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and it is added, *‘ The current of zeal and devotion, as it was
* contracted into a narrow channel, ran with the ftrength, and
“ fometimes with the fury, of a torrent.,” 1. 538.

What are we to underftand by all this? Does Mr Gibbon
{peak in his own charaler, or in that of an unbeliever?

Was it reafonable that the Jews fhould affociate with the Mo-
faical inftitutions a mythology unfupported by proof, and whofe
ufurped authority the wifeft amongft the Heathens had dif-
claimed ; and would it not have been abfurd for them to have
aflumed any part of a garb which did not fit eafy on thofe who
had long ufed it?

This,  however, is not all. . The Jews could not affociate ““ the
“ elegant mythology of the Greeks with the inftitutions of
‘ Mofes;” for the Greeks were Polytheifts, and the Jews profef-
fed pure Theifm, Now, I fhould wifh to know, how the belief
and worfhip of many gods could be harmonioufly united with the
belief and worfhip of the One God? It is hard then to accufe that
unfortunate people of fullennefs and obftinacy, for not endea-
vouring to accomplifh impoflibilities.

Of old, indeed, they went a confiderable length in the way of
accommodation, . They reforted to Egypt, Pheenicia, and Syria,
to the magazines from which the Greeks got the elegancies of
their mythology, and with Jehovah they aflociated any other 'di-
vinity whofe worfhip happened to be fafthionable amongft the
neighbouring nations: for they vainly imagined, that the ONE
and SELF-EXI1sTENT, when he condefcended to be, 'in an efpe-
cial ‘manner, the God of a particular people, would ‘communi-
cate, his honour 'to idols, the reprefentation of deified men, or
of material objeQs,

prejudices of their fubjeds; arid he remarks, that ¢ the polite Augultus condefcended
“ to give orders, that facrifices fhould be offered for his profperity, in the temple of
¢ Jerufalem.” Decline and Fall, i. §38.
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Luther at firft rejeCted the authority of the Apocalypfe, which
the church of Rome herfelf acknowledged *.

Afterwards,

* There are different prefaces to the Apocalypfe prefixed to different editions of
Luther’s tranflation of the Bible.

The editions of Luther’s tranflation of the Bible which contain his original preface
to the Apocalypfe, are not to be found in Britain’ at leaft they have been fearched
for without fuccefs, as well in the Bodleian Library as in the Britith Mufeum.

By the favour of a worthy and eminent perfon, whom I am not at liberty to
name, I have obtained from the Divinity Profeffor at Helmftadt the following accu-~
rate verfion of what Luther fays of the Apocalypfe in his firft edition, 1522.

Prefatio Lutheri in Apocalypfin Fobannis. Anno 1522,

¢ De hoc libro pariter fuum cuique falvum relinquo judicium, nec meam cuique
fententiam aut opinionem obtrudere cupio. Tantim declaro quid mihi videatur.
Equidem plura defidero, cur neque Apoftolicum cenfeam, neque Propheticu: Pri-
* mum, idque maximum, dubium inde oritur, quod Apoftoli non vifis inhzrere,
\if*c'imperfpicuis ac difertis verbis vaticinari folent, quemadmodum etiam Petrus, Pau-
lus, Chriftus in evangelio ; atque ita munus apoftolicum decebat, perfpicué et citra
imagines aut vifa, de Chrifto et geftis ejus loqui. ‘

Preterca, nemo Prophetarum Veteris, nedum Novi Teftamenti, ita totus eft in vifis
atque imaginibus, ut vix poflim quin quarto libro Efrz illum fimilem ftatuam, ne-
que omnino veftigium infpirationis fanétioris reperiam.

Accedit, quod, ut mihi quidem videtur, nimium fuo libro arrogat, illumque e-
nixius, quam in alio ullo libro ex numero f{anétorum (qui multo majoris erant mo=
menti) fattum eft, commendat, fubjun&i comminatione, gui quidguam ademerit de eo,
de illo etiam Deum ademiurum ¢ffe, &c. contra ea, beatos forey qui contenta obferva-
verint 3. quamvis nemo quid contineat fcire, nedum obfervare, poflit, et perinde. fit,
* ac fi totum non haberemus, multique alii fint libri obfervandi longé praftantiores.

Tuerunt etiam ex patribus olim multi, qui librum hunc rejicerent; et quanquam
Hieronymus in co commendando verbofior eft, illumque, ultra omnem preedicatio=-
nem, fublimem efle, immo tot myfteria continere quim verba, affirmat, fidem tamen
di¢to facere non potuit, et aliis quoque locis in laudando liberalior efle folet.

Denique cuilibet ita licebit de hoc libro judicare, quemadmodum animo fe ferri
fentiet. Meus quidem animus pardm cum ifthoc libro congruit; mihique ad tanti
non faciendum hzc ratio fufficit, quod nec doceri, nec agnofti in o videam Chri-
ftum; in quo tamcn prime cernuntur partes Apoftoli, quemadmodum, Aé. i.

 Teftes mibi eftote,” poftulat, Ttaque eos tenco libros, qui mihi Chriftum exhibent,
¢lare ac pure fpeGandum.”
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Afterwards, indeed, he feems to have inclined more to- the re-= 4, i 7
ceived opinion: But fill it is plain, from the ftyle of his later Vi
prefaces, and from the apologies made for him by his followers *,
that Luther never had an uncommon veneration for the myflerious book. ‘ i

The other great reformer, Calvin, had no doubts as to the au- = f-en . RV
thority of the Apocalypfe, yet he cautioufly abftained from wri- ity
ting any commentaries on it. Nay more, although in his Infti- L pA AT

The very fame words occur in the edition 1524.—But in the edition 1535, the
firong paflages are omitted, and the book is acknowledged to be divine, with fome
doubt, however, about its author, and with the offer of an hypothefis by which the
vifions might be interpreted. 4

In a later edition he thus fpeaks : ¢ The third kind of prophecy is that which fore- gl o e 700 .
¢ tels by bare images and figures without interpretation, like this book of the A-
¢ pocalypfe. So long as fuch prophecy receives no certain interpretation, itis a
¢ hidden and dumb prophecy, unprofitable and unfruitful to Chriftians. And thus it
¢¢ has hitherto fared with this book. Many, indeed, have attempted to explain it, ‘
¢¢ but fill they have advanced nothing certain ; and they have rather hatched out of /4 £ e e
¢ their own fancies a varicty of things inept and incongruous. On account of fuch - ’ &
¢ uncertain interpretations and hidden fenfes, I have hitherto left it untouched ; and

¢ this the more efpecially, becaufe fome of the ancient fathers thought it was not F

s written by John the Apoftle. See Eufeb. Hiff. Eccle/. iii. 25. For my part, I leave o G | et 4 8

¢ the matter thus doubtful, that no one may be hindered to believe the book to be the il X el

¢ aork of St John, or to do as he chagfes.”

In another preface to the fame book, Luther fpeaks more favourably of it, but fiill

in general terms ; and he concludes thus: ¢If the Scriptures ought always to be read

¢ with humility, modefty, and reverence, fuch a frame of mind is peculiarly requi-

¢¢ fite for the perufal of this book, that we may not fink into an abyfs of vile dreams L a2

« and fancies, as many inquifitive men have lately done, who imagine that they

¢ have fearched out all thofe fecrets which God hath referved to himfelf, until he

¢ fhall gradually difclofe their meaning, {o far as his own glory and our welfare re<
. ¢¢ quire.” 'Lhefe verfions have been communicated to me by a re{pectable friend, on

& whofe fkill in the German language I can rely.

* ¢« Lutherum quod attinet, quicquid olim fcripferit in veteri prafatione, in ea fané
¢ quz hodie in codicibus legitur nihil de Apocalypfi afferit aliud, quam in dubio fe
¢ relinquere utrum fit Joannis Apoftoli, quod nonnulli ex vetuftioribus patribus id in-
¢ ficiati fint, nihil tamen hoc ipfo fe prejudicari velle aliis,” Chr, Kortholt, de canon,

Script. fanét. c. 18,
tute,
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tute, he laboured to prove that the Pope, or rather Papal domi-
nion, was Antichrift, yet he produced no paflage from the Apoca-
lypfe as tending to fupport that favourite tenet *,

We may now conclude, from the evidence produced, that nei-
ther Luther nor Calvin ever ufed this ally againft the. Jee of Rome;
and therefore Mr Gibbon will allow us to add fome words to
his propofition, and then it will run thus: “ The advantage of

turning thofe myfterious prophecies againft the fee of Rome,

was rejected or difregarded by Luther and Calvin, the chief leaders
amongft the Proteflants; but it infpired the other Proteftants with
‘ uncommon veneration for fo ufeful an ally.”

““~Mr Gibbon muft admit the fairnefs of this addition, for the
truth of it has been proved; and yet the addition does fo much im-
pair his intended inference, that, had he been aware of the fac,
he would, I perfuade myfelf, have omitted this precipitated note.

The {hort matter is this: the Proteftants in general, notwith-
ftanding the doubts and referve of their leaders, admitted the au-

thority of the Apocalypfe, as they found it fully and unam-
biguoufly eftablithed ; and it would have been the height of ab-
furdity for them to have attempted to expel from the facred ca-
non, a book, whofe prophecies feemed to juftify their feceflion
from the church of Rome .

~ * ¢«Quant. S. Fean. eft reprins par I'ange, de ce qu’il seftoit agenouille devant lui,”
; {r&,c! Apocalypfe, xix. 10. Inft. 1.1 c.12.§. 3.
< St Fean. dit que tous les fainéks ont lavé leurs robes au fang de ’Agneau.” A-
poc. vil. 14 Injft. L iii. c. 5. §. 2.
«¢ ]?Ecriture nous donne bien une meilleure confolation, en prpnongant que ceux
¢ qui font morts en noftre Scigneur font bien heurcux.” Apoc. xiv. 3.  Inf. 1. iii.
¢. 5. §. 10,
+ Perhaps Mr Gibbon meant to fay no more than what is here affirmed. If fo,
/7 he has exprefled himfelf in words ill-chofen, and of dubious interpretation. If we
" hold the Apocalypfe to be, in plain language, an undigefted fiction, it remains for
- Mr Gibbon, an avowed Proteftant, to explain how it fhould have become an ufeful ally
to the Proteftant caufe.
| CHAP- 4 7o
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CHAPTER IL 57

We know nothing of the time and manner in which the gofpel
was originally propagated amongft nations ignorant of the Greek
and Roman languages, and of that diale¢t of Syria familiar to the
Apoftles, as inhabitants of Paleftine; and therefore it would be
prefumptuous to fay, how the gift of tongues was exercifed
ameng(t thofe nations, or when it ceafed.

Another of the gifts of the Holy Spirit, was that of ¢be difcern-
g of Jpirits.

‘. Amongft the various endowments ‘of the church, fome of
which were to convict gainfayers, and others to edify believers,
there was one of the latter kind of {pecial ufe to fupport the
dignity, and to diflinguifh the divine original of all the reft.
And this the Apoftle calls the difcerning of fpirits; a wirtue
which, like the touch of Ithuriel’s fpear in the poet, laid bare
the deformity of impofture. With this Peter dete@ed Simon
the magician, and Paul confounded Elymas the forcerer.

¢ But when the thing itfelf had ceafed, the pretence to infpi-

(19

r T e wpoprline yaplouala ixovlov, % marredamaic rardylor Sid 1% Tvevuaros
yrwoeas. x.7. oo ap. Eufeb. Hift, Ecclef. v. 7. * Suppofing Irenweus to have meant
¢ that he himfelf had heard many of the brethren in the church fpeaking with
*¢ tongues through the Spirit,” we muft acknowledge his evidence to be in point,
but ftill it would be fingle ; and, confidering the extraordinary nature of the gift, the
manner in which Irenzus fpeaks of it might feem vague and fuperficial. Perhaps
he only meant to relate what he had heard reported by others. The gift of tongues,
when originally beftowed on the Apoftles and certain of the firft converts 'to Chie
fiianity, was not only for a fign of the Holy Spirit, but alfo for a vehicle to come
municate the gofpel to the uttermoft ends of the world. What Irenzus fays has no
relation to the propagating of the Chriftian faith ; and although his words were un-
derftood in the wideft fenfe, the exercife of the gift could have had no other effect
than that of ftrengthening and confirming believersina faith which they already held,
It is very remarkable, that the ancient apologifts, Juftin. M. Athenagoras, Theo-
philus, Tertullian, and Minucius Felix, are filent as to th gift of tongues. Irenwzus,
in another noted paflage, Adv heres, i. 2. neither afferts that he himfelf had that
_gift, nor acknowledges that he had it not.

H “’ration,”
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gjected. out of them, while, in truth, they were, withoat human
means, relieved from a ftate of lunacy, it does not follow, that no
miraculous power was-difplayed. in. their cure.

The liypothefis here. fuggefted: will not diminith the number of
the-cures,' although it may remove fome of them from one clafs
into another. .

This leads us to confider “ the miraculous power exerted in the
“~healing of difeafes.” | And: here it.muit, be; premifed, that the
number of the miracles fuppofed to have been wrought in the fe-
cond and third centuries, would not be diminifhed, although
fome of them fhould have been wrought on lunatics, and not on
perfons poffe/fed. For itiis no lefs.a miracle to cure lunacy, at once,
and by no-other means but prayer,  than it is to expel evil
{pirits.. So, if the obfervations juft now made have any weight,
the refult will be, that the primitive Chriftians more rarely ex-
pelled evil fpirits, and more frequently cured natural difeafes,
than they are reported to have done,

Mighty things are faid of the power of imagination; but that it
fhould inftantaneoufly reftore lunatics to a found mind, is fome-
thing fo very incredible*, that he who can perfuade himfelf to
believe it, will have fall caufe for intulting the Chriftians on
account of their eafy faith !

The' ecclefiaftical writers of the fecond and third centuries in-
variably affert, that many difeafes were healed by the prayers of
the Chriftians. . As they often fpeak on the credit of others, and
not from their own obfervation, it is poflible that, in fome of

_their reports, there may be circumftances exaggerated, and even
miftakes ; and it muft be admitted, that their evidence lofes much

* There may, poflibly, be fome very rare examples of this; but I fpeak, as one
ought to fpeak on fuch occafions, of daily experience, and the ordinary courfe of
things. 3
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Mr Gibbon fteps beyond Dr Middleton’s conjecture, and fup-
pofes that there was no cure at all; but that Severus juft perfua-
ded himfelf that he got  fome benefit by oil with which one of hus
Slaves anointed him *. Nay more, Mr Gibbon leaves it uncertain,
whether this benefit, however fmall or ambiguous, was of a /pi-
ritual nature, or fomethmg which merely refpected the health of

the patient.
Notwithftanding the ‘authority of Dr Middleton, Mr Gibbon,
and many other writers, | incline to think that the cure was
wrought, or fuppofed to have been wrought, on Euhodus,
and not on Severus; and that Severus having heard of . the relief
which his favourite had obtained, fought after Proculus, and kept
him about his perfon.
The words in Tertullian may as well imply, that Proculus cu-
red Euhodus, as that he cured Severus.
When the phrafe “ Proculum requifivit” is confidered, it feems
inconfiftent with the notion of Proculus having cured Severus
himfelf. The Emperor, had he been cured by oil which Proculus
adminiftered, would have had no occafion to feek after or inquire
for his phyfician, g = ’E.‘t:":::..’f? A’:; ‘
It is probable that hitherto my readers, in general, will fee no ¥ j"” /’72../2"/; fé; 2
great caufe to controvert the facts and circumftances which I have T gy

s F
endeavoured to eftablith, - fc Bt sferred”

B h bfervation, which, if well f ‘ :”;' -
ut now there occurs an obiervation, whi 1T W€ }

; ch, ounded, W cn. R ‘
on medicines adminiftered. ¢ Menfa benedicta,” in the language of Jerom’s age, is 4o Jeae? A D

¢ a table at which grace has been faid,” and ¢ cibus benedi€tus” is ¢ food for which  » _/,3 ” ; ../6.;74.2——5’,
¢ a blefling has been afked,” not ¢ a confecrated table,” or ¢ confecrated food.” )

* Itis impoflible to difcover the fource of this anecdote. Tertullian fays no fuch “ﬂd Mo AR
thing ; and he is equally filent as to fome benefit, perhaps of a fpiritual nature, '/C—/J"/‘ %7"

which Severus perfuaded himfelf that he had received from the anointing with oil. PSS Z,M W
Indeed, he fays, which Mr Gibbon has overlooked, that, in the times of Severus, bt

eminent perfons of both fexes profefled the Chriftian religion, but he makes no, '/‘M
mention of Proculus as a Chriftian flave Sukovte e, m,,&,‘,,././
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dbhs AL u/"~ might fuperfede all further inquiry into the nature of the cure

; wrought by Proculus,

One of the writers in the controverf{y con :erning The miraculous
powers, thus {peaks: ** Tertullian, who relates the ftory, makes
“ no mention at all of a miracle in the cafe. His words are thefe:
. A Chriftian named Proculus, cured the: Emperor Severus of a cer=
¢ tain diftemper by the ufe of 0il ; for which fervice the Emperor was
“ favourable to the Chriftians, and kept Proculus, as long as be lived,

 n bis palace™*.”

If Tertullian, who lived at the time when the cure was per-

formed, made no mention at all of a miracle, it would be prepofter~

ous for us, in the eighteenth . century, 'to attempt to difcover
more in the ftory than this, that Proculus cured Euhodus or Se-
verus by oil. '
It appears, however, from the context, although not from Dr
Middleton’s quotation, that Tertullian fuppofed that the cure by
oil, and the cures of the epilepfy and other difeafes which he
1 b1) e Al mentions, were all of the {ame mature, the operation of God
‘%/7{‘”“'/{‘“’] (7 through the miniftry of the Chriftians.
N for b We learn from the work of Serenus Sammomcus t, a celebra-
MWW ted phyfician at the court of Severus, that oil of wvarious forts

bon o Diehinon. ' S

g g * Defence of Dr Middleton’s Free Inguiry, by Frederick Toll, A. M. p. 8.

‘;__.: M “,/L' t 9. Sereni Sammonici de Medicina liber. H. Stephan. d. Med. princ. con-
founds him with his fon, who was preceptor to the younger Gordian, and who left
in legacy to his pupil a library of fixty-two thoufand volumes, Ful. Capitilin. Gordi-
anus junior, p. 159. that very library of which Mr Gibbon thus fpeaks, ¢ Twenty-

¢ #wo concubines, and a library of fixty fwo thoufand volumes, attefted the variety
¢ of his inclinations ; and from the produétions which he left behind him, it appears
¢ that the former as well as the latter were defigned for ufe rather than for oftenta-
“ tion,” wol. i. p. 215. Pity that Gordian had not collefted four thoufand volumes

in addition to the legacy ; then it might have been faid, that for every three thou-
fand of volumes in his library, he had one concubine and #hree baftards, and the
antithefis would have been complete.
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£{1

of them confiderable too: and, if my teflimony be admitted as cre-
“dibley, Imyfelf bave feen them*.” ;

Another paflage, in ' the fame work, is remarkable on many
accounts. . Origen fays, "1 am of opinion that the miracles Hf
“ Jefus, which Celfus calumnioufly fays he learnt among the
“ Egyptians to perform, afford evidence of the Holy Spirit ha-

“ vingappeared in the likenefs of a dove; and, in fupport of my

*“ opinion, I argue not only from them, but alfo, with probable
grounds, from thofe: which the Apoftles of Jefus performed.
And indeed, without the operation of miracles, the Apoftles
could not have moved men, who had new notions and new
doétrines . propofed to them, to abandon the religious rites of
their country, and, with hazards even unto death, to admit
what thofe ‘teachers taught: ‘and i/ the veftiges of that Holy

Spirit, which appeared in the likenefs of a dove, are preferved

111
(14
(13
143
(14
“
113
4€

“ ny cures; and, as THE woRp [soros] willeth, they forefee

¢ fome things: and, however much Celfus, 6r the Jew whom he
* has introduced, may fcoff at it, #his fhall be faid, that many
¢ perfons have been converted to Chriftianity, as if againft their
“ will, through fome infpiration, acting with energy upon them

* "Ecw v idGy udld riv "Tnow exdnuiory “Tudatue KaTaANNupirye vy, % ndy Excor-
ae Tor mdna vouslopévar aloic twal CEUVDY: AN % pndiy anjucion T8 twal Tiva Sesdnlo 7ra‘a'
alotc, ¥x ¢ yap mpopiilas, wit TEPOSI, G KLY Ixrn &xi mociy Topd szrx&ro?; wpioneTar,
X Tivd Y8 psilova. % & misos fopey Neyorreg, twpdnouey % nuéi. Contra Celfum, 1. ii. p. 62.
In the fame book, p. 80. he fpeaks, in general terms, of perfons baving been healed
in the name of Chrift : luéxpl aé/xefar S‘sfotmu’w@ou 70 6r6]ua71 Ty ¥ 6 Osdc Bersras,

t The word expel is ufed, although not a proper tranflation of #iradyai,  The

verb éezefew, however uncommon, is claflical.
more ftudious of the purity of his Greek,

He ought not to have fpoken of charms,
of decantations.

Origen, on this occafion, has been
than of correctnefs in theological language.

or, rather, if the word may be admitted,

L y bhal 1

among Chriftians; for they expel T demons, and perform ma- =~




CHAPT TR IID 89

If, all circumftances confidered, what Bede relates of Cuthbert,
and Bernard of Malachi, be no lefs credible than what Juftin M *.
and Irenzus relate of miraculous powers in their own times, we
ought nat to deny them the fame degree of confidence. But, be-
fore coming to that conclufion, it is fit that we fhould make our-

felves acquainted with the nature of the ftories related by Bede
and Bernard.

If, under the phrafe, ¢ ecclefiaftical hiftory,” the hiftory of the New Teftament
be comprehended, every one acquainted with the Scriptures can decidedly anfwer
this acute query in the affirmative.

Mr Gibbon, probably, meant to except the apoftolical times from this query ; but
as his words are wide enough to comprehend them alfo, it may be fit to obferve,
that St Matthew afferts, that ¢¢ he himfelf poflefled the gift of miracles 3” for he thus
fpeaks: “ And when he had called unto him his twelve difciples, #e gave them power
¢« over unclean fpirits, to caft them out, and to heal all manner of ficknefs, and all
¢ manner of difeafe;” chap. x. i. Here he afferts that Jefus beftowed the gift of
miracles on the twelve Apoftles; and prefently after, while recounting their names,
he mentions himfelf as one of that chofen number ; fo he muft have pofefed that gift
of miracles which Jefus beffowed on him.

‘Again, St Paul pofitively afferts, that ¢ he himfelf poflefled the gift of miracless”
for he thus fpeaks: I am become a fool in glorying, ye have compelled me: for I
¢¢. ought to have been commended of you; for in nothing am I behind the very
¢ chiefeft Apoftles, though I be nothing. Truly the figns of an Apoftle were
¢ wrought among you in all patience, in figns, and wonders, and mighty deedsy’
2' Cor. xii. 11. 12. Mr Anthony Collins is reported to have faid, ¢ I think fo well
« of St Paul, who was both a man of fenfe and a gentleman; that if he Had aflerted
¢ that he had wrought miracles himfelf, 1 would have believed him;” Biographia
Britannica, v. i. p. 626. not. G, 2d edit. This anecdote, if authentic, proves, that
Mr Collins, although one of the threwdeft adverfaries of Cliriftianity, had read the
epiftles of St Paul with little attention. The gift of miracles, of which I have been
fpeaking, muft be' diftinguithed from the other divine gifts beftowed on-the Apoftles,.
and frequently alluded to by them; as in 1 Pefii. 12,5 Fobn, vii. 39.5 xx%. 22.3
Apoe. s 10. &eo3 1 Cor. xiv. 18.3 2 Cor. vi. 6. 7.3 and. in.many other paflages.

* Juftin M. is mentioned here, becaufe Mr Gibbon mentions him; yet there is.
hardly any thing in the works of Juftin M. which relates to a power of working mi-
racles beftowed on any individual in the Chriftian church,

M Bede
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fhould feem, a parallel between polytheifin and polygamy %3 and,
confequently, having no relation to fecond marriages.

‘¢ Tertullian,” fays Barbeyrac, ¢ in anfwering the accufations
¢ of lewdnefs brought againft the Chriftians, obferves, that fo
“ far from abandoning themfelves to any thing of that nature,
“ they limited to one woman the natural ufe of the fex in mar-
¢ riage; and, after he had given himfelf up to Montani{m, he
“ did but exprefs the like fentiments in ftronger words g

The quotation from the Apology of Tertullian is very obfcure ;
or, to {peak more Ewroperly, it is unintelligible 1.

Barbeyrac might have produced many paflages in which Ter-
tullian condemns, and even execrates fecond marriages. The
very firlt words of his treatife de Monogamia are, ** The beretics
¢ take away marriage, the carnal men reiterate it; the former do
“ not marry at all, the latter marry more than once ||.”

By “ the heretics,”, he is underftood to mean the followers of
Marcion; and there can be no doubt that the phrafe * carnal
¢ men,” defcribes thofe whom, in common language, we {hould
call “ orthodox Chriftians,” that is, thofe who remained within
the pale of the church, inftead of following Tertullian, who held

o :8 i . s ~oea s A 4 ¢ 3 ~ ¢ b
Lok Kol g elowAoAaTpio ot TY €/05 €1 THE TONNYG STIVEUNTIC €53 Oy, BTWE # mopyeic ex

3% Yo Yoy big o Esw exrraais. Strom. L iil. . 12.

4+ ¢ Tertullien, dans fon Apologetigue, repond aux accufations d’impureté intentces
¢ contre les Chrétiens, que bicn loin de s’abandonner A rien d’approchant, /s bor-
< nent méme & une feule femme Pufage naturel du fexe dans le mariage. Quand ce
s Pere ¢fit donné dans le Montanifme, il ne fit que sexprimer plus fortement fur ce
e fujet.” c.iv. § 16.

4 ¢ Chriftianus ad fexum nec feeminz mutat.” Apol. c. 46. Here fome words
fave been cither omitted or incorreély copied by tranfcribers.

| «* Heretici nuptias auferunt, Pfychici ingerunts Illi nec femel, illi non femel nu-
« bunt,” De Monogamia, in pr.
that
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that Montanus was the Comforter [Paracletus] promifed by our
Lord*. .

From the tenor of Tertullian’s treatife de Monogamia, it is plain
that the Chriftians of his age, or, at leaft, of his country, en-
tered into fecond marriages without fcruple or hefitation, and
that he himfelf was imbued in fanaticifin and herefy. In evi-
dence of this, fome paflages are added in a note }. ln general, they

are

/% (/JIL‘/'/ "' it

Le w/ﬂ anid s thofe who have no right to the name of Chriftians. ¥uyuis 8¢ arfpomos ¥ dixerau 7o
. ﬁ ; é r~o(rvtf/" =% Irwparos 7% O i Cor. ii. r4. That by P/ychici Tertullian meant the Chriftians,,
b I jat * s plain from his own words, adverfus Praxeam, c. 1. % Et nos quidem poftéa agni-
/Z.u L/AA 2 /\ yfux}@m]“ tio Paracleti atque defenfio disjunxit a Pfychicis.” It may be obferved, in pafling,
7 that Tertullian takes the divine miffion of Montanus for ranted, and imagines thac
i /&'ww L/f% ;A//ﬁﬁc the whimfies of that vifionary ought to give law to the Asoftles. .
oy § Hon D » A T

* It was bold in Tertullian thus to apply a phrafe, which St Paul ufes to defcribe:

+ ¢ [Pfychici] Monogamiz difciplinam in hzrefin: exprobant, nec ulla magis ex

/\,A/«Ov ﬁC)/a ‘/7:7// ¢¢ caufa Paracletum negare coguntur, quim dum exiftimant novse difciplinz inftitu-
&M/v A/L

torem, et quidem duriflimz illis, ut jam de hoc primiim confiftendum fit in gene-
E Jiin ’A/\ 7,,/9 4‘% I ,( 1 « pali retratatu, an eapiat Paracletum aliquid ‘tale docuiﬂ?;f, quod aut novam de-
yir ¢ putari poflit adverfus Catholicam traditionem, aut onerofum adverfus levem, fap-
ag i cinama Domini? De utroque autem ipfe Dominus pronunciavit, ‘dicens L dixit};
enim, adbuc multa habeo qua loquar ad wos, fed nandum potefiis portare ca : quum

venerit Spiritus Sanflus, ille vos ducet in omnem veritatems fatis utique pratendis

ea adturum illem quz et nova exiftimari poflint, ut suaquam retrd edita, ‘et ali-

quantd onerofa, ut idcirco non edita,” d. Manogamia, €. 2. ‘Afier having vainly en~

dcavoured to elude the arguments in favour of fecond marriages drawn from the:

. do&rines of St Paul, Tertullian has recourfe to a defperate hypothefis; ‘“¢ ita res ex-

« jgebant, ut [Paulus] ‘omnibus omnia fieret, quo. ommes lucrifacerat, ‘parturiens illos:

# donec formaretur Chriftus in ipfis, ‘et calefaciens, tanquam nutrix, parvulos fidei,,

“ docendo quiedam per veniam, won per imperivm, ‘(alivd eft ‘enim ‘indulgere, aliud

* jubere), proinde temporalem licentiam permittens, denud nubendi proptet infitmitd=.

*, tem carnis, quemadmodum: Moyfes repudiandi propter duritiam. cordis. Bt hic
*¢ itaque reddemus fupplementum fenfls iftius; fi enim Chriftus abftulit quod Moyfes
¢ preecepit, quia ab initionon fuit fic, nec fic ideo ab alia venifle virtute reputabitur
* ‘Chyiftus, ‘car non et Paracletus abftulerit, quod Paulus indulfit? quia et fecuna

“ dum
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are too abfurd to admit of a tranflation, which might offend ma-
ny, and could edify none. 1 venture, however, to tranflate one
paflage, which plainly indicates the fituation of the unfortunate
man’s mind. * Dido, the Queen of Carthage, fhall rife up im
¢ judgement againft Chriftian women; for the, being a fugitive
¢ in a foreign foil, and about to become the chief foundrefs of a
“ mighty ftate, had good reafon to feck to be united in wedlock

¢ dum matrimonium ab initio non fuit, nec ideo fufpedtus habendus fit, quafi fpi-
¢¢ ritus alienus, tantim ut Deo et Chrifto dignum fit qued fuperinducitur. Si Deo et
¢¢ Chrifto dignum fuit duritiam cordis tempore expleto compefcere, cur non dignum
% fit et Deo et Chrifto tempore colle&iore difcutere?  Si juftum eft, matrimonium
¢¢ pon feparari, utique et non iterare honeftum eft. Denique apud feculum utrumque
¢¢ in bona difciplina deputatur, alind concordiz nomina, aliud pudicitize. Regnavit
¢ duritia cordis ufque ad Chriftum, regnavit et infirmitas carnis ufque ad Paracle-
¢¢ tum. Nova lex abftulit repudium, habuit quod auferret ; nova prophetia, fecundum
¢ matrimonium, non minus repudium prioris, fed facilius' duritia cordis ceflit,
¢ quim infirmitas carnis,” #b.c. 14. There is much more raving to the like pur~
pofe, and the tendency of the whole is to prove that the perfetion of Chriftian mo-
rals is only to be found in the rhapfodies of Montanus.

Mofheim fays, ¢ Montanus was not fo devoid of reafon as to fuppofe himfelf to
¢ have been the Paraclete, or the Holy Spirit; he only aflerted, that the Holy Spirit
4¢ {pake by him : But the o4fcure language of Tertullian, who very often calls Mon-
¢ tanus by that zame, has been the fole caufe of the inaccurate manner in which both
< apcients and moderns have treated this fubjet.” [Quod vero et veteres et recen-
tiores fententiam fuam ambigué, nec fatis luculenter expreflerunt, Tertulliani unicé
obfeuritas effecit, qui Montanum feepiffimeé Paracletum nominat: cujus quidem ver-
ba et fermonis genus imitati funt.] d. Reb. Chriftian. ante Confiantin. M. p. 413. Af-
ter having thus contradited every body, and laid all the blame on the obfcurity of
Tertullian’s language, he thus concludes: < All that remains for us to fuppofe is,
« that Montanus was difeafed both in bedy and mind, and perhaps might be char-
¢ ged with a pious fraud.” [Hoc unum relinquitur, ut animo hominem <t corpore
etiam zgrotafle credamus, nifi forte pix fraudis eum arguere velimus.] And thus
Motheim unravels his whole web; for, if we fuppofe Montanus to have been difor-
dered in his judgement, and fufpet him of knavery, all that Tertullian and other
writers have {aid of him will be abundantly probable.
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Be this as it may, the human chara@er having returned by de-
grees to its natural level, ‘“ refumes thofe paflions that feem the
*“ moft adapted:to its prefent condition.” And now we may expect

to fee the Chriftians a& juft as other men, neither exalted, by en-
thufiafm, above the ftate of humanity, nor funk, by the like en-
thufiafm, below the ftandard of right reafon.

The fifth fecondary caufe of the rapid progrefs of Chriftianity
is faid to have been *“ the union and difcipline of the Chriftian re-
‘ 'public, which gradually formed an independent and increafing
‘ ftate in the heart of the Roman empire*®.” What Mr Gibbon
had faid juft before, explains the meaning of the word gradually;
for he obferves, that * the Chriftian religion grew up in filence
¢ and obfcurity.” .‘

And here a queftion arifes: If the union and difcipline of the
church were eftablifhed in confequence of the human charaéter
returning by dégrees to its natural level; if the Chriftian religion
grew up i filence and obfeurityy and if it gradually formed an inde-
pendent and increafing republic § how are thefe things confiftent,
with its rapid progrefs ? Yet the rapid progrefs of Chriftianity is-
the fact admitted, and the purpofe of Mr Gibbon’s inquiry is to
difcover what were its fecondary caufes.

Every intelligent and attentive reader will obferve, that, in
treating of this fifth caufe, Mt Gibbon does not confine his re-
fearches to the early. times of Chriftianity, but that he ¢ blends

‘“ in eloquent confufion{” the events which are fiid to have
bappened at different times.

* Mr Gibbon paints after a fketch given by Voltaire. ¢ Les affemblées fecrettes
¢ qui bravoient d’abord, dans des caves et dans des grottes, Pautorité des Empereurs
‘ Romains, formerent peu i pew un etat dans etat.” Siecle de Lowis XIV.

+ This is an expreffion which Mr Gibbon employs in fpeaking of Burnet, the au-

thor of the Theory of the Earth, i. 565. and not without caufe; for, in flowery lan- Y z'\,_\@_ / U ﬁ//
i s . <
guage and bad realoning, '#hat work can hardly be paralleled. ﬁk/{;’”
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difliked war as a trade, and that they had no ambition to rife to
military commands *,

It feems that fuch men were not fufficiently occupied ; ‘and
therefore, in order to amufe their idlenefs, or gratify their love
of altion, they invented ecclefiaftical government.

Granting, for a moment, that the primitive Chriftians were not
only excluded from civil offices of truft and emolument, but that
they held all war to be unlawful, and abfolutely refufed to bear
arms; it remains to be explained, why a deep-laid and wide plan
of ecclefiaftical policy fhould have been devifed, perfifted in, and
executed by fuch men.

Experience does not lead us to the conclufion which Mr Gib-
bon has formed. The Menonites, for inftance, and the people
called Quakers, are debarred, by their principles, from civil offi-
ces; and they hold all war, defenfive as well as offenfive, to be
unlawful ; yet their love of a&ion never excited them to under-
take what the primitive Chriftians, in circumftances fuppofed to-
be fimilar, are faid to have accomplifhed.

Mr Gibbon, in treating of ecclefiaftical government, feems to
hold the antiquity of what he calls Epifcopal Presbyters: But 1
know not whether the O/ Diffenters of England will chufe to ad-
mit him as a profelyte from Epi/copacy, or rely on him as their
ehampion in defence of the claffical form; for the controverf{y i
his hands is equally poifed.

He thinks that the Epifcopal form of government was introdu-
eed before the end of the firft century ; and, as he explains himfelf

* «The fituation of the firft Chriftians,” fays Mr Gibbom, ¢ coincided very hap-
% pily with their religious fcruples ; and their averfion to an: ative life contributed

“ patler to excufe them from the fervice, than ro exclude them from: the honours:
and yet his own book demonftrates, that in the:

* of the ftate and army.” i.. 581.:
decline of the Roman empire, no rank, however obfcure, excluded men from thofe
honours..
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“ by the Apoftles themfelves, were, for fome time, confult-
“Sred B

Granting that Mr Gibbon did right in pronouncing pofitively
where Mofheim hefitated, yet f{till it muft be obvious, that the
independence and equality of different religious focieties could ne-
ver have promoted “ the union of the Chriftian republic.”

Mr Gibbon proceeds thus: ¢ The want of difcipline and hu~
“ man learning was fupplied by the occafional afliftance of e

* ¢ Hierofolymitanz quidem ecclefie per tempus aliquod magna fuit dignitas et
¢ auctoritas, quod ex Alis Apoftolorum patet. Antiocheni controverfiam fuam de
¢ legis Mofaicz preftantia ecclefize hujus judicio fubjiciebant, 4&. xv. Idem alias
¢ fecifle ecclefias, verifimillimum eft. Paulus, divinitds licet ad obeundum Apoftoti
¢ munus vocatus, id tamen in primis agebat, ut f¢ fuamque difciplinam Apoftolis et
* coetui Hierofolymitano probaret et commendaret, Galat. i. 18. ii. 7. 8..9. Verum
¢ hujus autoritatis radix non tam in ecclefia erat Hierofolymitana, que nunquam
‘¢ fupra reliquas eminere voluit, quim in Apoftolis Iefu Chrifti, qui Hierofolymitano
¢ coctui przfidebant, judicefque a Chrifto rerum ad’ religionem pertinentium con-
¢ flituti erant.  Apoftolos propri¢ confulebant, non Hierofolymitanum coetum,

Quanquam, ut verum fatear, et ipfe hic coetus, abfentibus etiam Apoftolis, ma-

gis quam reliqu. Chriftianorum familiz, rebus in dubiis, in confilium vocari pos

terat, Multo enim plures, quim in ceteris ecclefiis, homines erant Hierofolymis-
lumine divino aliifque donis cceleftibus inftrui; quoniam non in Apoftolos taii-
“tlim, verlim etiam in univerfum, qui tum Chriftum ibi profitebatur, populum Spi.-
- ritus Sanctus mirabiliter delapfus erat, A4&. ii. 1. &c. Non dubito, Ephefinze e¢-

clefie, dum S. Johannes in: illa vixit, parem inter Afiaticas auctoritatem fuifle ,

immo cun&is ecclefiis, quibus aliquamdiu Apoftolorum aliquis preefuit, hunc ha-

bitum efle-honorem opinor, ut vicinge ab illis ecclefize docendi agendique exem-
plum interdum peterent.  Hoe etiam plus, nec enim prter rem difficilis €ro, lar=

gior, fi quis velit;. concedam. nimirlim omnibus ecclefiis Apoftolicis, . id M

lis, quas ipfi. Apoftoli conftruxerant et erudiverant,. hoc,, per'tempus aliquod, da=

tum fuiffe, ut novis forté de-religione fententiis propofitis et’difputationibus coma

motis confulerentur,” D. Reb. Chriftian. ante Conflant. M. Ps 1530

This work of Motheim is little known with us’; and; therefore, it was judged prod- 4 /,;;an.% éfufq,\t'
per.to.print the original paffage at large, that it might be compared with the tranflas i
tion. It is no-very eafy tafk to reader the verbofe language of Molheim into  tole<-
rable Engli(h.
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“ that I will pour out my Spirit upon all fleth, and your fons and
¢ your daughters fhall prophefy, your old men fhall dream
“ dreams, your young men fhall fee vifions*.” For, when the
miraculous gift of tongues was beftowed, St Peter declared the
prophecy of : Joel to be accomplifhed ; although the old men had
not dreamed dreams, neither-had the young men and the daugh-
ters of Jerufalem uttered prophecies, or feen vifions,

I cannot difcover, from Scripture, that, in the apoftolical times,
boys and girls were endued with the gifts of prophecy, in any
fenfe of the word .

It is poflible that, by prophets, Mr Gibbon meant not ** fore-
tellers of events,” but * interpreters of Scripture;” for he gives
them the ambiguous appellation of “ prophetical zeackhers.”

That, in the apoftolical times, perfons, * without diftin&ion
¢ of age or of fex,” were admitted to be teachers in a public af-
fembly of Chriftians, may well be queltioned; for it is not
clear, that boys and girls were admitted to the conferences {poken
of in i. Cor. xiv.

St Paul would not fuffer married women to {peak in church, or
even to propofe difficulties, and afk a folution of them zhere,
¢ Let them keep filence,” faid he; and in fupport of this injunc-
tion, he appealed to the judgement of his hearers, in thefe words,
* It is a {hame for a woman to {peak in the church}.”

Ve o in 2200

* Foel, ii. 28, The meaning of ‘the prophecy, as explained by St Peter, is, ¢ That
¢ the operations of the Holy Spirit {hall be made manifeft.”

4 Philip the deacon had * four daughters, virgins, [#agbiver], who prophefied,”
Aétsy xxi. 9. But 7aplive; properly fignifies one grown up or arrived at woman’s % : p
eftate ; and hence was that whimfical etymology of the word devifed, maplivos Sia 7 liad’ s st Bl
wapanclabiew Tiv naxiar. Befides, it is not certain in what fenfe the daughters of }AM,":«—! Al
Philip are faid to have prophefied. £t ¢

} i. Cor. %iv. 34. 35.5 i. Tim. ii. 11. 12. On this occafion, as on others, St Paul /{'Maﬂ/;w r 4
{pake in conformity with eftablithed notions and manners. This will account for the 7 ¥~ d
firong expreflion, * itis a thame,” [dioxpir ydp ési]. literally, « it is a foul deed.” o "’""“'{"‘“"‘7 ~y
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“ to the merit than to the diftrefs of the object, very materially 7 ///'{/-;—'-fw W
“ conduced to the progrefs of Chriftianity.” i. 593. /A «/ oy

So far he fays well. It was reafonable for humane Pagans, when il se e
they faw the pious liberality of believers, to inquire into the nature
and evidences of TaE RELIGIoN oF LovE. Such inquiries can

" pever hurt the caufe of Chriftianity, and, in general, are favourable
toit. If, in this way, any Pagans were converted, their conver-
fion might be faid to have been owing to the virtues of the Chri-
ftians. “ ,

What follows in Mr Gibbon is more exceptionable: ¢‘ The Pa=
‘ gans,” fays he, * who were actuated by a fenfe of humanity,

“ while they derided the do&rines, acknowledged the benevolence
¢ of the new fe&t.”

It feems, then, that the humane Pagans, while they did juftice B :
to the benevolenee of the new fect, continued to deride its doc- S /ﬁ'u/—kgl C_’f-q,é,
trines; {o that it was not by the means which [ have fuppofed, 7/ ‘/7% i % ’ i
that Chriftian benevolence “ very materially conduced to the pro= - §< e Mg g
‘“ grefs of Chriftianity.” 77 0’4 o JRafy A ;

Mr Gibbon adopts a different {yftem. He fays, * The profpe@® a2 MQW o g &
“ of immediate rehief, and of future protection, allured into the . , = '
“ hofpitable bofom of the church many of thofe.unhappy perfons
“ whom the negle¢t of the world would have abandoned to the
“ miferies of want, ficknefs, and of old age.” i. 595. That is, the
Heathens, who dreaded poverty, ficknefs, and old age, fought sbar
relief from the liberality of Chriftians-which they could not expect
even from the other Heathens, * who were auated by a fenfe of
“ humanity;’ and fo they profefled their belief in Chrift!

- T will be remembered, that this, according to'the hypothefis of
Mr Gibbon himfelf, could not poflibly have happened in the carly
ages of the chu.rch, when it was compofed of poor and mean per~
fons. The Chriftians muft have become opulent before their libew
rality. could have bribed the Heathens to feek. hesr protection,, the:

proteétion:
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