeed both of you taken upon you 
in your refpedtive Hypothefis to /horten feventy 
Weeks of Years, or 490 Years to .434 Years ’, 
by beginning the faid Shortened Period from the 
going forth of the Word of the Lord to the Prophet 
Jeremiah in the fourth Tear of the Reign of Jeh°i- 
akim, for the return of the Jews from Babylon 
after a feventy Tears Captivity; and by^ending 
the faid Jhortned Period in the fecond Year ot 
Judas Maccabeus. . ,

But it is inconfiftent not only with the Prophe
cy, but even with common Senfe.

Firft, To make this Beginning, and this. Ending 
of the Weeks, as it will particularly appear anon. 
As it is alfo /' /

Secondly, To fuppofe that fixty Zwo Weeks of 
Years, which is the Number of Weeks m your 
434 Years fhould be equivalent to the_gven 
Number of feventy Weeks, which number of Weeks 
makes 490 Years.

(f) On Daniel’/ Weeks. . . . — *
(g) so Kircher, Buxtorph,Leigh’rC„rw» $««■«<» 
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It is as if you had faid in plain Terms after* 

this manner,
** Seventy Weeks of Tears, or 490

♦* Tears are in Number here predicted
<c to be lengthened upon God’s Peo~ 

pie, and yet at the fame time they
“ are in Accomplifhment to be ihortned 
<c to 4. Tears upon God’s People. —.

Surely, a very rational way this of expound
ing by a manifeft Contradiction a Prophecy given 
in exprefs Terms, and with an exprefs number to 
it* And

Thirdly, Whereas the number 434 is your 
greater number here, and whereas you have al
fo a leffer number of 70 Years, as you reckon 
by fuch a Period from the fourth year of Je- 
hoiakim to your accommodated firft Year of 
Cyrus (b), viz. the year of his being made Ge
neral of the Confederate Army of the Medes, and' 
Perfians urider Cyaxares the Second, (i) King of 
Media, nothing can be more fenfelefs,

Firft, Becaufe We have not to do with any 
Period of Seventy Tears, or ten Weeks of Tears in 
this Prophecy: Nor

Secondly, With your accommodated firft Year 
of Cyrus, as that was not the firft of his Reign 
over the Perfidn Monarchy: For the year in 
whifeh the J&ws returned was fuch firft (k) Year 
thereof,

Thirdly, In FaCt there was no Abbreviation of 
the feventy Years Captivity of the Jews, ------- —
But Were your interpreted meaning of the Word 
here the true meaning of it, in that Cafe the

(h) Jn the Year before the V. 2E. of Chrift
(?) Vide Prid. Can. Hi ft. Vol. I. Svo. f.
0) xxxvi. i, i.

Jewt
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jews fliould have returned according to the firft 
Period of Weeks, in this Prophecy immediately 
after 7 Weeks, or 49 Tears: Whereas Confeffedly 
they did not return till after 10 Weeks of Years, 
or 70 Years, the whole given number of Years 
of their Captivity from the fourth of Jehoiakim, 
even the full length of time by God himfelf ap
pointed by his Prophet for it: A time this deter-, 
mined to the very frft year of Cyrus after feventy 
Tears, but not abbreviated to forty nine Tears. -—-

----But thefe things will open gradually, as 
\ve go along, to their fully evidencing your 
groundlefs Explication of the Word before us._

Nor have you given us an explication lefs ab- 
furd, or more probable, or poflible of being a 
true Explication of the feveral predicted Purpofes 
of the Prophecy, which do next immediately fol
low in.this Verfe: As you have referred their ac- 
complifhment either to the times of the feventy 
Years Captivity, or otherwife to the times of An
tiochus Rpiphanes.

But that the faid predicted Purpofes could not 
pofiibly have their accompliihment in either of 
thofe times, it will appear by looking into them 
in their order, together with your Notes upon 
them.

As to the feveral Purpofes here predicted, they 
are thefe following, as they ftand in our Tran- 
flation; viz. ift, To finifh Tranfgreftion; 2d. To 
make an end of Sins ; 3^ make reconciliation for 
Iniquity ; 4th. To bring in everlafting Righteoufnefs ; 
5 th. To foal up Vifion and Prophecy 5 and 6th. To 
anoint the mo ft holy.

The two firft of thefe you have reduced into 
tone, under the following Explication, viz.

<c To put an end to all Punilhment for 
ff their (the Jews) Sins, ►

Now
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Now to let your own Words pafs here as ap-* 

plied by you only to the People of the Jews* 
yet after all, how is this Explication, and Ap
plication juftified in the Note (I) to which we are 
here referred, as by your own propofed (m) Me
thod they ought to be ? ------- We are fent to
Authors, it feems for your Juftification? and alfo 
to Texts of Scripture.

But as to the latter, they are wholly foreign to 
your purpofe, as cited by you with immediate re
lation to the ending of the feventy Tears Captivi
ty, with which we have not to do in this Pro
phecy. A . 1

■ And as to the former, I mean your Authors 
cited on this occalion, they have not juftified them- 
felves in that wherein you have followed them, 
without telling us Why, or Wherefore. ———- 
Nor could you juftify them herein, or queftion- 
lefs you would have attempted it. —-----

•______ . But How, I pray, was an End put to
ALL Punijhment to that People for their Sinsr who 
were fo forely punifhed, as they were in after 
times under the Yoke of the Syrian'Kings, and 
Efpecially after by the Romans^-when under Titus 
they underwent the greateft Punifliment for their 
Sins, that they, or any Nation under Heaven 
ever did ? —
- Indeed You, and All with you who refer the 
accomplishment of the great and lolemn Purpofes 
of this Prophecy to any Events or Time^ or Per- 
fon, but to Him, and his Times, who in the full* 
nefs of Time came into the World, as the promi- 
fed Mejfias the Son of God, in whom we believe, 
are neceffarily gravelled in your forced, and jni- 
ftaken Application of them.

(Z) Note 189 of Scheme of Literal Prophecy confidered, 
(m) p. 174.. ib\ infine, "
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It is very plain that you are fo, by your flur- 

ring over the very next Purpofe of the Prophecy, 
which we have in thefe Words, as in our Tran- 
flation, ‘uzz. To make Reconciliation for Iniquity ; 
which Words are explained moft remarkably by 
you thus, viz. “ To make Atonement for their Ini- 
“ quity.99

Now to take you in your own Explication here 
alfo, I ask you ferioufly Wherein had this Pro- 
phetick Purpofe explained by you .its accom- 
plifhment, or by whom in your Hypothefis ?----
It doth not there appear to have fed any. And 
if you have meant it to have had any, it muft 
have been in the times to which you have referred 
the general accomplilhment of this Prophecy, as 
above, viz. either of the Captivity, or of An
tiochus.

If you give it to the Seventy Tears Captivity, 
my anfwer is

Fir fl, That the Jews cannot properly be faid 
to have made an Atonement to God for their Sins, 
during that their juft Puuilhment for them. 
And

Secondly, Even could this be rationally fuppo- 
_fed, yet it cannot have place here, as the Capti
vity being a Period of ten Weeks of Years, or fe
venty Tears, it is a Period of Time, with which 
we have not to do in this Prophecy .

-----But, If otherwife you refer this pre
dicted Purpofe to the times of Antiochus, I fee not 
how, or in whom you can give it any accom- 
plifliment in thofe times, but in the Perfon of 
fome of your Meffiaffies. — Now, if fo, Which 
I pray of all your pretended Meffiaffes, for it 
feems you have made three of them in this Pro
phecy, viz. Cyrus •, Onias the High-Pr left ; and 
Judas Maccabeus j Which of AU thefe wrought,
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or accomplished this great, and monftrous Event ? 
*------- In what Senfe did they, or can they poflT
bly be conceived to have donejt ? -------- *

—«— Alas ! Who was able to do this, even to 
make Reconciliation for Iniquity as in our Tran- 
flation, to make this Atonement^ as in your Expli
cation ? --------  Who but the Oney fingle Meffias
here predicted, Who accordingly came into the 
World to fave Sinners ? ——»

---- But Wherefore was it that you have 
not given us a Note here ?------ • It is what you
promifed your Reader, even to (n) juftify your 
Explication^ as you go along, by Notes upon it ? 
------ Doth not this Omiflion here fdoubtlefs wil- 
full) prove what I juft now faid, viz. That you 
know not what to do with thefe predifled Pur- 
pofes ?-----~- With this in particular, which you
really knew not how to get over, and confequent- 
ly paffed it over in filence without any Note upon 
it, thus leaving your Reader wholly in the dark 
about it, in hopes that it might fo pafs unobfer- 
ved by him alfo : Whom after this, and fuch 
like artificial Methods you would uncharitably 
lead into your miferably perverted Senfe of this 
Prophecy.-----

And the truth of this Obfervation is confirm
ed by your arbitrary, and groundlefs Senfe^ and 
accomplifhment impofed upon the very next fol
lowing Purpofe of this Prophecy : though indeed 
you have here attempted to juftify your Explica
tion by a Note.

This predifled Purpofe in our Tranflation is 
to bring in everlafting Righteoufnefs: which as it 
doth, and can belong only to Jefus Chrift our 
Meffias in his making the Laft Revelation of the

(«) Scheme of Literal Prophecy, pv 174.
divine
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divine Will of God to the World, that ever wiP 
be vouchfafed to them, and with refpeft to its 
continuance with the World, as it is to laft with 
it, is here faid to be everlafting, this you explain 
away by tranflating the Words, “ to eftablilh. 
« Rigbteoufnefs, that is, according to you, the 
« Laws and Religion of the Jews. ” For fo you 
tell us by a Note fo) here, upon the Authority 
of Father Harduin; As, for this both He, and 
you refer to the times of Onias the third, becaufe 
during his being High-Prieft, it is faid (p) that 
the (JewifhJ Laws were kept very well. -—-

And What of this after all ? -—- This your 
noted Obfervance of the Jewifh Religion and Laws 
in the time of Onias, makes not poffibly to the 
accomplifliment of this predicted Purpofe in his 
time•, Becaufe Even were we to take the here 
predicted Rigbteoufnefs. with you, for’the Jewifh 
Law, Yet even in this perverted Senfe,

Firft, It was not more eftdblifhed under Onias, 
not to take notice of any other times after the 
Jews return to build their Temple, than it had 
been doubtlefs under their great Reformers Ezra, 
and Nehemiah. And

Secondly, Whatever Eftablifhment there was in 
the time of Onias, it was but fliort- lived : As the 
times of Antiochus Epiphanes, . in whofe Reign 
Onias was put to Death, were times certainly not 
of Eftablifhment, but of heavy, and grievous Per- 
fecution of the Jews. Nor was the ?t oke of the 
Heathen fSyrian; Kings taken away from Ifrael till 
the times of Simon (q) the High-Prieft, in the

(d) Number 190, p. 176: (?) iMac. iiL 1.
(a) 1 Mac. ------ ------And it was be,, and bis Brethren,

and the Houfr of bis Father that eftablifhcd Ifrael>------ •—• an/
confirmed their Liberty. 1 Mac.^iv. 26.
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froth Tear of the Greeks (r): Which is no lefs 
than 22 Years, or three Weeks, and one year 
after the Ending of your Seventieth Week. ------

• j^U i*
Thirdly, No Everlafiing Righteoufnefs was 

brought in by Onias, or even by Simon, or any 
of thofe times.-------The Law however confirm
ed, and efiablithed during the Seafon of its conti
nuance hath been fince abolifhed; and remains 
fo to this very Bay : and is moreover fucceeded 
by Evangelical Righteoufnefs, even the only here 
predicted Righteoufnefs of the Gofpel: Which as 
by this Prophecy it was to be everlafiing, fo it 
hath accordingly continued ; and it will continue 
to the1 World’s end : Even notwithftanding your 
mighty Efforts to exterminate it.

Nor muft I omit here to note that Father Har- 
duin hath faid as much of the Righteoufnefs here 
predicted to be efiablithed: Which However he 
doth in a miftaken primary Senfe refer to the times 
(s) above mentioned, Yet he adds withal, that 
this was a Type of that Univerfal Righteoufnefs 
which was to be brought in by the Meffias.

You fhould not therefore have been fo unjuft 
to that Author, and to your Reader alfo, as not 
to have given this a Place in your Note here.-—

------- But to go on.------
The next predicted Purpcfe is, as in our Tran- 

flation, to feal up Tifton, and Prophecy: which 
you render thus, viz. to fulfill Prophecy.-----

_ Be it fo.----------And What, or How 
was that? —-----

(r) Viz, In the Tear before the V. of Chrift 143.
p) From 2 Mac. iii. 1. Harduin Chron, Vet, Teji, Paris 

$to. 1^6.

It
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It was by your Account (t) to fulfill Jeremiah’$ 

Prophecy' Chapters xxv and xxix; that is, to 
fulfill a Prophecy, with which we have not any 
thing to do here, either in Prediction, or Ag- 
complifhment: As I have already noted in part j 
and as it will be Ihewn more fully under the next 
Verfe, where it properly comes under Confidera- 
tion. And fo I pafs on to

The laft here predicted Purpofe*. And that is 
in our Verfion to anoint the moft Holy; which 
Words you explain as follows, viz, to Anoint the 
Holy of Holies, or fet up a High-Prieft, and tem
ple Worfhip,------ ■

And thus this Prophetick Purpofe is by you 
arbitrarily fhifted away from our Mejfias, though 
without any manner of Proof, or Reafon given 
for your Glofs here put upon it.

We are indeed according to Cuftom fent to 
Authors here, (u) viz, to Sir John Mar[ham, ahd 
Harduin,

But as to the former, He hath not given fo 
much as one Reafon, any more than you 
your felf have, why the Original Word here 
which we render the moft Holy, fhould not remain 
as by us applied immediately, and Solely to our 
Mejfias, And

As to the Latter, you have bafely wronged 
both him, and your Reader here, as Harduin un- 
derftands not the Words with you; neither in 
Jetting up a Temple-tVor/hip, nor otherwife by 
applying them abfolutely, and 'wholly, as you do 
afterwards in Verfe 26 to Onias the High-Prieft.

Indeed Harduin afferts the direCt contrary in 
many places of his Book, as However he doth 
apply typically and fecondarily to Onias, yet he is

(/) In Not. Number 191, p. 176.
(w) Id Not. Number 192.

L 2 cxprefs
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exprefs in it, that this prophetick P«r?^ dodi 
diteftly, and principally regard Jefus Cbnft the 
Mejias' as it £ plain from the Quotations m the 
underwritten (w) Note. ~ _

— From the Purpofes of this Prophecy I 
now pafs on to the main Body, or Subftarice of 
it, which you have equally abufed, and m - 
applied. . r

And here we read? as in rerfe 25>

In our Verfion thus.

Know therefore and 
Underfland that from the 
going forth of the Com
mandment to reftore, and 
build Jerufalem unto 
Meffias the Prince fhall 
befevenWeeks, and three- 
fcore and two Weeks : the 
Street fhall be built again, 
and the Wall even in 
troublous times.

In jour Explication, as 
follows,

« Know therefore, 
cc and Underftand that 
“ from the going forth 
cc of the Commandment

or Word of God to
Jeremiah, declaring

<c and promifing a re->
<« turn from Captivity, 
« and a rebuilding Je* 
« rufalem unto a Prince
<« Meffias fhall be 7*

Weeks, or 49 Years ;
and 62 Weeks, or

«« 434 Years; i. e* there
« fliall be 7 Weeks to

Cyrus the Meffias the
<< Prince, and 62
« Weeks to the Meffias 

Prince Judas Mac* 
“ cabceus :

z x Tn Me gentelui Chrifln aliquando ungendus eft fpiritu 
c T 1 n wo ~_ Onias Chriflus feu non eft,
1"*°’ wi’/'Propheia D^ielii^&lChriflum fpeftatUnum; 
Qniam, 8c fimilj Typos indirefte tantum, & fecundarid.
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<c caboeus: and within 
“ that compafs of time 
<c Ihall the City, and 
<c its Walls be rebuilt.

Ver. 26. And after u And after 62 
threefcore and two Weeeks <c Weeks, or 434 years 
/hall Meffias he cut off, “ the Meffias, or Priefi 
but not for himfelf. “ Meffias, i. e. Onias

<c the High Prieft ihall 
be cut off, and he

** ihall have no one to 
<c help him.

Now whereas in the Text nere (ver. 25.) A 
Commandment is predicted to go forth for the re± 
building Jerufalem, which Commandment, as it hath 
been largely (x) ihewn, could not poffibly be any 
other than that Royal Commandment which went 
forth from Artaxerxes Longimanus King of Perfia 
in the twentieth Year of his Reign, you have ex
plained it of the word of God to Jeremiah in the 
fourth of Jehoiakim declaring and promifmg a re
turn from the Captivity, and the rebuilding of Je
rufalem.

And whereas there is a Meffias expresfly fpoken 
of in both thefe Verfes, you have multiplied him 
into a twofold Meffias in the former Verfe, and in
to a threefold in the latter 5 as you have there 
given us a third different from your two Meffiaffes 
in the former.

Which Suppolitions and Affertions both with 
refpeft to your adapted Commandment, and your 
feveral made Meffiaffes are moft groundlefs, and 
abfurd;

(x) In Chron.Treat, on Dan. Weeks: And now again in 
my Letter to Mr. Lancafter.

Hrft,
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Firft, With refpeCt to your interpreted Com

mandment here it is without Foundation ; as
iIt is built upon a Suppofition that the Pro- 

phetick Commandment is a divine Commandment * or 
a Commandment immediately from God; as you 
have (y) told us from Father Harduin that the 
Original Word which we render Commandment al
ways fignifies in the Scriptures a Divine Prediction, 
or Promife.

—-----Now the Contrary is evident in Scrip
ture, viz. in E/ther i. 19* (z) where the Word 
doth not fignify a divine Predictions or Promife: 
But it certainly lignifies a Royal Commandment. —

Nor do we fay that the original Word doth al
ways fignify a Royal Commandment. And there
fore that is falfe which you alfo tell (a) us from 
that Author, viz. That they who are for a Royal 
Commandment in this Prophecy fuppofe the Word 
Commandment in the Scriptures to denote always a 
Royal Commandment. ------ But we fay that the
Word doth certainly fo fignify in the Place now 
referred to. Therefore we fay alfo that the Word 
may fo fignify here. And for Reafons unanfwer- 
able, we prove that it cannot poffibly have any 
other Signification than this here alfo,

— Nor doth that make to the contrary which 
you go on (b) to tell us alfo from Father Har
duin * “ viz. That the original Word before us jigni- 
“ fies the Divine Commandment in Verfe the twen- 
“ ty third of this (c) Chapter.

Cy) In Not. Number 193.
(x) The Word here is and it is ufed for a Eroclamn- 

tion9 or Decree. The Words are n;n wr Egrediatur 
Ediftum regium. And the Exprefiion in Darnel's Prophecy 
before us is much the fame, viz,. JQ from the go
ing forth of the Decree for to rebuild Jerufalem. ■ ■■■ -—What 
Decree but a Decree Royal ?

(a) In Not, number 193. (b) ib. (c) Vix< ix.
It
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It is allowed with that Author that at the be

ginning of Daniel’j Supplications the Commandment 
(of God) to his Angel went forth to Jhew Daniel.

9 —---- - But what was the Angel then to fhew
him ? —• What but this Prophecy of the
Weeks, as it is evident from the Context in what 
immediately follows ? —__

But there is no manner of Ground for what 
that Author afferts (d) withall, viz. That the 
Wird of the Lord which came to Jeremiah was 
that very Commandment which the Angel then 
fhewed Daniel, and that therefore that was. the ve
ry Commandment predicted in this Prophecy.

Out of doubt this could not be, becaufe Da
niel needed not a Revelation from Heaven in the 
firft of Darius to come and Jhew him the Word of 
the Lord which was to Jeremiah in the fourth 
Tear of Jehoiakim about fome (e) threefcore and 
eight years before. Dainel knew it already from 
that Prophet’s Writings, even before the Angel’s 
coming to him from God with the Revelation of 
this Prophecy of the Weeks. This is certain 
from what Daniel himfelf hath (/) told us with 
immediate, and exprefs Reference to that Pro
phet.

(d) As in Not. Number 193, of Scheme of Literal Pro
phecy.

(e) The fourth of jehoiakim was in the Year before the 
V. of Chrifi 606 ; The firft of Darius 538.

(f) Dan. ix. 2. In the firft Year of his (Darius his) 
Reign, (after his taking of Babylon) 1 Daniel underftood 
by Books the Number of the Years whereof the Word of 
the Lord came to Jeremiah the Prophet, <&>c. ----- — Da
niel faith here expresfly, that he underftood this by Books — —• 
It is plain therefore that he wanted not an Angel to Jhew 
it him.

You
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You are without Foundation therefore frotn 

hence (g) for your interpreted Commandment, its 
being

(g) As to all that you have gone on to tell us farther 
from Father Harduin in favour of a divine Commandment 
being intended in this Prophecy, and againft a Royal Com
mandment, and that in particular which was granted in fa
vour of the Jews by Artaxerxes Longimanus King of Per- 
Jia in the twentieth Year of his Reign, though it hardly 
deferveth our Notice, yet as you have filled your Book 
with it, (viz. in Note 193.) I (hall therefore in a Note 
here alfo confider, and reply to it.

Now that Author’s Eirfi Reafon here is, “ That if we fup* 
«« pofe the Weeks to take their beginning from a Royal De- 

cree, and from that in particular which was by Artaxerxes 
« Longimanus in the twentieth Year of his Reign, at fo long 
“ a Diftance of Time, after Daniel, as is that between his 
«< having the Prophecy of the Weeks, and the faid 2.0th of 
ft Artaxerxes, that in that Cafe it muft be allowed that Da- 
“ niel himfelf knew not the beginning nor end of the Weeks, 
“ nor underftood his own Prophecy: And that though the 
<e Angel bid him know and understand, yet he knew and «»• 
0 derftood nothing.

To which I reply, Ptrft, that as to Daniel's Knowledge, 
and Underjlanding here, it is what Father Harduin, nor 
your felf, nor any Man living can can fet any Limits to, 
with any Foundation for it. What is therefore out of our 
Power to determine, there is no rational arguing» or con
cluding from thence, as to the Beginning of thefe Weeks.

Secondly, Did any Objection really lie here, upon the 
pretended Neceffity of Allowance as above, againft the Be
ginning of the Weeks from the twentieth of Artaxerxes, it 
lies much more againft yours, and Father Harduin s End
ing of them in your various, and multiplied Mejfiajjes, as 
they were all of them (Cyrus only excepted) long after 
Daniel’s time; and even a great many years beyond the 
twentieth of Artaxerxes. For how could Daniel know and 
Understand fuch predicted Mejfiajfes any more than he could 
the predi&ed Commandment without a fpccial Revelation 
from the Angel ?

Thirdly, I deny the Neceffity of the urged Allowance, 
as the Angel might call upon Daniel to (now and under/tand 
the Prophecy only in the feveral exprefs Events, and Pur
pofes of it, and withal in their general Seafons of Accom- 
tlifhment without entrin’g into Father Harduin's particulars
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its being the Commandment predicted in this Pro
phecy, as you have fuppofed it immediately a Di- 
winzCommandment. —- Nor

M idly,

of knowing the very King’s Name, and the very Year of 
that King, wherein fljould go forth the Royal Command
ment for rebuilding Jerufalem. And certainly fo far forth 
Daniel could not but know and underftand the Prophecy.

Confequently i#> That is falfe that we are here told 
from that Author, w. that Daniel knew and underftood 
nothing of his own Prophecy. And

idly, It not appearing from the Prophecy that Daniel's 
Knowledge, and Understanding of it to which he was call
ed by the Angel was fuch particular Knowledge and Under' 
ftanding as is infilled on by Father Harduin, it is without 
ground made an effential Part of Daniel's Knowledge, and 
Underltanding here.-----Nor

Secondly, doth the next Objection of Father Harduin 
make againft the faid Decree, as it is farther noted by you 
(viz. in Note 193, and again in Page 197) “ that the Artax- 
•• erxes whofe twentieth year is taken notice of in the fecond 
<« Boo^of Ezra, was neither Longimanus, wrMnemon, [then 
tf King entirely of the Perfians, and Medians] -but was the Ar- 

taxerxes who was King of Babylon only, whofe twentieth 
year was fifty five years before the twentieth of Artaxerxes 

« Longimanus, as (by your aliening here) that Author proves 
“ in his Chronology-

To which I reply,
ift, That as to what is here affirmed that the Artaxerxes, 

whofe twentieth year is taken notice of by Nehemiah, was 
not Artaxerxes Mnemon, it is readily granted. But

2dly, That the Artaxerxes of Nehemiah was not Artax
erxes Longimanus but another Artaxerxes, of whom Fa^ 
ther Harduin fpeaks as above, this I abfofutely deny: For- 
afmuch as there could not be any fuch King of Babylon.

Tirft, Whereas that Author after the Death of Cam- 
byfes makes Darius Hyftafpis, and an Artaxerxes reigning 
co-temporary, viz- the former in Media, the latter in Per- 
fia, this is molt unaccountable, as there was no fuch divi
sion of Government at the time of the hid Darius; Me
dia, Babylon, and Perfia having been all included under the 
Government of the Perfian Monarchy founded by Cyrus, 
and after his Death continued in his Son Cambyfes.

Secondly, Whereas in Ezra vi. 14. Cyrus, Darius [Hyf
tafpis'] ajid Artaxerxes [Longimanus, Vide Prideaux Con.
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Have you any, as you therefore fuppofe 

the predicted Commandment to be a Command
ment

Hitt. Vol. I. p 175 and 275] are mentioned as having 
been favourers of the Jews in their refpe&ive Reigns, Har- 
duin hath underflood, and applied the faid Text with re- 
fpeft to Darius, and Artaxerxes of their reigning co-tem- 
^porary, as above. Than which nothing can be more ab- 
furd: For if it be a reafon with that Author, as plainly it 
is, with refpeft to the two latter, that becaufe they are here 
mentioned together, they were therefore co-temporaryT. 
then for the very fame reafon Cyrus who is firft mention
ed mutt have been co-temporary with them alfo.

Thirdly, There was no other Artaxerxes in the time of 
Darius Hyftafyis, but the Magian Smerdis, who after the 
Death of Cambyfes fet up for the true Smerdis the Son of 
Cyrus, and ufarptd (even Months only, who by Ezra is 
called Artaxerxes-, [_Ezra\V‘ 21. He being the Artaxerxes, 
who put a flop to the building of the Temple : Vide Pri- 
deaux Con. Hift. Vol. I. p. 174, 175, and 275] ’till the 
cheat being difcovered he was cut off, and Darius Hyftafyis 
reigned.

And Confequently,
fourthly 9 No other Artaxerxes reigning but he before 

Artaxerxes Longimanus, and no other reigning after but 
Artaxerxes Mnemon, which latter it is granted was not the 
Artaxerxes of Nehemiah, it remains that the faid Artax
erxes Longimanus, and not any pretended Artaxerxes King 
of Babylon is the Artaxerxes, whofe twentieth year is men
tioned by Nehemiah.-------— Nor

■Thirdly, doth that make at all againft it; that with Fa
ther Harduin, it was matter of Uncertainty, as you go on 
to tell us from him, if Artaxerxes Longimanus reigned 
twenty years, or not:------•— Becaufe

1/. We are aflured from the Aftronomer's golden Ca- 
non that the faid Artaxerxes reigned feme what more than 
twice twenty years: as forty one years are affigned to that 
King in the faid Canon. And the Authority of that Canon 
is uncontetiable. [See Prideaux Con. Hift. Vol. I. p. 286: 
alfo Chron. Treat, on the Weefy ; p. 179.J —■ It is un
deniably fo in the years of fuch Kings Reigns wherein there 
hapned Eclipfes. For that very reafon the Authority of it 
fhould alfo obtain elfewhere. Confequently fo in the 
twentieth yw of the Reign of Artaxerxes Longimanus.

And
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ment to return from the Captivity. For the Pro
phecy before us mentions nothing at all of fuch 
Commandment; but it immediately and expresfly 
fpeaks of a Commandment for the rebuilding of Je- 
rufalem, the Watt and the Streets thereof: Which 
Commandment therefore could be no other than a 
Royal Commandment •» and that (b) in particular 
already mentioned.

_ But Even were a Commandment for the 
Jews Return here implied, Yet

odly, Your interpreted Commandment. cannot 
poffibly be the Commandment from which thefe 
Weeks are to date their Beginning, forafmuch as 
your Commandment is no dtherwife made the Be
ginning of the Weeks, than as of Weeks abbreviated 
upon God’s People. But, as it hath been already 
noted, in Fad there was no dbbr ematton of thefe 
Weeks with refpeft to the Jews, as they did not 
return from Captivity, nor was Cyrus confequent-

And zdly, We are farther confirmed by the Authority of /- 
fricanus, in the faid twentieth year of that King s Reign.
1 ___As to all that follows after in your Note from
Father Harduin by way of farther Objection here,ff- .

“ That it ought to be out of Dlfpute that the fe-
“ venty Weeks expired before the Birth of 
“ Chrift, if we begin the Calculation of them 
“ from the twentieth of Artaxerxes Lmgimamn,

It is urged without any manner of Foundation, and is 
nothing to the Purpofe, as we have not to do with Ue 
Birth of Chrift immediately in this Prophecy.—-

———So that upon the whole it appears that all you 
and Father Horduins Objections againft the Prophetic^ 
Decree its being a Decree Royal, and againft oya. 
Decree which was granted in favour of theX f 
taxerxes Longirnaniis in the twentieth of his g 
being the faid Trefhetick Decree are of no manner 01

(h) See the laft Note y i and alfo the laft preceding 
Note x--------  1 „

m 2 iy
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]y a Meffias to them in your temporal Senfe of the 
Word at the End of feven Weeks of Years, or 
forty nine Years from the going forth of your in
terpreted Commandment, but at the End of ten 
Weeks of Years, or feventy Years unabbrevia
ted. —

——You are therefore without Foundation 
for your interpreted Commandment its being the 
Commandment intended in this Prophecy.---- —
Nor,

. Secondly, To come now to your feveral made 
Meffidffes in it, have You any Grounds for them, 
as it will appear by confidering,

iy?, That however you have pleaded here (i) 
from Father Harduin^ and Sir John Marfham in 
Favour of your Meffias Cyrus^ that he fhould have 
been intended in the firft Period of Weeks in this 
Prophecy, becaufe the Name Anointed is given 
him exprefsly by the Prophet Ifaiah, and alfo with 
refpeft to Judas Maccabceus, that he fhould have 
been intended in the next, as being a Deliverer o f

fi) Viz. in Page 182, under Note 195;. ---- — In the
end of which Note, left Father Harduin, and Sir John Mar- 
foam fhould not be thought fufficient, Yon have referred 
alfo to King's Hiftory of the Apoftles Creed, in favour of 
your ufe of the Term Meffias as you adapt it to Cyrus, to 
the making him your firft Meffias in this Prophecy. * 
But how could you prefume to bring in this truly learned 
Author here?-----He hath only faid that the Word Chriftin.
Greek fignifieth Anointed, as Meffias doth alfo in Hebrew.------ .
And what then ?------Is he therefore, or is he at all con
cerned with your Meffias Cyrus ? -----  Doth he not imme
diately there (hew the Meffias-foip of our blefled Redeemer 
in his pre-eminent, and peculiar Undion different from or
dinary Untftion of Prophets, Priefts, and Kings? — - ■ 
You fhould Purely have not been fo bold as to bring in 
this great, and good Man here with Harduin and Marfham 
in their profefled Application of the Word to Cyrus, of 
which he hath not one Word.

Ifraely
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Ifrael, and likewife with refpeft to Onias the Third, 
that he alfo fhould have been here intended, as be
ing the Anointed Higb-Prieft, Yet nothing appears 
from all this with refpeft to this Prophecy, to the 
proving all, or any of thefe thcMejflias of it. Becaufe 
Confeffedly in your Note here (k) from thefe Au
thors the original Word HTO applicable as it is to 
Kings, Patriarchs, Princes, and Prophets, is there
fore equally applicable to any other fuch MeJJias, 
as were thofe you have here immediately given us, 
if any fuch were intended in this Prophecy, and 
the predicted Terras and Circumftances might be 
found to fuit with them : Whereas they do not all 
to thofe your Mefliafes. Nor do they to any 
other Meffias whatfoever, but the one only Mef- 
fias of the Chriftians, as it will foon appear. —— 
But,

idly, You have not any manner of Ground 
from the Prophecy for fuppofing fo many MeffiaJJes 
in it. For no more than (Z) one Mejjias in the 
plain, and natural, or obvious Senfe of it is 
fpoken of throughout. And one only Meffias 
being rationally to be fuppofed here, not poffibly

(£) viz. Note 195.
(I) We have exprefs mention of the Mejfias in Verfe 25,1 

again in Verfe 26. In the former Verfe we read of him with 
the Title of the Prince, viz, Meffias THE PRINCE: In Verfe 
the twenty fixth we read of him as the Prince,----------And
furely by the common, or ordinary Rules of rational, and 
unprejudiced Conftru&ion one and the fame Meffias, one 
and the fame Prince, viz. Meffias the Prince is the Subject 
throughout. And the Application to more than one, is, 
as I am (hewing, not juftifiable in Any one of them. 
Would not fuch Invention, and Application be the Occa- 
fion of Scorn, and Ridicule in a like Cafe in any Author 
of another kind ? -- —- Wherefore then (hould fuch pe
culiar Criticifm obtain here in explaining the Writing of the 
Prophet ? —— Efpecially as there is no manner of Foun
dation for it whatfoever. - -------
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All your various Mefftajfes could be that Meffias* 
Nor

3dly9 Could any of them be the Meffias of this 
Prophecy,

Firft, Becaufe their Times and the predicted 
Times do in no wife correfpond, as you reckon 
to their refpefiive Times from a Commandment^ 
with which as we have feen, we have not to do in 
this Prophecy. _ /

Secondly^ Even your own Reckoning of the 
Weeks doth not anfwer to your two firft made 
Meffiajfes here, viz. (m) Cyrus and Judas Macca- 
bee us. And however it happens to fuit with your 
Third Meffias here, viz. your Mejffias Onias the

(m) Not to Cyrus, as you apply the firft Period of [even 
Weeks in this Prophecy to him, as the Mejfias, or Deliverer 
of the Jews.-------But, as I have ihewn, he was not even
fuch Mejfias to the Jews at the end of feven Weeks, but at 
the end of ten Weeks of Years: which is three Weeks of Years 
more than the firft given Period of Weeks in this Prophecy. 
—— Not to Judas Maccahaus, as in your Explication of 
this Prophecy, you apply the fecond Period of Weeks in it 
to him, by reckoning 62 Weeks, or 434 Years from the 
going forth of your interpreted Commandment to your faid 
Prince Mejfias Judas Maccab&us. -------- - But in fadt he was
not a Mejfias, or Deliverer of the Jews at the end of 62 
Weeks, but at the end of 63 Weeks. And fo You your felf 
have told us exprefsly elfewbere, (viz. in Page 188 of your 
Book) and truly enough, that from the fourth Year of Je- 
hoiakim to theTear of the Grecians 148, in which Judas Mac- 
cabaeus de an fed the Temple, and rejlored the Worfhip of the 
Jews, there are 63 Weeks, or 44P Years. ■■ ■■...... Now it is
plain that you are not confident with your felf in what 
you have faid here, and, as above, in your Explication...... —
But it is in your Explication that you are miftaken. — 
You are therefore by your own Reckoning without any Mef- 
fiajfis in the two firft Periods |of this Prophecy: And However 
you have after brought in another for the fecond Period of 
it, which is again mentioned in the Prophecy, viz. Your 
Mejfias Onias the Third, to whom alone your Reckoning 
happens to fuit, Yet, as it will foon appear, there is no 
place for him alio in this Prophecy.

Third



of Literal Prophecy confide fd.
Third, or the Anointed High-Prieft* yet this acci
dental Agreement in this refpeft proves nothing 
of itfelf: nor is it capable of proving any thing 
to your Purpofe, As

Thirdly The predicted Circumftances do in no 
wife allow of His, any more than they do of the 
other two, their being at all concern’d in this Pro
phecy, as the Meffas of it in any Particular. For

V?, Neither of the two former, nor He, 
nor even All of them put together accom
plished the folemn Events, or Purpofes of this 
Prophecy : —«— Not thofe mentioned in the 
twenty fourth Verfe of it; All which were imme
diately accomplished by the Meffas of the Cbri > 
ftians:_______

Nor that important Event of being cut off after 
the predicted Term, as in Verfe the twenty fix th. 
But the faid Event was immediately fulfilled in the 
Perfon of the faid One only Meffas* and in Him 
only. ------- • For

o.dly9 However it be afferted by you, that this 
laft Event was accomplished in the Perfon of Onias 
the High-Prieft, as you make him to be cut off 
after Jixty two Weeks* and fo in this refpedt you 
make him the Meffas in this Part of the Prophecy, 
yet that this is without Ground, as the faid Pro- 
phetick Event was not fulfilled in him, it is cer
tain,

Firft* Becaufe however he was put to Death 'af- 
terfixty two Weeks in your Hypothefis, yet that is 
no otherwife than by your abbreviated Reckoning 
of this Period of Weeks immediately from the 
going forth of your interpreted Commandment 
But fuch abbreviated Reckoning is merely arbi
trary, and (ri) groundlefs.

Secondly*
(n) You have indeed (in Note 19$ of your Book) endear- 

your’d to juftify your Mrtviwd Bmkoning of the Second
Period
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Secondly^ Were the faid Reckoning juftifiable, 

yet it takes its Date from the goingforth of a Com- 
mandment*

Period of this Prophecy, as you reckon 62 Weeks by them- 
felves, or apart from the firft Period of 7 Weeks, both 
from Father Harduin, and Mr. Mede.*---------But as to the for
mer, he hath argued chiefly ex Hypothefi in all that he hath 
faid on this Occafion; as he hath argued from his (and your) 
interpreted Commandment to his (and your) feveral Mef- 
fiajfes. -----------  And as to what he hath faid immediately
againft a Succeffion of Weeks here, becaufe they are divided into 
7 Weeks, and 62 Weeks, as he hath therefore told us, that 
none when they /peak of 69 fuccejfive Weeks would thus di
vide them, as none (continues he) when they mean fuch a 
thing (hall be done in 9 Tears, fay it jhall be done in z Years, 
and 7 Tears, this is very fallacious, and merely begging the 
Queftion here. Because not one Single Event, but Confef- 
fedly two Events are meant under the two feveral Periods 
of 7 Weeks, and 62 Weeks. For fo it follows immediately 
in that Author’s firft Aflertion, viz. that each Partition of 
Weeks ought to have its fingular Event.--------It is what is
allowed: But it doth not therefore follow according to 
that Author’s Aflertion in what he hath immediately added, 
viz. that it ought to have its particular Mefliafles alfo. ■ ■ - 
This is faid without Ground.-------And in faft the pre
tended Mejfiajfes of both Periods in that Author’s Hypothefis, 
and Yours, were not MeJfiaJJes to the Jews at the end of 
thofe refpedive Periods, (as is particularly ihewn in the 
foregoing Note, and) as they ought to have been, at leaft 
in your SENSE of their being fo, in order to approve even 
their pretended Agreement with the Prophecy in thefe 
Particulars of it. •-----------And

As to what you have pleaded here alfo from Mr. Mede, as 
you fay that he hath deftroyed a Contiuation of Time for 69 
Weeks, this is aflerting more than he hath done* For how 
hath he deftroyed it ? — no otherwife than by his 
reckoning only 62 Weeks from the going forth of his in
terpreted Commandment, without any reckoning at all of 
the preceding 7 Weeks-, as he took the original Word which 
we render 7 Weeks, to denote only fevens of Weeks: and 
therefore he render’d this part of the Prophecy, as follows, 
viz. Unto the Meflias there (hall he fevens of Weeks, even 6?, 
Weeks.--------But that modeft and judicious Author how
ever of this Opinion, yet he did not take upon himfelf in 
your Language to deftroy a Continuation of Reckoning of 
<9 Weefc in this Prpphecy* but he hath left it to the

Learned
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mandment, with which, as it hath appeared, we 
have not to do in this Prophecy. And

‘Thirdly, Your Meffias Onias was not cut off, as 
the Me (Jias of this Prophecy was to be cut off, in 
the important (0) Signification of the original 
Word here; as it denotes a cutting off judicially, 
or by judicial Sentence.----- . But fo Onias was not
cut off. He was not brought to his Death by any 
judicial Sentence pafled upon him: but he was 
taken off in a fudden and clandeftine manner. In 
plain Terms he was ireacheroufly murdered, as wc 
are exprefsly informed (ft) concerning his- Death.

He was not therefore the Meffias of this Pro
phecy, as it is pretended in this refpeft.----- u
Nor is this pretended of the two former. And it 
hath appeared both of him, and them, that not 

Learned to confider what he hath offered on this Og- 
cafion. ...... Nor after all, hath he given Encou
ragement by his own Hypothefis of the Weeks herein 
to follow him. The Event doth by no' means anfwer 
even his way in applying only 62. Weeks to the Meffias 
of the Chriftians; which you rejeft here: as you have 
not followed Mr. Mede either in his Beginning, or Ending of 
62 Weel>s.—- And tho’ you reckon only fo many Weeks 
together, Yet as it hath been (hewn, neither is your Begin
ning, nor Ending of them correfponding with the Pro
phecy.

(0) . ......... The original Word here is > Upon
which there is the following Note in my Chronological Trea- 
iife on the Weeks', which aS you have overlook’d, I there
fore tranfcribe hither; viz. that it fignifies to be cut off ju
dicially, either by Mans Judgment, or by the Judgment of 
God. The learned Jtws may find that the Word FFC.J 
fignifieth fo in forty places of their Scriptures. And it is 
never ufed otherwise in fpeaking of a Perfon affirmatively, 
as it is here in this Prophecy. That our blefied Saviour 
was cut off judicially both ways, fee it particularly (hewn ib. 
------ I add here of your pretended Meffias Onias, that he-was 
not fo cut off in either refpedL--------

(p) z. Mac.iv. 33, &c.—- And tho* as you note 
from Harduin, and both of you from the Text) that he was 
taken off by an unjuft Death, yet that is nothing to thepurpofe 
here, as it appears from the foregoing Note.

N Any
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Any of them were fo in any other refpefis. Con-. 
fequently they were none of them the Meffias of 
this Prophecy. —— And Confequently alfo Da
niels predicted Meffias remains to the Meffias of 
the Chriftians* who punctually, and exactly accom- 
□liffied the feveral Events by him to be accom- 
ffiffied as the Meffias of this Prophecy either in 
lis own Perfon immediately, as the Meffias to be 
cut off •* or otherwife by his People; as in what 
follows in the latter part of the Verfe now before 
us; wherein he who in the former Part of it is 
called the Meffias* and in the Verfe immediately 
foregoing Meffias the Prince* is again fpoken 
of as the Prince: which we now come next to con- 
fider in your unwarrantable expounding away of 
this part of the Verfe alfo from him the faid Mef- 
fias of it. -------The latter part of the faid Verfe is
as follows,

In our Text.
(26.) And the People 

of the Prince that /hall 
come (hall deftroy the City* 
and the Sanctuary : and 
the end thereof (hall be 
with a Flood •* and unto 
the end of the War Def
lations are determined.

In your Explication thus.
And the Army of the 

Prince that ffiall come, 
that is the Army of An
tiochus Epiphanes ffiall 
lay wafte the City and 
Temple,and overwhelm 
all things by their Num
bers, and like an Inun
dation : and to the end 
of the War Defolations 
are determined.---- ,

--* Now here we have a Prince exprefsly 
fpoken of. This Prince we fay was (nor could 
he be in plain, natural underftanding of the Con
text any other than) the Meffias the Prince before 
fpoken of => even one and the fame Meffias* one 

and.
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and the fame Meffias the Prince fpoken of through
out.

- ....But fay you, No. - ■ ■ ■■ - c< I’he Prince
« here fpoken of was Antiochus Epiphanes. ---- -

Whereas that Antiochus Epiphanes could not be
Prince, I argue

Firft, Becaufe that Devaftation of Jerufalem 
which was by the People of Antiochus Epi
phanes doth not come up to the utter and final 
Deftrudtion of the City, and Sandluary here pre
dicted by the People of the Prince that fhould come: 
as I have had occafion to Ihew particularly (q) 
elfewhere. Therefore his People being not the 
People here predicted, nor was He the Prince here 
predicted.

Secondly, Had Antiochus Epiphanes. been the 
Prince here predicted, He mutt according to your 
Explication have fulfilled all the Events predicted 
in the laft Verfe of this Prophecy, as you have 
immediately appropriated them unto him alfo. 
But fo he did not •, as we fhall fee prefently, by 
looking into the Text, and withal your Explication 
of it. Both which are as follows,

In our Tranfiation, 
(^.27.) And he fhall 

confirm the Covenant with 
many for One Week: and 
in the midft of the Week 
he fhall caufe the Sacrifice, 
and Oblation to ceafe \ 
and for the overfpreading 
of Abomination he fhall 
Wake it defolate \ even un

In ^/"Explication thus •,
In one, or in the laft 

Week Antiochus Epi
phanes fhall allow the 
Jews to keep the Cove
nant made with their 
Fathers, or to perform 
their Worfhip •, but in 
the midft of that Week 
he fhall caufe their Sacri-

N 2 fees

(a) Tn Chron. Treat, on the Weeks, p, xiv. Pref, in irnHTe*’ 
diate /knfwer to Sir Jahn Marfhatn.
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til the End; and that de- flees and Oblations to ceafe 
termined /hall be poured and upon the Batde- 
on the Defolate.-------- ments of the Temple,

and throughout the 
Land fhall be fet up 
the Idols of the Defe
ctor, which fhall con
tinue till the end of that 
Week, and of all the 
Weeks ; after which the 
Defolator fliall have 
Vengeance paid him in 
his turn, and the Jews 
fliall again recover their 
religious, and civil Li
berty. ft ■ ■ —»

«—• Now that Antiochus Epipbanes could not 
be the Prince fpoken of in the foregoing Verfe9 
nor as fuch could have had any thing to do in 
this, it is certain, Becaufe that is not true which 
you have affirm’d of him in the firft Words of your 
Explication (’qq) of this Verje^ as follows, viz.

“ That Antiochus Epiphanes did in the Laft 
Week allow the Jews to keep the Covenant 
made with their Fathers, or to perform 
their Worfhip.

'this, I fay Antiochus ’Epiphanes did not do 
for, or in one Week. It is not Fa6t even in your 
own Hypothefis.

For your Laft Week ends (r) in the Year 148 
of the Grecians \ to which is correfponding the

(qq) Even by taking the predided Covenant in your Senfe 
thereof: which could never have been intended in this Pro
phecy, as it will foon appear from evident Inaccomplifhment 
of this part of the Prophecy, in the faid Senfe.

(ft) Scheme of Literal Prophecy confider’d, />. 188.
Year
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Year before the V. AL of Chrift 165 : which Year 
was the fecond of fudas Maccabceus, wherein he 
cleanfed the Sanctuary, and reft ored the daily Wor- 
fhip.

Your Middle of this LaftWeei ff) is the 145th 
Year of the Gracious, to which is correfponding 
the Year before the F. of Chrifi 168.

Your Beginning of the Loft Week, or firft Year 
of it Confequently is the Year of the Greeks 142^ 
to which is correfponding the Year before the 
V. AE. of Chrift 171.

Put thefe Particulars together .•------ And your
Hypothefis in this part of it will ftand thus, viz.

“ In the LAST WEEK, the firft Tear where- 
“ of was the Tear before the V. 2E. of -Chrift 
c* 171, Antiochus Epiphanesfhall allow the 

■ <c Jews to keep the Covenant made with their 
tc Fathers, or to perform their Worfhip:-
Ci But in the midft of that Week, viz. in the 
cc Tear before the F. AL of Chrift 168, He 
<c fhall not allow them to do fo: for then he 
<€ fhall caufe their Sacrifices, and Oblations 
<c to ceafe.-------That is in plain Terms,

fc Antiochus Epiphanes fhall, and he fhallmot 
“ confirm the Covenant with Many for, or 
cc in One Week. .. ■

Now what is this but Contradiction in Terms ?— 
The Prophecy fpeaketh exprefsly of the Party 
here€ predicted to confirm the Covenant, that he 
fliould confirm the faid Covenant for, or in One 
Week, even in the exprefsly mention’d Time of 
one Week.-------But your Party here concerned,
viz. Antiochus Epiphanes broke the Covenant con - 
feffedly in the midft thereof........- How then did
he confirm it for, or in the given prophetick 
Space of Time of one Week ?-----——

(f) In the laft Note of Page 186. ib.
Noy
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Nor have you made it to appear that this pre* 

tended Accomplifhment of this Part of the Pro
phecy by Antiochus Epiphanes was matter of fail 
in it felf; or that the faid Antiochus did allow the 
Jews to keep the Covenant made with their Fathers 
by any folemnn Covenant made with them to that 
end. ——* To fay only that he allowed the Jews 
to keep the Covenant made with their Fathers comes 
not up to the Prophetick (t) Phrafe here, which 
imports the ailual making of a firm Covenant with 
many for, or in one Week. ■ ... ....

Now take the whole Hiftory of Antiochus Epi- 
phanes, as it relates to the Jews^ from the Begin
ning to the End of it, and fettle a Week of Years if 
you can, wherein the faid Antiochus confirmed or 
made a firm Covenant with the Jews* even in your 
Senfe of the predicated Covenant.-------

Sir John Mar!ham, and you have varioufty af- 
ferted this of Antiochus his Reign. He of the 
firft feven Years of itYou of the laft /even Years 
of it. Neither of you with any Ground for 
either.

Not Sir John Marfham for his.
For, to look into the Hiftory of Antiochus 

Epiphanes^ He was no fooner fettled in his King
dom, [in the Year of the Greeks 138, and in the 
Year before the V. AL. of Chrifi 175,] but being 
follicited by Jafon to deprive the then lawful and 
rightful High-Prieft of the Jews (v) and to put 
him into his place, he was prevailed on according
ly. He was alfo wrought upon by a farther

(l) He (hall maVe a firm Covenant cometh much nearer to 
the original Word which is in Hiphil: Which Conjugation de
notes Intenfenefs of Aftion, or the doin% of a thipg vuith more 
than ordinary Vehemence, or Earnefinefs. —— Of the Cove* 
nant here predicted fee Chron. Effay on the Weeks > p. 265.

(v) the Third.

Bribe
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Bribe from the faid Jafon to give Licence to him 
to fet up at Jerufalem the holy City a Gymnafium, 
and an Ephebeum : the one a Place of Exercife* 
the other for the training up of Youth according 
to the Ufage, and Fafhion of the Greeks (u). 
Hence Foundation was laid for the Jews their 
apoftatizing from the Religion, and Ufages of their 
Forefathers, and for conforming themfelves to the 
Manners, Cuftoms, and Rights of the Heathens. 
And fo it hapned (w) accordingly. And there
by in the Words of our late learned Dr. Prideaux 
(x) it came to pafs that all thofe Privileges, which at 
the Sollicitation of John the Father of Eupolemus 
were by fpecial Favour obtained of King Seleucus 
Philopator for the fecuring of the Obfervance of 
the Jewiih Law in Judah, and Jerufalem were all 
overborn, and taken away.

Thus what was done in this Year by Antiochus 
Epiphanes had a direft Tendency in it to deftroy 
the Religion andWbrfhip of /Z^Jews, not to confirm, 
or eftablifh it.

---- In the next Year the faid Creature of 
Antiochus Epiphanes, this Apoftate Jafon intro
duced Heathen Rites into Jerufalem > and allo fent 
Offerings to Hercules at Tyre.

Here was confirming in Heathenifm: but nothing 
done towards confirming the Jews Religion, and 
Wbrfhip.

-  In the Year following, which was the 
third of Antiochus Epiphanes, the faid Antio
chus in his Progrefs to Egypt, came to Jerufafem, 
and was much carefled by the Apoftate Jafon (y), 
and the Jews. But nothing that we know of, was

(«) 2Mac.1v. 9. (w) SeePrid. Con.Hift.Vol. II. p.
fute. (x) lb. (y) 2 Mac iv, 22,

done 
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done in favour of their Religion, or Wor- 
fhip.

. In the fourth 0/Antiochus Epiphanes for fil
thy Lucre, he depofed theApoftateJ^/00, and gave 
the Priefthood to Menelaus Brother of Jafon, and 
Onias. And the faid Menelaus run as far into the 
Ways, and Religion of the Greeks, as before had his 
Brother Jafon. For it feems f2) this Jafon having a 
Party in Jerusalem fo ftrong, as that they would 
not admit Menelaus, thereupon the faid Menelaus 
with his Friends fled to Antioch: and declaring 
that they would no longer obferve their Country 
Laws, and Inftitutions, but would go over to the 
RELIGION of the KING, and the WORSHIP 
of the GREEKS, this fo far gained them the Fa
vour of Antiochus that he fent them back aflifted 
with fuch a Power, as Jafon could not refift. 
And fo Menelaus being poflefled of his Office, he 
thereupon proceeded to make good all that he, 
and his Party had declared at Antioch by APO
STATIZING from the Law of Mofes to the Re
ligion of the Greeks.) and all other their Rites, and 
Ufages: and drawing as many others after him 
into the faid Impiety, as he was able.

So that thus all Encouragement that could be 
was given to Apoftacy ; but none at all to coun
tenance and confirm the Jews Religion, and Wor- 
flip.

e • In the fifth of Antiochus Epiphanes 
his Reign we have nothing one way, or other of 
him, as to our prefent Enquiry. -------' But

--- In the fixth Year thereof, after Antiochus 
his Conqueft of Egypt, while he was there, upon

(t) See Pride aux Con. Hift. Vol. IL p. 160 from 7V* Ant. 
lib. xii. c. 6. and 2 Mac. iv.

a falfe
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a falfe Rumour having been fpread through Pa- 
leftine of his Death, and upon Jafon his having 
again attempted the Priefthood, and taken feru- 
falem, and drove Menelaus out of the City, An
tiochus hearing of this, and fuppofing that the 
whole Jewifh Nation had revolted from him, he 
therefore marched out of Egypt into Jud&a (a): 
and being told by the way that the People of Je- 
rufalem made great Rejoicings at the News which 
Came' to them of his Death, he being much en 
raged thereat laid Siege to Jerufalem, and took 
the City by Force (b), arid flew of the Inhabitants 
in three Days time forty thoufand Perfons: as ma
ny more he took Captives, and fold them for 
Slaves.--------—
' — So far was Antiochus from confirming the 
Covenant of their Fathers with the Jews in thi^ 
Week, that thus in Fadi in this the fixth Year of it 
he fent many of them after their Fathers to the 
Grave: and others he deprived not only of theif 
Religion, but alfo of their common Liberty.

— And not content with what he did of this 
nature, He impioufly forced himfelf into the 
Temple, arid entered into the inner and moft facred 
Recejfes of it, polluting by his Prefehce both the 
Holy Place, and alfo the Holy of Holies: the wicked 
Traitour Menelaus being his Conductor into both. 
And to offer the greater Indignity to this facred 
Place, arid to affront in the higheft mariner he was; 
able the RELIGION whereby God Was wbrfhip- 
ped in it, he facrificed a great Sow upon the Altar of. 
Burnt-Offerings, and Broth being by his Command 
rhade with fome' part of the Flefh, he Caufed it 
to be fpririkled all ovef the' Temple for the utmoft

(4) Prideaux Con.Hift. Vol 11. p. 167 from 'Jofqb»'f and 
tfce Books of the Maccabees*, lb Note. (zj -

O defiling
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defiling of it. And after this, having facrilegj- 
oufly plunder’d it,^ by taking thence the Altar of 
Incenfe, the Shew-Bread Table, the Candleftick of 
feven Branches that flood in the Holy-Place, which 
were all of Gold, and feveral other golden Vefr 
fels, Utenfils, and Donatives of ibrrrfer Kings to 
the Value of eighteen hundred Talents of Gold,, 
and having made the like Plunder in the City, he 
returned to Antioch, carrying thither with hint 
the Spoils of Jud&a, as well as of Egypt (cfi

— This as before noted is: thefixth Year 
qf Antiochus: [to which is correfponding the 
Year before the V. of Chrift 170]. It is Con
fequently the fixth Year of Sir John Mar(ham9s 
one Week ; As he makes the firft feven Years pf 
Antiochus his Reign the- Prophetick Week of con- 
firming the Covenant with many therein.

——~ But how coujd Sir John Mar[ham give 
us fuch an Hypothefis as this of the Prophetjck 
One Week? *------ —

----It hath now appeared that from the very 
Beginning of Antiochus his Reign, He was nor 
only carelefs what became of the Religious Rites 
of the Jews, but that indeed he did all that he 
could by Injuftice, Oppreffion, and invading of 
the Rights of the Priefthood, by Profanation, 
and Sacrilege to deftroy them. ----

Efpecially this appears in this laft mentioned 
Year ; to the evident confuting his Hypothefis in 
this part of it.

And hence likewife it appears how ground’ 
lefsly you have made the lajl feven Years of An
tiochus his Reign One Week of this Prophecy in 
your Hypothefis: Even as this very Year which

(/?) lb. Page 168.

is
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is the Jixtb of Sir John Marfham’ j One Week, is the 
.Second Year of your One Week,

For Antiochus Was fo far from allowing the Jews 
to keep the Covenant made with their Fathers, or to 
perform their Worfbip (d) in this your Prophetick 
One Week., that you fee how notorioufly he did 
what in him lay to the contrary in this the very 
jecotid Year of it.

— So again in yourfourth Year of it5 as in 
that (<?) Year Apollonius was fent by Antiochus to 
execute his fierce Rage upon the Jewifi Church., 
and Nation who had no way offended him. For 
upon his returning out of Egypt/,from his laft Expe
dition thither, by reafon of the Baffle which he there 
met with from the Romans of all his Defigns upon 
that Country, being full of Wrath and Indigna
tion, he Vented it all upon the poor Jews: and to 
that end upon his marching back through Pa- 
leftine^ he detatched off from his Army two and 
twenty thoufand Men under the'Command of 
Apollonius* and fent them to Jerufalem to deftroy 
the Place, and to make to ceafe the Jewiffl Worfhip 
there (f): which for a time they did caufe to cCafe 
accordingly.--------- •

----But all this was in your one Week/ in 
Which according to your Explication of the Pro
phetick Event thereof, Antiochus was 4o allow 
the Jews to keep the Covenant' made with their Ed? 
thers* or to perform their Worfbip,

Here is therefore in Faff a fecond glaring Con
tradiction to your pretended Accomplifhment of

(d) As are your very Words in your Explication of Verfe 27.
(f) In the 145th Year of theGr^j, and in the Year before 

the V. JE.of Chrift 168. '
• (f) See Prideaux Con. Hitt. p. 174 fr°m Jofefhus* and the 

Pooks of the

O 2 the 



j o S A Letter to the Author of the Scheme 
rthe Prophecy here in fuch your unwarrantable Ex
plication and Appropriation of it to the Times of 
the faid Antiochus; and thofe immediately, as in 
your Hypothecs, ■——

And therefore Sir John Marfo  am could not run 
into this Abfurdity, which you have here, in afr 
fignirig the laft feven Tears of Antiochus his Reign 
for his Prophetick one Week: but chofe rather 
fby throwing in an additional Half-Week to the 
Seventy Weeks, which Half-Week he began from 
the Profanation of the Temple in this Year,/ to 
fix his one Week to the feven preceding Tears of An
tiochus, when as Yet the Sacrifice and Oblation had 
not ceafed: tho’ this, as I have fhewn, cannot 
ferve his turn, even in his Senfe of the Covenant 
here predifted, forafmuch as it doth not appear 
that Antiochus in thofe feven Tears of hjs Reign did 
confirm any fuch Covenant with the Jews, or did 
any thing in favour of their religious Rites, or 
Worihip, but on the contrary, as it hath appear
ed from undeniable Matters of Faft in thofe firfl 
feven Tears of his Reign no lefs than in the whole 
thereof, he was more, or lefs, all his Time a 
moft dreadful Perfecutor, and Oppreffor of the 
Jewith Church, and Nation

And for thefe Reafons mqft probably Yout 
Other Advocate Father Harduin, (to fpeak now to 
him} could not come into any fuch Expofition of 
this Part of the Prophecy, by referring at all the 
Completion of the predicted Event of the One 
Week to Antiochus Epiphanes, as Sir John Marfoam, 
and you have varioufly done, but went a different 
Way from both of you: however, you have 
quoted him here alfo, as if you were altogether 
in one, and the fame Sentiment.

4— The faid Harduih makes indeed the laft 
feyen Years of Antiochus Epiphanes his One Week 

of
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of the Prophecy, as you alfo have done. But 
then he makes not Antiochus to confirm any Cove
nant with the Jew^ but the Jews themfelves to 
confirm it one among another in thofe /even Tears, 
>— But that this is merely arbitrary, and ground- 
lefs, and even in no manner of Agreement with 
the Prophecy it appears, becaufe (Even taking 
the here predicted Covenant in Harduiris Senfe of 
it, Yet^ the faid Covenant confeffedjy was npt 
made till after the Beginning of his Half-Week* as 
it is plain from the (g) Places here referred to by 
that Author. —

Whereas the Prophecy is exprefs in the imme
diately predicted Event of confirming the Covenant 
with many* that it was to be in, or for One Week : 
not in Half a Week* where Harduin in Faft hath 
placed it j and which Half-Week hath exprefsly al
fo an Event of its own : which Harduin hath thus 
incongruoufly placed in actual Accompli th ment, 
even before that of the predicted Event of the 
faid One Week.

--And thus it appears that neither of your 
favourite Authors here, nor Your felf have made 
any thing of this part of the Prophecy, by ap
plying it to the Times of Antiochus Epiphanes ; 
any more than fas above it appeared, that) You 
have of the foregoing Parts of it, whether in 
Agreement, or Difagreement with thofe Authors, 
with both or either of them ; As you have fome- 
times gone hand in hand with One, or with Both 
of them ; or have otherwife left either one, or

(g) viz. 1 Mac. ii. 27, and z Mac. viii. I. ------- * But the
Hiftory of both thofe Places was after Apollonius his caufing 
the Sacrifice, and Oblation to ceafe in the 4th Year of Har
duin s One Week. And the Hiftory of the latter Place was 

till two Years after.

th$ 
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the other, or both: In which latter Cafe, as w< 
have lately feen, it hath been for the worfe. —

•-----But be that as it will:------- —
The Prophecy before us is, as we have feen in 

the feveral Parts of it, with no manner of Confor
mity, or Agreement applicable to the Times of 
Antiochus Epiphanes.

So far is that from being the Truth here, that 
you have roundly (b) faid of it, Viz. that it is to 
be extended no farther than the State of the Jews af
ter the Death of the faid Antiochus.

~ And yet fuch groundlefs Aflertion you 
have endeavour’d to confirm by much fuch ano
ther from Sir JohnMar(hant, viz. c< that theVifion 
<c of the Weeks is no other than the Chronology of the 
*c three other Vifions of Daniel, and that all four

6 give Ligh t to one another: ------
But with how little Truth, and even Appear

ance of it, that Author made this Obfervation, 
and you have repeated it from him, it hath now 
appeared from the Light, which he formerly in 
his Hypothefis, and you fince in yours have given 
to this the Vifion of the Weeks.-----

— However leaving you here (i) vainglo- 
rioufly big with your own Hypothefis, and the 
Reader to judge of the Juftice of your Character

(h) Scheme of Lit. Proph. p. 188.
O’) As you tell your Reader With the grealeft AfTurance, that 

you have explained this Prophecy by an Event; which may mote 
reafonably be fuppofed to be intended, and is more naturally 
conformable tv rhe Words [which, as you add in a Parenthe- 
iis, are undoubtedly ambiguous, and obfcuve~\ than any other 
Event that can be affignd, &c.---- -----

—— I note here only as to Your Obfervation in the Pa- 
renthefis, that it is tit> wonder that You have occafion to 
make it, as you have done all that in you lay to darken the 
Prophecy, but ftdl the Meffias of the Chriftians is, and will 
remain clearly difcernable in it: unlefs with you we wilfully, 
apd refolutely ILut him out of it.*-..........—
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of it, I go on with you, as in what follows you 
immediately argue againft the Prophecy its being ap
plicable to the Event of Jefus Chrift, four blefied 
Saviour, as you have been bold to fay J that 
** he cannot be found here without doing the utmofi 
V Violence to the Text in every part of it.------

This you have attempted to fhew by divers 
Arguments : But of what Force tfiey are, it will 
appear by looking into them.

As to ypur three firft Arguments here, they are 
merely ex Hypotheji. They have been all fever ally 
confidered„ and have been found groundlefs. 
And Confequently, as they prove not the Pro
phecy applicable to the Times of Antiochus Epi- 
phanes^ which is the immediate Ufe you would 
make of them, fo they make nothing againft its 
being referred to the'Times of Jefus, nor againft 
the Computation of the Weeks their anfwering to his 
Times. ———

As to Your
Third Argument in particular againft our re

ferring the Prophecy to the faid Times, and in fa
vour of your referring it to the Times of Antiochus, 
viz. As you aifert, “ that the Matters to be accom- 
** plifhed within the Compafs of feventy Weeks fas in 
*< Verfe 24.) do vifibly relate to the fitting up, and 
V continuance of the Jewilh State, and Polity in 
<c_ thofe Times; tho’ this be faid with the greateft 
Affurance of a vifible Relation here, Yet it is faid 
without Proof, and nothing can be faid with lefs 
Grounds. For, as it hath been above particularly 
fliewn, under an immediate Enquiry, and reply 
to your interpreted Senfe of the feveral Purpofes 
in the faid Verfe, they are fo far from having a 
irifible Relation to thofe Times, that they cannot 
poflibly have any the leaf Relation to them : Even 
becaufe not Any One of the faid folemn Purpofes 

had 
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had their Accomplifhrtient in thofe Times 9 nor by 
Any of your feveral pretended Meffiajfes: Where
as all of them had their refpeftive Accomplifh- 
ment in the Times of the Meftias of the Chriftians* 
even immediately in, and by Him.

Confequently nothing more needeth to be added 
here to fliew the groundlefnefs of this, or the two 
preceding Arguments inconclufive as they are to 
your Ufe, or Purpofe of them. -.... -

Your Fourth Argument comes next under Con- 
fideration. And this as it confifts of divers Parts, 
I fhall confider, and reply to them in their 
Order.

And {Firft) it is here urged with refpeft to 
that part of the Prophecy, which relates to the 
Deftrudtion of the City* and Sandluary by the Peo
ple of the Prince that jhould come* againft its having 
relation to the Times of our bleffed Saviour, as 
follows, viz.

6 c That the City andSandluary were not deftroyed 
a by any Army under Jefiis, in who ft Time 
“ there was no War againft Jerufalem.

Which is as if you had faid.
During the Abode of Jefus Chrift upon 
cc Earth, Jerufalem was not deftroy’d; 

Therefore
<c The City, and Sandluary were not deftroyed 

“by any Army under Jefus Chrift.
To which I reply againft Your Confequerice, 
That tho’ it be true, as you urge, that J er ufa* 

lem was not deftroy’d during Chrift9s Abode on 
Earth, Yet it doth not therefore follow, that, as 
you here infer, the City and Sandluary were not 
deftroyed by an Army under Jefus Chrift the 
Meftias.

Becaufe the only Ground, and Support of fuch 
Confequences is that of a fuppofed Neceflity here 

of
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of the Prince predi&ed his perfonal Appearance 
with that Army :------Whereas the faid Suppo-
fition is without Foundation. As

Firft* It doth not appear from the Prophecy. 
For that is expreffive of the predi&ed DeftruEti- 
on* that it fhould be by the People of the Prince 
that fhould come : But not expreffive of that Prince 
his coming immediately himfelf, or in Perfon to 
that Deftruftion. Nor is there any thing in the 
Prophecy in any refpeft neceflarily implying fuch 
perfanal Appearance. » •

Secondly* Antiochus Epiphanes your Prince Mei- 
lias here (as it. hath been (f) fhewn negatively) 
being not that Prince* and Confequently the faid 
Antiochus his People being not the here predicted 
People*. and the Me ft as of the Chriftians being 
the faid Prince* and the Roman People being the 
faid Prince’s People* (as it hath been alfo (Z) fhewn 
in the affirmative) it follows'that the perfonal Ap
pearance of the here predicted Princ£ fhould not 
have been intended in the Prophecy.---- And
therefore .

Thirdly* The Army here predicted as the Ar
my of the Prince which was to come fhould.be no 
otherwife predicted as His Army* than as in anti- 
ent times Armies immediately executive of the di
vine Vengeance are faid in (m) Scripture to ^be

(1$ Pref, to Chron. Treat, on Daniel's Weeks, p. xin. &c.

P- 708. E- 
dit. 1672 : Alfo Mr. Lancafler’s Eflay on the Weeks, f. 7-

(w) So the Annies of Ifrael under King Saul are «Pr^ y 
called by David: 1 Sam. xvii. 26, 36. viz. the Msof the 
living God. So in this refped immediately King< ^buchtt^ 
zar is called by God himfelf,/*? Servant. Jen xxv. 9. xxviu 
6. & xliii.ro. And his Service againft Tyre (E«k 
His Service for God, as they wroa^ht for m >f 

fhould.be
xliii.ro
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the Armies of God, they fighting in effect under 
God.

Thus in the like Scripture Senfe the Roman 
Army in the Deftru&ion of Jerufalem deftroying 
the Jews, the Enemies of the Meflias the Son 
of God (») being His Army, It follows that the 
City, and Sanctuary were defiroyed by an Army un
der Jefus : ■--------- -  Or, (if you will,) take it in
the Words of the Jews againft St. Steven, {Ads 
vi. 14.) thus Jefus of Nazareth defiroyed that 
place.-----

You needed not therefore to have excepted, as 
you have in no lefs than two (0) Places of your 
Book againft this Expolition, and Completion of 
the Prophecy in this Part of it, that it is unac
countable. —

--- But to go on with you, as it is here 
objected,

{idly) “ That the predicted Deftruftion can- 
cc not relate to the Deftruftion of the City, and 
f* Sanftuary by the Romans feven and thirty years 
<c after Jefus his Death : Becaufe the Seventy Weeks 
“ muft have been expired four Weeks, or eight and 
“ twenty Years before that time : &c. ——

-- Now whereas this is an Objection which 
hath been immediately confidered, and replied to 
in One {00) of the foregoing Letters, It is there
fore become needlefs for me to enter into particu
lars of Anfwer to it here. And I may only re

fer

Ged, v. 20.--------And therefore well might our learned Mr.
Mede fay, as he dorh upon this very occafion (p. 708. Edit^ 
1672.) that the Roman Army under Titus was the Army of 
the Meflias.

W Even the King’s Son, who pent forth His Armies and de* 
firoyed thofe Murderers, and burnt up their City. Mat. XXli. Is

(o) Viz. p. 185 & 198
(00) Viz. in that to Mr. Lane after.
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fqr you to what hath been there faid at large in 
order to obviate it. --1--*•

I go on therefore to your next Objeftion, as 
you add (fthirdly) in the following WOrds,

«« Befides, this Deftruftion in the Prophecy can
't not be that Deftruftion of the Romans ; becaufe 
« the Deftru&ion mentioned in the Prophecy was 
" to be followed with Vengeance on the Deftroyers,

or Defolators, and a Reft oration of the Jewifh 
•« Affairs : Neither of which hath hapned.------

-- And what though as yet neither of thefe 
hath hapned ? ------ The Fulnefi of Firne (p) is
not yet come for their Accomplifhment.-----

But becaufe thefe things have not as yet hap
ned, doth it therefore follow, as it ought to do, 
to give your Argument any force here, that in 
God’s appointed time they muft not* they will 
not fall out, or be accomplifhed ? —

If you are capable of proving this, then indeed 
you might argue with fome Foundation from 
your objefted Inaccomplifhment. -—- But that thefe 
things have not as yet hapned, it is furely no 
Proof that they fhall not hereafter happen. Nor 
is it Confequently any Proof againft the Deftruc- 
tion of Jerufalem by the Romans its being the 
predicted DeftruElion.----

That the Roman* were the only predicted De
folators here, this hath been fully made to ff) ap
pear. The predicted Vengeance is therefore necejfa- 
rily yet future ; as is likewife the predicted Refto- 
ration of the Jews. And Confequently upon the 
whole your negative Argument here appears to be 
of no manner of Force. ——

P 2 -----Nor

(p) Vide Chron. Treat, on the Weeks, p. 167,
W ib. p. Vc.
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—— Nor is that any more to the Purpofe which 

you have yet objected againft the Definition of 
the City and Sanctuary by the Romans its being 
the predicted Definition, as you have told us un
der this Head.

(Laftly) That it cannot be fo for the following 
Reafon alfo, viz.

“ Becaufe the Romans levelled the 7*emple to the 
Ground, and did not and could not fix any Idol 
on the Battlement thereofas it is . affirmed of 
the Deftroyer in the Prophecy, and was true of

*c Antiochus, ——
To which I anfwer
Firft, Negatively with refpeCt to Antiochus, that 

However the like Event hapned in his time, in 
correfpondence with, or to the completion of a- 
nother (r) Prophecy of this Prophet, yet that 
cannot poffibly prove the here immediately pre
dicted Definition to be, as you would have it 
that DeftruCtion of jeriifalem which was in the 
time of the faid Antiochus, becaufe as it hath 
been above fhewn, not the Event of the One 
Week of this Prophecy was fulfilled by Him \ 
nor had Any the predicted Events of the other 
Parts of it poffibly their Accompliffiment in his 
times.

And
Secondly, I reply in the Affirmative, with re- 

fpeCt to the Romans, that they, as it/is affirmed 
of the Defiroyer in the Prophecy, did aCtually, 
and moft (j) remarkably fulfill this Event: How
ever you have ftuck not to aflert the contrary of 
them, vix, that they neither did, nor could 
do it.

But
(r) Ch. xi. 31 - & loe; paral. fulfilled in theyear before the 

V.2E. of Ghrtft 168.
(fe Vids Chon. Treat, on the Week?, p, ^77,
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But that it is matter of Faft that they did do 

it, even that they did fix the predicted Idols* 
viz. their Idolatrous Enfigns, having on them 
painted the Images of their tutelary Gods on the 
Battlements of the Temple, we have the Tefti- 
mony of the Jevoilh (t) Hiftorian, who hath 
been careful to record this very Event in his Hi- 
ftory.

It were needlefs therefore to fay that they could 
do it, only as you have made this Note neceflary 
by your objecting expresfly to the contrary.

But methinks you Ihould have given us a bet
ter Reafon than that which we have from you, as 
the Ground of this Objection,

“ Viz. That tbe Romans levelled the temple to 
the Ground* and therefore could not fix any Idol 

66 on the Battlement thereof.
—- ■ Alas ! What a collufivq way is this of 

arguing your Reader out of the true Senfe, and 
Accomplifliment of this Part of the Prophecy ? 
----- But ’tis an Ingenuity this that runs through
out your Arguments.

—------ - But How I pray, did the Romans their
levelling the Temple after that they had deftroyed 
it, hinder as to their previous fetting up the pre
dicted Idols upon the Battlements of it, while it 
was yet (landing ?---------- We do not fay that
the Romans firft levelled the Temple to the Ground* 
and after fet up their Idols. But there was a pofii- 
bility furely of their doing fo before the Temple* 
and the Battlements of it were actually demolifh- 
ed ? —-----  Nor doth it appear that the Idol was
to be fet up, and the Temple not be levelled with 

the

(t} Vide ib. in Not. 2nd Jofeph. in bell. Jud. vii. 13, or 
in Edit. Hudfon. p, 1283.—" • otvrS ?£ vstS
tceti twv cLTrnnm KopureivTif 2HMAIAZ to TEPON, 
&c, —~
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the Ground: — On the contrary, It was to
be utterly deftroyed, and the Idol Confequently 
was to be fet up either before, or immediately in, 
or while It was actually under fuch its final De- 
ftrudion* as in faft fas juft now obferved) It was 
accordingly in its laft DeftruCtion* or that Deftruc- 
tion of the City., and Sanctuary which was by the 
Romans: Which DeftruCtion therefore remains to 
be the DeftruCtion immediately predicted in this 
Prophecy.

I go on to your
Fifth Argument againft the Prophecy its having 

relation to the times of the Meffias of the Chrifti- 
ans, as you tell us

That Jefus cannot be faid to have confirmed the 
cc Covenant for one Week, voho confirmed it by his 

DoCtrine v and Practice all his Life.-----
—— To which the Anfwer is very fhort and 

eafy with refpeft to the late Bifhop Lloyd's Hy
pothefis of the Weeks* with which we are immedi
ately concern’d, That not the Meffias* but His 
People are the Party to accomplifli this Event : 
And which, as it hath been particularly fhewn in 
the faid Hypothefis, they did accordingly. And 
Confequently, the Objection affecfts not the faid 
Hypothefis in the explained Accomplifhment of 
this Part of it in the times of the Meffias.------ *

It is objefted
Sixthly., u Ph at Jefus did not caufe the Sacrifice* 

<c and Oblation to ceafe by any pofitive Injun&ion, 
as (according to you) is here manifeftly im-

<c plied ; and as Antiochus did; Nor did he do 
it virtually by his Death: &c.

*------- * To which Objection I anfwer
Firft* Immediately to that Part of. the Argu

ment, wherein it is. urged, that our bleffed Sa
viour did not do this by any pofitive Injunction*

that
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that there is nothing in the Prophecy giving ground 
to fuppofe any fuch Injunction to be implied in it, 
in order to the accomplifhment of this predicted 
Event, however by you it be afferted to be ma- 
nifeftly implied. ------- And

Secondly As to its being alfo urged, that Anti
ochus Epiphanes did this by a pofitive Injunction, I 
anfwer that However be did caufe an interruption 
of the Jevbifih Sacrifices, or their ceafing for a time, 
yet that Interruption could not be,, as it is pre
tended, the Accomplifhment of this predicted 
Event, as for the Reafons already given from the 
evident Inaccomplilhment of the other preceding 
Events of this Prophecy, fo alfo becaufe not a 
partial, but a total CeJJation, not an Interruption 
only, but a Privation of Temple Wor/hip is here 
predicted: As it appears from the Context that 
-Jerufalem was now to be utterly deftroyed, and the 
whole 'Jewifh Oeconomy in Church and State of 
courfe to be difiblved, and be no more. Which 
final Diffolution hapned not ’till that Deftrudti- 
on of the and SanCtuary by the Romans.

Thirdly, With refpeft to that Part of your 
Argument here, wherein it is afferted that our 
bleffed Saviour did not virtually by his Death put 
an end to Jewifh Sacrifice, and Oblation, I reply 
that However this Affertion be pretended to be 
proved from a (v) Paffage of St. Paul, yet the 
faid Paffage proves nothing to your Purpofe : 
As it were eafy to fhew ; and it might be ihewn 
here, were it not foreign to my purpofe ; as it 
is, becaufe if the Argument were truly ground
ed •, yet the late Bifhop Lloyd’s Hypothefis in this 
Part of it would not be affefted by it forafmuch 
as in the faid Hypothefis we are not immediate-

(v) Ads xxv. 8. 
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ly concerned with a Virtual., but only with the 
aftual ceafing of Jewifli Sacrifice, and Oblation* 
——— And therefore in that Hypothefis not 
the Meffias, but his People, as in the concomi
tant Event of she Half Week of the Prophe
cy are the Party neceflarily accomplilhing this 
Event alfo of it, of caufingSacrifice,and Oblation to 
ceafe: And which they did accordingly. - - —

I go on therefore to your
Seventh Argument which in the main of it im

mediately concerns the Beginning of the Weeks: 
As you object againft the feventh, and alfo againft 
the twentieth year of Artaxerxes Longimanus, and 
infift upon the firft year of Cyrus for their Be
ginning,. .

—— Now the late Bifliop Lloyd in his Hypo
thefis of the Weeks, having not to do with any 
other Beginning of them than that from the twen
tieth of Artaxerxes, this is all that I am here im
mediately concerned with. And this hath been 
formerly (w) prov’d at large, and now occafi- 
onally, in this, and the foregoing Letters.

Nor is there any thing in this Argument of 
yours of any Weight to the contrary : As it will 
appear by looking into the feveral Parts of it.

And here we are told by way of inlet
“ Firft, “ ’That though a literal Interpretation

< € of this Prophecy fo pretended, yet thofe whobe-
* c gin the Weeks from the twentieth (as well as 
tc thofe who begin from the feventh) of Artaxerxes 

f “ Longimanus, are obliged to underftand the re-
* * ftoring, and building Jerufalem in a figurative 
“ Senfe.------

------Now

(«) Viz. of caufing the Abomination of Defolation to ft and 
upon the Holy Place.

(w) in Chron. Treat, on the Weeks, Part I. ch. III. p, 
115,
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- * Now that you ffiould have thus affirmed 

of thofe who begin the Weeks from the twentieth 
of Artaxerxes. this is really moft fur prizing, .

Forafmuch as you cannot but know the direft 
contrary of this Afiertion to be the truth here, as 
you have read my Treatife on the Weeks: As it 
appears that you have from your Obfervations up
on it. But there is one whole Chapter in the faid 
Treatife (x) on this very occafion (hewing imme
diately that the Words of the predifted Command
ment are neceffarily to be taken in a literal Senfe.

- That is not a little ftrange therefore that 
you ffiould have afferted, as above.

---And whereas you have gone on here to 
objeft, that, 44 if tbe Words of the Commandment 
“be taken in their literal S6nfe, in that Cafe no 0- 
•• tber Commandment than that of Cyrus can be 
« the predifted Commandment, I have little elfe to 
do here by way of anfwer, than to remind yoti 
that there are no lefs than two Chapters fyj in 
the faid Treatife immediately (hewing the con
trary ; and withal (hewing that the Commandment 
granted in favour of the few's by Artaxerxes Lori- 
gimanus in the twentieth year of his Reign can a- 
lone be the predifted Commandment.

You have not thought fit to reply to any of 
thofe Arguments^-“—You have only declared 
here in favour of Cyrus's Decree, without giving 
Proof fufficient for it.

For that is furely no manner of Proof,
Firft. As you tell us here (z) from Pagnins 

Verfion of the Words of the Commandment, that 
he renders the Words A Commandment to return 
from Captivity, and rebttildfvex&A&to • “—- $

(xf Part the firft, Chapter II. p. iox.
fy) Chron. Treat, on the Weeks, Part I. Chap. 14 Sc IV. 
(z) As elfcwhere alfo, ia- Page 1/^ M Not.
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—— For what though he hath thus render’d the 

Words?------  His Authority is no Proof here :
The Original (a) Words being much more pro
perly, and truly render’d by the late Bifhop Lloyd 
only, to rebuild Jerufalem.

And that the original Words fhould be fo ren
der’d with him, ano not with Pagnin* I prove as 
follows, viz.

ift. Such Verfion is immediately juftifiable from 
other (b) Places of Scripture. And

zdly* and more efpecially as the very fame 
Phrafe is again ufed here in the very fame Verfe* 
and can denote only* or barely a Rebuilding : As 
it is faid with refpeft to the Street* it fhall be re
built^ or built again. ■ •*

But according to what you infift upon from 
Pagnin in the former Place, the Words fhould be 
render’d in this, the Street fhall return again from 
Captivity* and be rebuilt. There is as much ex- 
preffed of the Captivity in one Place, as in the 
other । that is, none at all in either.

The Verfion therefore in the latter Place being 
undeniably the true Verfion* it is moft rationally, 
and almoft upon a certainty to be concluded that 
the very fame Phrafe in a former Part of the fame 
Verfe fhould have been intended only in the ve
ry fame Senfe; and Confequently ought to have 
the very fame Verfion.

Nor
Secondly* Is it pleaded to any more purpofe in 

favour of Cyrus’s Decree, “ That it was firft in 
“ Point of Time* and the Foundation of all the fiub- 

fequent Royal Decrees* or Commandments in fa- 
vour of the Jews, ------- Becaufe However

thefe Affertions be true in themfelves, yet they 
yield

(a) See here Cbron. Treat, on the Weeks, p. loo. 
(fr) See particularly, ib.
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yield no manner of Proof of that which you 
ground upon them, viz. as you tell us, “ That 
*6 therefore Cyrus’; Commandment merits only the

Name of the Commandment in Que ft ion. ---------
They cannot

ift. Becaufe Cyrus's Commandment to the Jews 
imported only their return from Captivity with 
exprefs Licence to rebuild their Temple, but not 
to rebuild their Wall, and Street, as in the pre
dicted Commandment: As it hath been (r) fliewn 
at large in the Treatife referred to.

idly. The Computation of Time from thejfr# 
of Cyrus to the Times of the Meffias, however 
you have cited divers Authors here in favour of 
Cyrus's Decree, admits not of it for the Decree be
ginning of the Weeks, as it is evident from your 
own immediate Authority under your fecond Ob- 
fervation in the very next Page, where you tell 
us, as follows, viz. “ That a Computation of the 
« feventy Weeks, or 490 Years cannot begin from

the Date of Cyrus’; Decree: Becaufe from the 
Date of Cyrus’; Decree to the Death of Chrift is 
568 Years ; Whereby the Seventy Weeks, or 490 

«« Years will be expired a great many years before
the cutting off, or even the Coming of Jefus,
___ ~ Now this being very true, and grant

ed on all Sides, your Verfion of the Words of 
the predicted Commandment is fo far from being 
juftified by your numerous Authorities, that both 
it, and they are overthrown even by your felf in 
this Obfervation..

Nor do I fee to what purpofe is this, and the 
other two Obfervations with it in the fame (d) 
Page. .

__  Not this, ’tis plain, becaufe ’tis granted 
equally on all Sides. —

(c) Chapter IB. Part I. Page fi|.
Cd) Scheme of Lit. f'raph. confidered, p. 193.
* - ---- — Nqt
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---Not the firft of the three; Becaufe the 

contrary hath appeared under the confideration of 
your foregoing Arguments (<?).

Viz. That the predicted Commandment cannot 
but be underftood literally, and moft rationally of 
a Royal Decree to rebuild Jerufalem, and alfo can
not but relate to a Royal Decree, or Commandment 
iffued out by Artaxerxes Longimanus ; even to that 
which was ifiued out in favour of the Jews, in the 
twentieth Year of his Reign.

-- And as to the Laft Obfervation, it need- 
eth no other Anfwer than to be return’d you in 
the Negative,

As it doth not appear, however roundly yoq 
have aflerted it, that the predicted Commandment 
is a Commandment to return from Captivity, ac
cording to the Hebrew : But on the contrary in 
the.plain, obvious, and rational Senfe thereof, is, as 
we have feen, immediately and only A Command-. 
went to rebuild Jerufalem, the W'all and the Streets 
thereof. And Confequently the predicted Com
mandment 'pins us down in fueb manner, as renders 
the Computation of the Weeks from the twentieth 
of Artaxerxes, (when, and when only fuch Com
mandment went forth,) not only poffible, but even 
neceffiary to be applied to the times of the Meffias : 
Whofe times therefore could not but be defigned in 
this Prophecy.--- *

And fo I may have done with thefe Obfervati- / 
ons, and with your feventh Argument, on which 
they are built without any Foundation from 
it. —-

-- Your Eighth and Ninth Arguments are 
wholly made up of Obje&ions againft the twen
tieth year of Artaxerxes its being the Year begin

ning

W Particularly mkkr the Confideration of your interpre
ted Commandment, and in the Notes with it.
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ning of the Weeks, grounded on the ufe of Lu
nar Years in fuch Computation.

For fo you tell us immediately in your en
trance into your eighth Argument, “ Lhat the BL 
“ Jhsp (meaning our very learned Bifhop Cband- 
H ler) in computing the Seventy Weeks, or 490 
*c Years from the twentieth of Artaxerxes reckons 
“ by Chaldee Years, that is (as you add) Lunar 
“ Years confifting of 380 Days, inorder to com-

pleat fixty nine Weeks, or 483 years, at the Death 
ft °f Jefus, or in the thirty third Year after bis 
“ Birth.-----

---- - As to which I remark
Firft, The manifeft injuftice you have done that 

learned Bifhop, as contrariwife to your Afferti- 
on, when he reckons from the twentieth of Ax- 
taxerxes, he could reckon by no other Year than 
that ufed by the late Bifhop Lloyd in his Hypo
thefis of the Weeks, viz. the ordinary Chaldee 
Year, or the antient common Eaftetn Year of three 
hundred, and fixty Days to the Year : As it is evi
dent from his Lordfhip’s immediate Reference (f) 
to the late Bifhop Lloyd’s Authority in his com
putation of Weeks from the twentieth of Artax
erxes.

Secondly, The faid Chaldee Year being not your 
Lunar Year of three hundred and eighty Days, but 
of three hundred and fixty Days only, you have 
manifeftly impofed upon your Reader here by con
founding the faid Chaldee, and your Lunar Years, 
or by fpeaking of them both together, as the 
fame.

Ybirdly, The late Bifhop Lloyd having not to 
do with your Lunar Year in his Hypothefis of 
the Weeks, and alfo Whereas whatever you have 
urged farther on this occafion by way of Ob
jection immediately from the late Dr. Prideaux, 

as
(f) Defence of Christianity in Page 139, in Margin.
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as to the Tear of Computation intended in this Pro
phecy that in every particular hath been cohfi- 
dered, and replied to elfewhere (g)9 I may of 
courfe difmifs thefe Arguments as making not a- 
gainft the faid Biihop’s Hypothefis in the twen
tieth year of Artaxerxes Longimanus* as the Tear 
beginning of the Weeks. ——

I go on therefore to your
Tenth (b) Argument, Wherein it is yet ob

jected againft fuch Beginning* as you tell us cc that
in reality the Artaxerxes mentioned in Ezra, and 

<c Nehemiah, was Artaxerxes King of Babylon,
as (you fay) Father Harduin proves. -—-
--— Now as to this, it is nothing more than a 

Repetition of what you had faid before (i) from 
that Author: And I have already taken occafi- 
on to reply (k) to it. The afterted Reality 
here hath there appeared to have no other Foun
dation than the Imagination of him who hath 
faid it; and who either did not, or would not 
know any thing truly of thefe times : As other- 
wife he might have known better from the Chro- 
nologer’s fureft (I) Guide in thefe times the Altro-< 
nomer's Canon.

In vain therefore have you here gone on to 
oppofe Father Harduin9s twentieth Year of his 
pretended King of Babylon in the times of Ezra* 
and Nehemiah to the twentieth year of Artaxerxes^ 
Longimanus* above particularly proved to be the 
true twentieth year of that King, and Confequent- 

iy

(£) In Chron. Treat on the Weeks, Part II. Chap, 
IV. p. 233.

(b) Scheme of Lit. Proph. p. 196.
(i) lb. p. 179.
{k) In Note £ above, under the confideration of your in

terpreted Commandment.
(/) Prid. Con. Hift. p. 286, & Chron. Treat, on the Weeks, 

p. 186.
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ly as fuch remaining the Year beginning of the 
Weeks.----

And fo I might difmifs this Argument, were 
it not for a remarkable Parenthefis here, as you 
have told us with refpeft to the King in queftion, 
“ that Mr. Whifton fta'js it fhould be Xerxes. -_ ’

-----A weighty Note this truly !-----
But I pray, Do you your felf credit Mr. Whi

fton herein ? —— If you do, then it is plain you 
difcard Father Harduin.-----If otherwife you do
not give credit to Mr. Whifton here, to what pur- 
pofe is it that you have quoted (m) Him ? ____
Efpecially as you have notorioufly given up Mr. 
Whiftpn's Authority.-----  However you might
with equal Reafon credit him, as Father Harduin 
in what you have been thus careful to tell us from 
them. —

-- But not to dwell upon trifles, I pafs on 
to-------------------------------------------------- *

Your Eleventh Argument.
And this contains nothing more than a repeti

tion of former Charges immediately againft the 
Separation of the Seventieth Week of the Prophecy 
from the/^/y ninth Week of it ; as fuch Separati
on feems to you unreajbnable^ and unaccountable, 
and to Mi. IWhiJlon^ weak and abjurd^ as you.

W As you have alfo elfewhere; (wx. in Note 106, of 
Scheme of Lu. Proph.) where you moft unreafonably argue a- 
gainft the Authority oi the Prophecy, and the poffibility of a 
true Explication of it from Mr. Whifton s unwarrantable Alte-' 
ration of the Number of Weeks in it .- ere.______ But where
is the Force, or even the Ground of fuch Reafoning? - ----- 
Or How doth it follow, either that this Word of Prophecy is 
ever the lefs Sure, becaufe Mr. JT^^faahath been thus ground- 
leffly bold with our Scriptures; Or that becaufe He ismifta- 
ken in his Explication of the Weeks, that therefore every Man 
elfe however differing from him muft necejfarily be m iflake n 
likewife ? ■ If fo, to what Purpofe is it that you have
attempted an 'Explication of the Weeks ? -______ _ But it is
highly probable that you mean to except your own here. —- 

think 
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think this Obfervation from him alfo worthy of 
your Reader’s notice. ——

To which I reply, that not one reafon is here 
given either by your felf, or from Mr. Whifton to 
fupport the Charges.

And if to infift upon Authority only were fuffi- 
cient in the cafe, as it fhould feem to you to be, 
by your infilling much upon your own, and Mr. 
Whijion's here, you mu ft give me leave freely to 
declare that the late Bifhop Lloyd's Authority may 
very well ftand againft Mr. Wbifton, and your 
felf, as to the objected Separation ; forafmuch as 
However the fame hath appeared to your felf, 
and to him as above, yet it did not fo to that 
learned Bifhop. — ■

But this Objection being only a repetition of 
what you had faid before under your fourth Ar
gument , and it having been made one likewife by 
the Reverend Mr. Lancafter againft the faid Br- 
fhop’s Hypothefis, to which I have already re
plied, and alfo taken liberty to refer you by way 
of anfwer to it, there needeth not any thing more 
to be faid under this Argument. —----

----- I go on therefore to your
Twelfth Argument: Which you have raifed in 

your favour from the Conclufion of the Prophe
cy in Bifhop Chandler's rendring of it; As you 
would thence infer not a total DeftruEtion of the 
Temple., which was by the Romans, but only a Cef 
fation of the Worfhip there, as in the times of An
tiochus, to which times you apply, and confine the 
Prophecy.

For whereas the Bifhop’s Verfion of the Words 
of the Prophecy referred to, is as follows, cc viz.

Upon the Battlement fhall be the Idols of the De- 
cc folator, until the Confummation, (viz. of God’s

Wrath,J and that determined'fhall be poured up-
on
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A* on the Pefalator, ” You have put an in
terpretation upon the faid Verfion as importing an 
attual(Continuation, or remaining of the Idols1 un
to the Punilhment of the Defolat'or, ' and the Re~ 

Jioration of Jewiffi Worfhip,
— But to filch mifapplication, and inference 

from the Bilhop’s Verfion, I beg leave of that 
learned Bilhop to reply to you, that he could not 
pofiibly intend the meaning which you wreft here 
jrpm thefe laft Words of the Prophecy: As it is 
(n) plain that he could not from what he hath 

" expresfly faid as to the predicted Deft ruffion of the 
Temple, that it was to be total, and final: >As the 
faid Deftruffion was to. be, as it appears from the 
(0) Prophecy. Confequently, as to the Idols 
fet up upon Battlement of the Temple during 
its Deftruftion, even while it .was in (p) Flames, 
there could not poflibly be any longer (landing, 
or remaining of the Idols upon it after it’s Deftruc- 
tion, -—And Confequently glfo there could 

, be no more Sacrifice, and Oblation in the Tem
ple. Which is the very Reverfe of what you 
would prove from theBifhop’s Verfion before us.

In which Verfion therefore, thefe particulars 
being noted, which you could not but know, 
the Bifliop could riot intend, nor have you caiife 
to interpret more than as follows, viz. that the.

Sanffuary thus profaned, and thus deftroyed fhould 
<c remain in Profanation, and Ruins, untill the Con- 
« fummation (of God's Wrath) and that determined 

fhould (in Gods appointed time for it) be poured up* 
on the Defolators j viz, Romans. —a—

(») Defence of Chriftianity, p. 134* 135.
(0) Verfe z6. —• Vidc Chron. Treat, on the Weeks, 

Pref. p. xiv.
(p) See above the laft Note /.

R And
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And it having been (j) proved of that People 

- that they are the only Defolators here predifted, 
It follows that the latter Words of the Prophesy 
relating to their Punlfhment in their turn do ne^ 
ceffarily remain yet to be fulfilled: However You 
have fpoken of it, as going a great length for an 
Hypothefis to fuppofe a Futurity of Accomplifhment 
|n this part of the Prophecy.---— Nor Confe-
quently is there any force in faying that this is yet 
future. It is the Prophecy immediately that lays 
fat pretended Conferaint in the objected Futurity of 
Accomplifhment: which therefore mu ft necejfarily be 
fuppofed^ and faid, if we will be confident with 
the Prophecy in this, and other parts of it. ——

In vain therefore have you gone on here to in- 
finuate, as if this were a very unlikely way “ to 
56 convert Infidels to tell them of Prophecies that are 
** not actually fulfilled. —

For wjth your Leave, this is not the true State 
Of the Cafe here.----- -— We tell you of this Pro
phecy as a Prophecy, which hath been already 
moft Xurely, and moft exaftly fulfilled in all the 
Several preceding parts of it; As they were to have 
their previous Accomplifhment in their refpeftive 
Seafons: which Accomplilhnrent they had ac
cordingly. —•— And as to the lafe remaining part 
of it as yet inaccomplifhed^ it is for no other Rea- 
fpn fo remaining than as in the nature of it, it. is 
impoffible that it Ihould be as ye; fulfilled; even 
becaufe the Fulnefs of Tune for its Accomplifiv? 
pient is not yet pqmep

J$ut the former parts of the Prophecy having 
been fully accomplished in their appointed Sea*? 
fons, Consequently for that very Reafon fo fhall 
alfo the Latter in Its due Time. For the previous 
fulfilling of thpfe, what is it but a fure Eprneft

(f) Under the Cpnfidcratiori of ypur Argwntnt. 
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that this alfb fhall have its Accomplishment, 
when God’s appointed Time is come for it ?

_ > Therefore, However You have here ob* 
jefted to the contrary, this is no other than a ra-, 
tional Argument; Which may, and by the Blef~ 
fing of God will be effectual among others to the 
converting of Infidels: fuch I mean as being en- 
iigbtned and influenced by the holy Spirit of God 
working in them fhall be enabled to difcern, and to 
receive the things thereof: Even tho* the Natural 
Man receiveth them not, neither will he, nor can he 
know them, becaufe they are fpiritually difcern'd.- »

__ It remains only, that I confider.what you 
have faid againft the Prophecy before us its haying 
relation immediately to the Meflias, and the limes 
of the Meflias under your

thirteenth Head, with which you conclude your 
Obfervations upon this Prophecy.

And truly there is hardly any thing under this 
Head that deferves to be called an Argument.

For what of that which you tell us here (r) of 
the miftaken Expectation of the Jews in Chrift s 
Time in relation to the Meftias, that he Jhould never 
die ? - ~

This their miftaken Conception proves not as to 
the Prophecy before us, that it hath not relation 
to the Death of the Mejftas, whatever they 
thought of his Death: As that (however con
trary to their Expectation, Yet) in faft hapned 
in Agreement to what was pre-determined con
cerning him; viz. that he was to fuffer Death, be
fore he enter'd into bis Glory--------But the thing
to have been prov’d here in order to have given 
your Obfervation the force of an Argument is 
that the expe&ed Mejfias ought not to have died. 
In that cafe indeed Your Obfervation were to

(,) Scheme of Lit. Prophecy, ?. 199 initio.

R t purpofe:
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purpofe.: but other wife it is to none at all. — z—i

And wjiat tho’ we swe alfo farther told here^ 
rjut, even -.the .Apoftles^ and Difciples of Jefus 

V thought Jefus ..could not be the Chriff, when thej 
“ jaw him juffer, ana die ? —-—

--—,Alas L,Were not the fame Apojtles* 
and Difciptes afterwards convinced of the contrary, 
even that he was the Meffias*, tho he &&fuffer and 
die?---- Nothing furely but their continua
tion in their previous Opinion were of fervice to 
you here: but their after Conviftion makes evi
dently againft you ——■—-—
. You have indeed with forhe,colour of an Argu
ment gone oh to tell us, “ that neither Jejus him- 
48 jelf nor the Rvangelftsfan'd A fifties when they 
48 campto be convinced that Jefus was the Meffias, 
sc ever cite, fo fat as it appears, this Prophecy to 
48 the Meffias his Death: &c, —---- —

-r— But as to this negative Argument, it will 
appear of , no force, if it be confider’d that our 
blefied Saviour himfelf (/J interpreted the pre- 
.difted Defiruptjon of the City, and Sanctuary im
mediately of that Deftrufilibn of both which was to 
be, and which accordingly after his Death by 
,the Romans, And Confequently this Reference 
doth neceffarily iprQNC, the Relation of the Prophecy 
in this part, of it to his Times, as the Times of the 
Meffias. And therefore the Prophecy in this lat
ter part of,it relating evidently to his Times, it 
follows that the Meffias, in the preceding parts of 
it predicted to be cut off nececeffarily remains to 
the purpofe of the Meffias his Death in the Perfon of 
Jefus, or in his being cut off as the Meffias of this 
Prophecy, as in the preceding part of it.

And that the predicted Dejlruftion hath relation 
to ih< Times of the Meffias* even Sir John Mar*>

(f) Vidc Chron. Tratifc on tbcWcqfcs in Pref. ^.xvi.



of Literal Prophecy conjtder’d. 125 
Ihaih hath not denied :,tho* he hath allowed of it 
only in a fecondary Senfe; merely for the fake of 
his Hypothefis of the Weeks adapted in the Pr> 
mary totheTw#" of Antiochus Epiphanes.

But, for the Reafons above given from the evi- 
dfent Inaceompliffimint by Antiochus Epiphanes, or 
by any other Perfon either before, or in hisjTwi 
of the general Purpofes of this Prophecy in the 
twenty fourth Verfe of it, and of the grand Pur
pefe of it of the cutting off of the Meffias, as in 
Verfe the twenty Jixth, and alfo of the predicted 

‘Character of the one Week, it appearing that the 
Prophecy cannot with any manner of Agreement 
with the text, in the plain, obvious, and literal 
Senfe of thofefeveral Events be applied to him, or 
■his times, and Confequently the predicted Coa- 
-racers of the Half-Week alfo not poffibly having 
any (t) any relation to thofe ^Times* I fay for thefe 
fare Reafons the Prophecy remains primarily 

‘and only, or wholly to the Meffias, and the times 
of the Meffias of the Cbriflians.----

And therefore what of Sir John Marfham, and 
your other Authors not only Chrifiian, but JewiJh 
alfo that you bring in here, in what follows under 

“thisHead? e
As to Jewifh Authors, thofe in particular which 

you have here named, and many fn) more you 
ft) Becaufe if thofe Exprefs characters could have any 

fuch Relation, or could have had their immediate Accomphjh- 
ment in the Times of Antiochus Epiphanes, It neceffanly fol
lows in that Cafe that the Event of the One Week of the Pro
phecy, and the feveral preceding Events of it mutt have had 
theirprevious Accompli fitment alfo either before,,or m thofe 
Times: which Accompliflsment, as above (hewn, they had no . 
And therefore Evidently, the falling out of the hke 
with thofe of the Half-Week of this Prophecy, m the TIMES 
of ANTIOCHUS could not poffibly be otherwife than in 
Correfpondence with, or to the fulfilling of another Prophecy 
of this Prophet (via.. Ch.xi. ti. ©•• loc. par al.)immedately 
relating to thofe Times; as above noted. (v) As you may
lee in Defence of Chriftianity, ere. p. M7» l9i’ j



nd A Letter to the Author of the Scheme 
might have brought in to equal Purpofe, What 
tho* as you here tell us, One of. them with the wife 
Men of bis Nation makes the Meffias firft mentioned 
in this Prophecy to be Cyrus ? Another makes him to 
be Zorobabel ? ------— And what of their Unani
mous Senft which you alfo tell us of, by way of 
Conclufiori, from Rabbi Abarbanel ? •—----

—— Alas 1 this is neither arguing, nor prov
ing any thing to the purpofe, to give us the 
groundlefs Sentiments of prejudiced, and partial 

who however unanimous againft the Mejfias 
of the Chriftians, Yet are confejfedly divided who he 
was who is here predicted by that Name. And 
Confequently they are not of any Authority in 
the Cafe before us* —— Let me therefore advife 
that You meddle not any more with Jewith Au* 
thorities in the Negdtive, till they become unani
mous alfo in the Affirmative, by agreeing among 
theqifelves who He was that is here predifted. ».

—— But for you thus to have ipfulted over us 
for our Chriftianity mjewifh unanimous Language, 
which in truth is returnable only upon them, and 
our Anti-Chriftian Adverfaries, who attempt to 
explain away this Prophecy from the true, and 
only Mejfias of the Chriftians, fuch Treatment is 
indeed as unbecoming, as it is trifling, and infig- 
nificant. It is afting a Part not unlike that of 
SOLOMON'S (u) Madman, who cafteth Firebrands* 
Arrows, and Death: for fo is the Man that deceiv- 
eth his Neighbour, and faith, Am I not in Sport ?—

And as to your Chriftian Authors, Sir John 
Marfham in particular, and others (w) whom you

(«) Prov. xxvi. 18, 19.
(w) Eftius among others is One you name here- And yet 

your Friend Harduin hath immediately animadverted upon 
him for having confined the Prophecy to the Times of Antio» 
thus Epipbanes, and Judas Maccab&us: [Hard. Chron. Vet.Teft. 
4to Edit. p. 203.]—< -- the very Attempt which you have now 
alfo made.

cits



of Literal Prophecy confide/d. lay 
cite is referring this Prophecy to the 'times of An
tiochus Epiphanes, the Number of which you 
alfo have now increafed, they all ftand confuted 
with your felf: forafmuch as the Reverfe of what 
you have very* roundly, but moft groundlefsly 
afferted, hath appeared to be the Truth here, viz* 
that the whole Application of this Prophecy to An
tiochus Epiphanes, (and not. as you affirm, the 
Application thereof to Jefus the Meffias of /feChri- 
ftians) is grounded on moft palpable Miftakes of the 
Intent thereof which relates (not as you fay, wholly 
but indeed) not at all to Jewiffi Matters in Antio
chus his times. —----

. —. And Confequently, Your Charge (x) in 
Sir fohn Marjharris Words upon us as wreft~ 
jug* and perverting Chronology* and times in our 
applying it to the Meffias* and his times* is truly 
and only chargeable upon your felf, and upon 
thofe who with you have vainly attempted to ex
plain it away from our Meffias* and his Times, by 
your fcrewing it into thofe of Antiochus: with 
which it is plain from your own Hypothefis of the 
Weeks* it hath not poffibly to do. ----

Upon the whole therefore give me leave to ex
hort you to confider the Rafhnefs, the Unprofita- 
blenefs, the Shamefulnefs, the Sinfulnefs of the 
Attempt.--------

Strange 1 that you fliould have had no more 
Regard to your Chriftian Country, than to be 
found writing againft the Religion of it!

Strange indeed ! that you fliould have thus be- 
ftdwed your Time and Learning, both the Gifts 
of Almighty God, and Talents one Day furely 
to be accounted for, in fighting againft God* and; 
his Chrift! ------ that you fliould have thus daring
ly gone about to fet at nought that Revelation

(a) Scheme of Lit. Prophecy confider’d, f. 499.
whk&



i2 S A Letter to the Authorpfthe Scheme 
which hath approved it felf by; many infallible 
Proofs to be from Heaven, -r——- * :

Give me Leave therefore yet to exhort, and in
treat you to beg Pardon of Almighty God in the 
firft place, and then of all good Chriftiansfor the 
many Prevarications, and Falsehoods, Indecencies, 
and Blafphemies againft our bleffed Lord, and his 
holy Religion that have appeared in your Writings: 
by a fincere, and publick Retractation of your ma
ny groundlefs, unreafonable, and Anti^ChriJlian 
Sentiments; which is the only Reparation alfo 
that you can make to your Cbriftian Country ; 
and, I add alfo, a riecefiary Method for you to 
take, for the plucking out of the Fire that Soul, 
and Body of yours, which you will affuredly find 
to be immortal; even according to that Revelation, 
which by your treating of it, it fliould feem as if 
you defpifed, and rejected. ----- Otherwife mark
the end, if it can be Peace with you at the laft.

---That the God, and Father of our Lord 
Jefus Chriji of his great Mercy in and through 
him, may open your Eyes to the Acknowledg
ment of the Truth as it is in Him* and to his For- 
givenefs, and Acceptance of you in, and through 
him the faid Jefus Chriji, our ever blefled Saviour, 
and Redeemer, are the fincere Prayers of

&'r,

Tour unknown Servant, 
Taunton Gloucefter-

fliire, March 25.1728. Ben.Marshalu

FINIS.










