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A 

DEFENCE of the Enquiry Hfc» 

HEN I firft enter'd upon the 
Enquiry, for the Satisfaction 
of a Friend; who was thrown 
into Doubts, by the two Dif- 
fertations in Revelation exa~ 

mind with Candour; I had no other View, 
than fully and impartially to examine what 
is there offered——And as I have a Vene¬ 
ration for that Ingenious Author, and no 
ftrong Appetite to what I am pleading for 
the Lawfulnefs of; if I have not treated 
both the Subjed: and its Author fairly, I 
jfhould think myfelf much to blame,——If 
the Reader fhould happen to think other- 
wife, I muft intreat him to afcribe it to 
Ignorance, or, what I own is but a bad 
Plea, to Haftinefs. However, whatever 
Errors I have run into, no body fhall 
with greater readinefs than myfelf give 
them up, as foon as they are difcover’d. 

A 2 The 



( 4 ) 
The Learned Author of the Remarks 

has pointed out fome things which he looks 
upon to be Miftakes; and has done it with 
fo much Temper and Meeknefs, as to fet me 
a good Pattern to follow; which I fhall en¬ 
deavour to do fo clofely, that I hope he 
will have no room to complain of either 
cenforious Judgment or railing Accusation. 
It is as natural for Men to differ in Judg¬ 
ment, as in Stature; and every Man has a 
right to vindicate and defend his own; 
which fo long as he does in a mode ft and 
inoffenfive way, no body can blame him 
for it. 

The Author of the Remarks has pitched 
upon fo few things in the Enquiry to 
make his Obfervations upon, that the Dif- 
pute between us two will not be very long. 
He has refer d me to the Apoftolical Decree 
at Jerufalem for my Satisfaction in feveral 
of them; which it feems was written before 
mine came to his hands.—As that is in An- 
fwer to the Author of the ^uejlion about 
eating of Blood Jlated\ I fhall not prefixme 
to intermeddle with any points I am not 
concern'd in; but leave them to be difcuf- 
fed betwixt them two; and in one parti¬ 
cular with relation to the Precept given to 
Noah, upon which great ftrefs is laid, X 
have examin'd a little into what is further 
urged in the Defence of Revelation examin'd 
(with Candour, written iikewife in oppo- 

fition 
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fition to the Queflion fluted.—If I was to 
trace out fome more of their Reafonings 
upon this Subjedl, that feem to me incon- 
clufive, I fhould only foreftall a much 
abler hand: and throw myfelf into a far 
greater length than I am at prefent difpofed 
to go. 

There are two points, in which I am 
fo happy, as to be thought to be in the 
right by the Author of the Remarks j the 
one in rejecting the Notion of the Ante¬ 
diluvians Charter reaching to the flefh of 
living Creatures for food—in this I op** 
pofed the Learned Author of the Queflion 
flated: But as I could not then (and upon 
farther Confederation cannot yet) find, that 
it would any way affedt the Subject in dif- 
pute, I did not dwell fo long upon that* 
as I did upon the other, in fhowing why 
the Apoftolical Decree fhould not be con¬ 
fined to the G^//^-Profelytes.— 

I lhall not think it any diminution of 
what I offered upon thefe Topics, to own* 
that Man’s dominion over the beafts of 
the field and fowls of the air, without 
making ufe of them for food, is defcribed 
in a very beautiful, elegant and entertain¬ 
ing way by the Author of Revelation Ex¬ 
amin'd. * And that the Apoftles made 
Converts from Idolatrous and Non-Profe- 
lyted Gentiles before the Decree at Jeru- 

falem 

* The Do&rine of Abflinence from Blood defended.- 
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falem was made; confequently the jewifh 
Profelytes could not be the only Perfons it 
was defigned for, is proved in a fatisfadto- 
ry manner both by the fame Author and 
by the Author of the Remarks. 

There are fome other opinions the Au¬ 
thor of the Remarks very juftly takes no¬ 
tice of, that tho’ I have propofed them to 
my Reader, and left them to him, to 
judge what weight there is in them; yet 
I have paffed them by, as if I thought 
there was none in them myfelf.-Thus far 
we are both agreed. 

But then, there are other things * I in¬ 
fill: on, which the Author of Revelation 
exarnm d with Candour, has already infilled 
on at large—It may be fo ; and yet not be 
improper for me to mention them, to make 
my Sentiments appear the better connec¬ 
ted-—-a Man mu ft be a thorough Adver- 
iary that will oppofe every thing-fuch 
a Temper as this, I would not be thought 
to be of.—As I have mention’d fome Opi¬ 
nions of others, without fignifying my ap¬ 
probation ; that the candid Reader may 
judge of them as he thinks proper: fo, I 
hope, 1 may borrow from this ingenious 
Author, what I apprehend would be 
ferviceable to my own purpofe, without 
giving him offence or any body elfe. 

* Apoft. Decree jet In force, p. 6o» 

There 
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There is one palfage indeed, which theP* 

Author of the Remarks lays his fingers 
upon as a llrange overfight. I will give it 
you——the Author of the Enquiry lays, 
p. 16, 17, The chief reafon why Noah 
cc Ihould not be allowed the ufe of Blood 
<c for food, is expreflly afiigned; becaufe 
<c it is the Life of the Be aft, and was ap- 
cc pointed as proper Sacrifice for Sin—— 
€C and upon what account this was not 
€C infilled on by him (the Author of Re- 
€C relation examin'd) as a reafon why we 
€C fhould not make ufe of Blood for food, 
ce feems to me to be pretty plain—-How 
€C this Obfervation, fays the Author of the 
ce Remarks, could be made by theEnqui- 
£C rer, I cannot underftand ; when it is fo 
C€ plain, that the Dodtor largely infills on 
cc this reafon ; and is fet down in the Con- 
£C tents p. 11, 12, 13, 14, and again 

“ P- 15> I,6-” 
I mull freely own that I did not, nor 

could any one well, overlook what the 
Dodtor fo largely infjls on~and I mull own 
too, that the manner of my putting down 
the laft Claufe, might give an unwary 
Reader room for the Refledlion«—- a 
fmall addition would have made my mean¬ 
ing clear, and then it had been thus; Up- 
cc on what account this was not infilled 
cc on by him, as the only reafon, why we 

Ihould not make ufe of Blood for food, 
feems 



Heb. ix, 
22., 

(8) 
feems to me to be pretty plain.— The 

Dodtor infifts on’t as a Reafon—-and I, 
as the only reafon of the Prohibition-there 
is only that Difference between us.-That 
this was my meaning, might have been 
collected from the beginning of the Para¬ 
graph, £C the chief and what feems to me 
the only JatisfaBory reafon, why Noah 
fhould not &c.--Omifiions, I find, may 
happen to others as well as myfelf-1 will 
not lay it to our Author's charge that it 
was done defignedly—-perhaps he might 
not look upon that as the drift of my ar¬ 
gument 3 tho'a Perfonofhis Sagacity, one 
would think, could not well mils my 
meaning, if he did but fufpend kill he 
was gotten to the next Paragraph, which 
I will, for the Satisfaction of the Reader^ 
beg leave to recite. 

C£ If God, who determin'd in thefulnefi 
cc of time to fend his Son into the World 
<€ to redeem it by the Sacrifice of himlelf, 
cc thought it fit in the mean while to en- 
€C join the Sacrifice of Creatures, that Men 
cc might be the better prepared to fubmit 
cc to this Appointment and underftand the 
cc reafon of it-*-and if no Sacrifice 

could be made without effufion of 
£c Blood; without Jhedding of Blood is no 
i€ remifion—-therefore in order to appro- 
“ priate Blood to this particular ufe; and 

to dignify and diftinguifh it from other 
“ things; 
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*c things; which is the meaning of fari<fti- 
<c fying and making holy; he might 
<c not fuffer it to be madeufe of as food; 

and thereby create a Refpedt and Vene- 
<c ration of it in the Minds of Men-—> 
“ co.nfequently when there was a full end 
“ of all Sacrifices; Chrift by one offering ha- Heb. 

“ ving perfected for ever them that are14,9 
JanBijied: there could be no need that he 

u Jhould offer himjelf often, or. that the 
Blood of other Creatures Ihould continue 

cc to be offered, and then there would be 
tc no further occafion to feparate it from 
“ other things; and fo it might be takea 

into the common ufes of Life.-In a 
cc word, if Blood wras prohibited becaufe 
“ it was appropriated to the Altar; then, 
“ when there was an end of fiich Sacrifices, 
“ we may conclude there would be ail 
c< end of the Prohibition too.” And that 
this is what I infilled on, will appear 
more clearly if we go on to p. 22.——“ la 
<c order to undeceive them and diminish 

. * * 

that high Efteem they had of the Effi- 
€C cacy of Blood, our blefjed Lord abolilhes 
4 c and renders ufelefs all Sacrifices whatfoever 
lc by the compleatnefs of his own; and when 
<c they ceas'd, the only fufficient Reafbn for 
u prohibiting Blood ceasd with them; and 
“ when it was not any longer to be inclos'd 

for holy purpofes, it might be thrown 
u open as common food> ^--~ 

B From 
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From the fmall Emendment and the two' 

Paflages above, I hope my Argument and 
the Conclufion from it, may now be un- 
derftood. 

I aim well aware (I cannot overlook 
them) that there are other Reafons of the 
Prohibition affigned by the Author of Re¬ 
velation examin'd, and fome by the Author 
of the Remarks in concurrence with him, 
which I fhall defire to confider, before I 
go any further; becaufe much Strefs is laid 
on them, and they are thought to invali¬ 
date my conclufion. They give the 
preference indeed to that I make the only 
reafon—-i. e. that Blood is forbidden 
becaufe it wasbe pour d out upon the Al¬ 
tar : Yet they fubjoin feveral others to it--* 
as fir ft, to be a a perpetual monition to 

Mankind, that God was the Author 
c< and Giver of Life. 2dly, to prevent 
"c unneceflary cruelty in the Ufe of Crea- 
a tures. jdly, to keep us from a too high 
cc and luxurious way of living, which 
“ might fill us with choler and cruelty. 
“ 4thly, to keep us from falling into Idola- 
tc try/’—- 

I afk whether thefe are reafons that God 
has any where given for this Prohibition, 
or are they the Inventions of Men?-We 
find no Account of them, that I can fee, 
either in the Command to Noah to abftain 
or in the more exprefs Declaration of the 
fame in the Law—-—To Noah it runs thusr. 

Flejh 
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Flejh with the Life thereof which is theGen.ix, 

Blood thereof [hall You not eat—in the Law 4* 
it is thus, for the Life of the Flejh is theLcvrAY jj. 
Bloody and I have given it to you upon the Al- 11. 
tar, to make an atonement for your Souls; 

for it is the Blood that maketh atonement for 
the Soul. 

It is not a little furprizing to me, how 
the Author of the Remarks ihould find 
fault with the Learned Mr. Shuckford, for 
making the Jewijh account explanatory of 
that to Noah-r—as if that to Noah was no 
more than a recognition, that God was the 
Author and Giver of Life- -— and that 
they might make ufe of Blood for an atone¬ 
ment, was a fecond reafon given to the 
Jews. —If this was fo5 would it not fol¬ 
low, that none but the Jews had a Power 
of making ufe of Blood in Sacrifice ? or at 
leaft, it would follow, that this Precept to 
Noah gave neither him nor his defcendants 
any Power over Blood at all; and are we 
to fuppofe that it was not made ufe of by 
them for facrifice, ’till this grant was made 
in the Law, which would be obligatory 
upon none but the Jews?—-The Pre¬ 
cept to Noah is general, and it may well 
be aik’d, as it frequently is, if they are de~ 
bar’d from eating it, how does it follow 
from thence that they may ufe it for ia- 
crifice?-——The beft reafon, that I know 
of, isafiign’din the Precept itfelf; becaufe 
the Blood is the Life; and therefore ihould 

B 2 not 
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not be eaten: but referved for the Altar— 
And that it is fo to be interpreted, we have 
a Confirmation, from this reafon being 
more fully explain’d and enlarg’d in the 
Law—it is very odd that our Author 
fhould find fault with any .that take this 
liberty, becaufe he makes ufe of it in an¬ 
other cafe, exadtly parallel, to ferve his 
own purpofe, as will be feen by and by. 

And indeed to do him juftice, he feems to 
give up not only thisCriticifm; but likewife 
the other reafons for the Prohibition; which 
the Author of Revelation examin'd is fo 
zealous for-thefe are his words. “ 2ly, 

Let it be allow’d that even the original 
<c reafon given to Noah againfl: eating of 

Blood, had only a refpedt to Sacrifices”-- 
How then can he avoid the conclufion? 
that, when there was an end of Sacrifices? 
there muft be an end of the Prohibition 
too.-Cejfante ratione, ceffat Lexy is a 
Maxim which nobody willdiipute.——Our 
Author leaves this Precept to Noahy about 
which fo much buftle has been made, and 
flees to the Apoftolical Decree, and owns 
that “ had it never pafled, this arguingmight 
€< have been allow’d to have fome force.” 

The Author of the Quejlion flated has 
urg’d this Argument, and looks upon this 
Reafon aflign d for the Prohibition to be fo 
ftrong and fatisfadtory, that we need 
“ not torture our Imagination to fearch 
“ for others of lefs force and fignificancy”— 

and 



( *3 ) 
and after adds, c As to the reft of the reafons 

afligned by this Author (Revelation ex- 
“ amind) for the Prohibition; ^herein he 

mentions the fierqenefs of carnivorous 
Animals; the faftidioufnefs offlelh Diet; 

‘c and that Blood is apt to breed choler, and 
** therefore makethMen choleric; I do not 

think that they have weight enough in 
<c them to require an Anfwer.” 

The Author of Revelation examin'd 
kindles at this, and gives us too clear a 
proof that fomething befides Blood can 
raife choler *. I wilh he had confider’d things 
coolly, and written this Defence of his 
Diflertations with the lame Candour he has 
written the Diflertations themfelves; and 
then we fhould not fo often have met with, 
no Man in his Senfes; no Man of common 
Senfe, can think this or that.-—What a 
home thruft does he give his Adverfary in 
the beginning? “ After a moft careful and 

candid Enquiry, I can find nothing in 
■c it, but a Series of furprizing Errors 

(however learned and ingenious) with 
■c very little interruption from the firlt 
“ Paragraph to the laft-a Book in 
s< which he has been fo unfortunate, in 
<c my humble Opinion, as to advance no 
*c one Propofition, diredtly or indiredtly, 
■c againft the dodtrine he would defeat, 
<( which is not manifeftly repugnant either 

■€ to Scripture, Reafon, Antiquity, Expe- 
?c rience, or all thefe at once.” 

What 
* Defence of the Do&rine of Abftinchce from B.ooch 
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What were thofe Friends a-doing,to whofe 

judgment, where he fufpedted his own pre¬ 
judices or the byafs of his temper, he fub- 
mitted? they might fure have foftened this 
paffage-what an unfortunate Man is he, 
not to have one Proportion but what is fo 
repugnant!—this is to blow him up at once— 
and muft give a Man pain, that fhall think 
to take his part—however, as I have fal¬ 
len into one of thefe repugnancies, I muft 
be fo hardy as to own it; and endeavour 
to defend the Scripture-reafon for Abfti- 
nence from Blood to be fufficient——if Per- 
fons of a fine Genius or ftrong Fancy can 
find out other reafons, which may bear 
feme affinity to the thing, or be of ufe to 
Mankind, with all my heart.—only let 
me beg of them not to lay too much weight 
on them; nor urge them to have Strength 
enough to fupport a Precept, when the Scrip¬ 
ture-reafon ofthat Precept is taken away.—- 

To keep Blood from common ufe, and 
to appropriate it to the Altar, in order to 
prepare the way for the reception of the 
great Chrijiian Sacrifice, upon which our 
Salvation depends, is a great and noble 
Reafon; ftrong enough of itfelf; what the 
Wifdom of the Deity might pitch upon 
alone, as fufficient tojuftify the Prohibition 
—and therefore wo need not perplex ©ur 
felves in finding out others—-— 

The Author of the Defence, afks, cc Is 
*c then the recognizing of God, as the 

“ Author 
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u Author and Giver of Life, a reafori of 
“ no weight?”-Admit it be; is there 
no way of recognizing it but by fuch a 
Precept ? The giving to Noah and hisDefcen- 
dants an Authority of killing and eating 
every Creature that was good for food, is 
a more proper recognition of this Power; 
and his referving out of the Grant the Blood, 
may be purely and folely for that end, that 
it may be referved for Sacrifices— 

As to the Authors cited and Advantages 
affigned for the invented Reafons, let them 
have their proper weight: but by no means 
to preponderate the Original one given by 
God himfelf; nor to be made fujficient to 
keep up the Obfervance of the Precept, 
when that other fhall happen to ceafe, as is 
contended for in the prefent cafe. 

I cannot fee how Commentators, and 
Preachers, as this Author urges, fhould be 
thought a very ufelefs and infignificant Set 
of Mortals, in cafe they were to be con¬ 
tent with the Reafons Providence is pleas'd 
to give--they may have ufeful Bufinels 
in reading the Word of God and in ex¬ 
plaining the meaning and reafonablenefs of 
the Doctrines and Precepts, contain'd in 
it——and if they can think of other rea¬ 
fons well worthy of the Wifdom and 
Goodnefs of God, they may add them; but 
not to put too much Confidence in them, 
fo as to make them do alone; nor any, 
when the Scripture-Reafon ceafes or is re¬ 

jected. 
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jeftedh—There is an odd Paflage, or at leaft 
it appears fo to me,in the conylufion of this 
chapter-“ At leaft I am lure I cou’d not 
<c rejetft the Decree, tho* I ihould defpife the- 
“ Reafons affigned for it.”-1 leave it to 
the Author toreconfider, whether a Decree 
is riot to be rejected, when the Reafons af¬ 
figned for it are to be defpifehe next 
Paragraph will not help the matter much 
*c tho’ the Reafons of any divine Law were 
r< too hard for me/’ i* e. I fuppofe, out of 
my reach or ftrength-—if they are, that 
fure will not be affigned as a good Reafon 
why they Ihou’d be defpifed-——this can¬ 
not be a thinking thereupon with Reverence: 

The Author , of the Defence fays, “ If 
<c Abftinence from Blood had beep en~ 
u joined merely and folely, becaufe the 
“ Blood of the Sacrifice was a Type of the 

Atonement made by the Blood of Chrift; 
“ then it would follow, that this Abfti- 
u nence Ihould ceafe from the moment of 
“ our Saviour’s Paffion, i.e. from the mo- 
“ ment that the Atonement was made for 
cc the Sins of the whole World.”-1—The 
Ingenious Author of the Remarks calls up¬ 
on me to take notice of what the Author 
of Revelation examin'd had urged, “ that 
£C theApoftolical Decree againft Blood was 
cc pafs’d many Years after the Atonement 
cc was madef’-It looks as if both of 
them thought that there was a great deal 
in this Argument 

Welly 
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Well, we allow, that Abftinence, i.e. the 
Command of Abftinence, from Blood, did 
ceafethat moment-why, what follows?— 
there's a ftrange fequence put in the Mar¬ 
gin of the Defence, c< It would follow, that 
cc no Blood fhould beabftain’dfrom but that 
“ of the Sacrifice from the very begin- 
<c ning.”-~——I am not very fure that 
underftand him right; if I do, I declare that 
I am not able to find out any fuch Confe- 
quence-all Blood, or at leaft, as the 
Author of the Remarks urges, all feparate 
Blood, was forbidden to be made ufe of as 
food, and was appropriated to the Altar, and 
this we fay was to continue ’till the great 
Sacrifice was made by the death of Chrijl; 
and there being an end of all bloody Sacri¬ 
fices, the Reafon of the Prohibition ceas’d, 
and then it might be taken, as well as flefh, 
into the common ufes of Life.———-I can¬ 
not conceive how it fhould get into our Au¬ 
thor’s head, that from the Precept to Noah 
to the death of Chrijl it fhould follow from 
hence that no Blood fhould be abftain’d from 
but that of the Sacrifice, when the Precept 
to Noah forbids Blood in general; and the 
JewiJh Precepts are fo expreflly againft fuch 
a notion. It is very obfervable, that a great 
many, who can write clofely and connected¬ 
ly out of Controverfy, when they are once 
engaged and blooded, are earned into ftrange 
Confequences and Inconfiftencies. The p 
Learned Author of the Remarks, fays, £c the 

C “ Apoftles 
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^ x4poftles in Read of repealing, confirmed 

the Prohibition of eating Blood-—and 
the Univerfal Practice of the Church, is a 

££ plain Proofs that (he did receive the Apo- 
Ct jlolical tdecree, not as a Repeal but as a Con- 
€< firmatitin.”————The Author of the De¬ 
fence has put this more formidably; when 
he pleads that the Apoftles were ignorant 
that this <c Abftinence ought to ceafe from 
££ the moment of our Saviour's Pafiion; o- 
4C therwife it were impoflible they could aCt 
u fo abfurdly, as to re-enjoin the Abfti- 
u nence fo many Years after the reafon of it 
€C had entirely ceas’d.”'-The Confe- 
quences from this Conduct of the Apoftles 
are dreadful; and “ therefore either this 
<c Learned Author’s (Quefiion fated) Opi- 
£C nion is very erroneous; or the Apoftles 
<c could not be what they pretended, 
ce divinely infpired: The Reader will em- 
cc brace which part of the Disjunction he 
C£ thinks moft reafonable.” 

In what a comfortable Situation is the 
Author of Shiefion fated placed before the 
Reader? and yet after all this outcry, what 
is there in it ? no more than the paintings of 
a lively Imagination — if the Reader can 
fee much in this reafon ing, he is too hard 
for me.--Suppofing the Apoftles did know 
that the Abftinence from Blood ceas’d at the 
great Sacrifice; and that all Men were at li¬ 
berty to eat or not eat, as they thought 
proper--fuppofing alfo, that they knew 

that 
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that all had not this Knowledge, and that the 
yews were zealous for the Law; and might 
he offended, if they preached up this Chrifiian 
Liberty; would their Silence in fuch a Cafe 
be Criminal ?-As there was no Immorality 
in it, People might either eat or forbear, 'till 
fuch time as offence was taken by the be¬ 
lieving y e'ivs, that the other Converts were 
not to pay a refpedt to the Law, and upon 
that account they would be ready to revolt— 
What abfurdity, pray, could there be in the 
Cafe, for the Apoftles to enjoin this Abfti- 
nence, to heal thofe breaches, which the Con¬ 
tentions in the Church of Antioch might oc- 
cafion ?™And if it was neceffary to abftain^ 
it could be on no other account that I can 
fee, than to make up thofe diffenfions and 
divifions, which otherwife might have been 

sof fatal confequence.-That the Decree was 
made at a great diftance from our Saviour’s 
Death, is objected-—but upon what other 
footing can they fo well account for it as we 
can upon this?-1 will give you an Anfwer 
to it in the Words of the Learned Mr. Shuck- 
fiords u The ufe of Blood upon the Altar is 

now over, and therefore the reafon for ab- 
“ ftaining £rom it, is ceas’d.-And tho’ the 
<c Apoftles at the Council at yerufalem, that 
“ offence might not be given the Jews^advi- 
“ fed the Gentiles at that Seafon to abftain 
“ from it; yet the eating it or not eating it 
<c is no part of our Religion; but we are at 

perfect Liberty in this matter——- 
C 2 There 

® Cjane&ion of facred and profane Hift.V. i. p. 97. 
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There is an odd Paragraph in the Defence, 
that gives a further reafon of this Abftinen ce, 
which, if I underftand it right, is capable of 
an eafy folution. ££ Will this Learned Au~ 
££ thor ((fiuejlion (hated) afiert, that Blood 
££ was not abufed to thepurpofes of Idolatry, 
<£ or that God did not forefee that it would? 
££ for, if heforefaw it, that was a good reafon 
C£ for prohibiting it.5' 

So then the Precept to Noah, if I hit his 
meaning, muft have this ConftruCtion put 
on’t——that they were prohibited both from 
eating and ufing it in Sacrifice—But where 
is there one Word of the latter in the text? 
The abovemention’d Author fays,<c thelnjunc- 
££ tion of not eating Blood, has in the place be- 
<£ fore us, (the Command to Noah) no Cir- 
€£ cumftances to explain its meaning-but if 
££ we look into the Jewifh Law, we find it 
cc there repeated 5 and fuch a reafon given for 
£t it, asfeems very probable to have been the 
€£ firft original reafon for this Prohibition.-- 

That Sacrifices were thepofitive Inftitution 
-of God, is of late pretty much agreed; and 
that the Antediluvians were allow’d and actu¬ 
ally did offer the Creatures in Sacrifice, is not 
much denied. 

We read that Abe( for an Offering to the 
Lord, brought of the fir filings of his Flock and 
of the fat thereof ■ —If it had not been on the 
account of Sacrifices, how would there have 
been a diftinCtion of Beafts into clean and un¬ 
clean ? nay, to put the matter out of all dif- 
pute, Noah himfelf before he had any power 

given 
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given him over the Creatures, offer'd them in Sa¬ 
crifice ; Noah builded an Altar unto the Lord, and 
took ofevery clean Be aft and of every clean Fowl, and 
offerd Burnt-Offerings upon the Altar.-But I 
need not urge this to the Author of Revelation ex¬ 
amin'd, who has well eftablifh’d this Opinion in 
his excellent Differtation upon this Subjedt—there-? 
fore it is a wonder to me, how he fhould fug- 
geft that Blood was forbidden to prevent Idolatry. 

Noah, when he had a Grant of living Creatures 
for food, is prohibited eating Blood, and that is 
all-not one word is faid to reftrain him from 
offering it in Sacrifices, as they had ulually done.— 
From that they might reafonably conclude, that 
their former pradtice was to be continued-if a 
pot repealing could be looked upon as a Confirma¬ 
tion., here is one.——If we need fay any more 
in anfwer to the Objedtion, we muff appeal to 
the JewiJh Law, which manifeftly clears up this 
Point, and fhews the ufe that Blood was reft rain’d, 
for. 

If Perfons miftook the proper Qbjedt of Ado¬ 
ration, and offer’d Sacrifice to what was not God; 
which a great many certainly did, and God fore- 
faw they certainly wou’d; yet they are under no 
reftraint, that I can fee, as to what they offer’d— 
the whole blame is in the wrong application of it. 

If the Antediluvians were prohibited the ufe 
of living Creatures for food, and yet were en¬ 
join’d to offer them up in Sacrifice, that they 
might be a Type of the great Chriftian Sacrifice, 
and it was their pradtice, before the Flood, fo 
to do; when Noah had a grant of living Crea¬ 
tures for food, with an exception to Blood; wou’d 



P‘4T- 

( 22 ) 
it not be natural for them to conclude that excep¬ 
tion was made purely to feparate Blood from com¬ 
mon ufe, and to appropriate it to the Altar; and 
fo they might continue to make ufe of it accor¬ 
ding to former practice, when nothing was laid 
againft it here.——This feems to make it pretty 
clear, if it wants any farther Illuftration; it is ex- 
preffly and evidently fet forth in the Law, that the 
Blood was given to make an Atonement. 

The Author of the Remarks cannot find fault 
with our taking an Explanation of this general 
Command from the Law, when he has done fo 
in the very fame cafe, to find out what is meant 
by Blood in this Precept--—thefe are his Words; 
“ Tho’ the Precept given to Noah—— isnotfoex- 
<c plicite; and only forbids the eating Blood in 
“ general > yet the Law of Mofes is moreexprefi, 
“ and may be of ufe to us to determine this mat- 
“ ter.” —and fo I hope it may be of ufe to us 
to determine that other matter.--I fhould not 
havepurfued this Argument fo far, had it not been 
the fame with my own, which I had gone upon 
before the ^uejlion Jiated came into my hands; 
and I mufl own, I can fee no fufficient reafons 
to quit it, notwithftanding what thefe Ingenious 
Gentlemen have offer’d againft it. 

The Author of the Remarks takes notice of a 
Paffage of mine, which I thought could not 
have been miftaken—--thefe are his Words; 
“ To prove that it was only necejjdry that the Gen- 
“ tiles fhould be reftrain’d from thefe things, that 
tc no offence might be given to the Jews, it is 
<£ argued, that they, who came over to Chrifti- 
“ anitv, fora conliderable time kept holy, Satur- 
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c* day to the Jewifh; and Sunday to the ChriJH- 
^ an^ Religion.’* 

If I make any grofs Miftake, I hope, I fhall 
be entitled to the Author’s Compaflion, from my 
treating this ufage only as an Overfight. 

Not to take no tice of the firft, cc to prove 
cc it was only neceflary, &c” I never intended 
it as a Proof; only as an Illuftration of the thing; 
c< that (thefe are my Words) the Obfervation of 
£C the Sabbath ceas'd; and the Jews at laft were 
cc iatisfied that the Law profited nothing; that the 
£C Chriftian Religion had fulfill’d it, and fuper- 
££ feded all but the moral part of it: fo might 
cc they think that every part of this Decree of apofi- 
C£ tive nature fhould ceafe too.”-As their fond- 
nefs for both abated, they might drop the Ofi¬ 
fe r vance of them both—but this is not the point. 

What I chiefly complain of, is, that I am re¬ 
prefen ted and argued againfl: as if I had aflerted, 
that they who came over to Chrijlianity, included 
Gentile, as well as Jewifh^ Converts; according¬ 
ly he anfwers, cc that had the Apoftles in the fame 
<c manner declared it to be amongfl: the neceflary 
<£ things, that the Converts from among the Gen- 

tiles, flhould keep holy the Jewifh Sabbath or 
€C Saturday, I do not fee how we could have 
(C been excufed from the Obfervance of it.” 

Nor can I, if it be one of the ten, “ which are 
£C confefledly of a moral and perpetual Obliga- 

tionf’-it would lead me out of my way to 
difpute with him about the morality of the fourth 
Commandment.-Whatever the Jews might 
think on’t, it is very far from being confefledly 
allow’d fo amongft the Chriftians.--Tho* it is 

reafon- 
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reafonable and highly fitting that fome part 
of our time fhould be dedicated to the Service of 
God; yet whether that fhould have been the 
fixth, feventh, or eighth day, who could have 
determin'd, had not God in memory of the Cre¬ 
ation required us to keep holy the Jeventh day.- 
The J ews had their Seventh in memory of their 
Deliverance out of the Egyptian Bondage; we, 
ours in memory of a much greater Deliverance 
from Sin and Satan by the death of Chrifl.■—— 
Where is then the moral and perpetual Obligation 
of the JewiJh Sabbath ?--- 

I refer the Reader to thofe excellent Sermons, 
upon this Subject, of our great and good Chri¬ 
fl: ian Cafuift Archbifhop Sharp-and beg leave, 
for his Satisfaction in this point, to quote one 
paffage *. <c I will not be fo pofitive, as fome have 
<c been, to affirm that the Obfervance of the Sab- 
cc bath, is bound upon us by the Law of Na- 
c< ture.”-If it be not, where is the moral 
obligation ?-But to proceed. 

Our Author reafons thus; £C It is certain that the 
cc primitive Chriftians kept the JewiJh Sabbath 
“ religioufly as an holy Day; but not as a day of 
cc reft, Judaic ally; nay, at the fame time they 
<e did the one, they argued againft the other." 

But, what is all this to me? I have not faid 
one word about the JewiJh Sabbath with relation 
to the Gentile Converts: It's very odd this Author 
fhould think I had-Ill put down my own 
words, and then the Reader may judge between 
us. “ It was thought necejfary that the Gentiles 

fhould be reftrain'd from thefe things (fuch as 
*c were 

* Vol. 4. p. ij’S. 
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<c were jn Apoftolical Decree) that no offence 
<c might be given to the Jews, who at prefent 

were zealous for the Law—and thofe that came 
C€ over to Chriftianity were indulged, 'till their 
C£ fondnefs for that way did abate; accordingly 
C£ they for a confiderable time kept holy, Saturday 
<c to the JewiJh, and Sunday to the Chrijtian, 
<c Religion.” 

Now, who, I pray, were they that were in¬ 
dulg’d ? the Heathen Converts would have thought 
it far from an Indulgence to be tied up to the Ob- 
fer vance of the JewiJh Sabbath—Can they be any 
other than the Judaizing Chriftians, zealous for 
the Law, till their fondnefs for that way did abate.— 
To what purpofe then is all this arguing about 
the Gentile Converts ? 

The Author of the Remarks pleads thus, their P-1 
cc (the Apoftles) not determining, the Obfervance 
cc of the JewiJh Sabbath to be a neceffary thing is 
cc a ftrong argument with me, that the Decree 
<c relating to Blood was not merely to avoid 
cc Scandal; fince if this v/as the true Rea- 
c< fon and Intent of the Apoftles in this part 
“ of the Decree; why fhould they not have re- 
“ quired the new Converts from amongft the 
cc Gentiles to have kept the JewiJh Sabbath: this 
cc being a Precept upon which they laid as much 
“ Strefs as any-— 

For my part I am not able to difcover the 
Strength of this Argument any more for this, than 
for feveral other parts of the Law, nay, no more, 
than for the Obfervance of the whole 3 which 
fome very zealous Jews contended for, and there¬ 
by gave occafion to the making of this Decree-— 
Why or upon what account, ItJecmd good to the Holy 
Ghojl, and the Apoftles influenc’d thereby, to en- 

, r , P join 
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join thefe, and no other, as neceffary, I leave it 
to the Learned Author to determine—only would 
beg leave to remind Him, that the Apoftles had 
Converts from among the Heathens to confider, 
as well as from the Jews', and probably would 
not give fuch a preference as to regard the one, 
and unneceffarily offend the other; but would fo 
compromife the matter, as to gi ve as little offence as 
poffible to either.—-What I am now urging, is 
pointed out by St. James upon the Occafion of 
this Decree; My Sentence is, that we trouble^ 

them, which from among the Gentiles are turned 
unto God.'—-—“But this has been under a full exa¬ 
mination in the Enquiry, p. 3 1. 

The Learned Author of the Remarks finds fault 
with the Obfervation upon the manner of this 
i njundtion; from which if you keep yourfelves, you 
fall do well', £C a Style not Suited to a thing of a 
“ perpetual Obligation:”——-he ftartles at it, and 
quotes Several paffages to ftiew the contrary-It 
is, I own, but a iowT thine to contend about words 
and expreffions-the Didtion being left to the 
particular Genius of an infpired Writer.-But, 
as to the particular before us, fome Crkicks would 
not eafily give it up, it being xxAov and xaAwJ 
in the Inhaiices he mentions, and % in this ; as 
if the one was doing a good, the other aprudent, 
thing, in the prefent Exigencies, that deferved 
praife--> there is a difference between them.- 
Yet, fince our Etanflators have not taken Notice 
of it, but render’d them alike, I will fay no 
more of them; but leave this Remark to the 
Reader, to give it what weight he thinks it will 
bear--It js laid upon St. Matth.xv. Not that 
which goeth into the Mouth defileth a Man, u that 
■c tills Hands in diredt Oppofition to the Jewifi 

“ Notions 
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Notions about Meats unclean, and is look'd up-* 

cc on by feveralof the Fathers and beft Commen- 
€c tators to give us a Permiffion to make ufe of all 

things that are good for Pood, without limi- 
u tation or refhraintA—-Upon this the Author of 
the Remarks willies for an Account of all thofe 
Fathers, who look upon thefe Words as a Per¬ 
miffion to eat Blood, and knows of none but St. 
Aujlin \ and he, it feems, does not talk very 
confiftently.-He falls upon the Learned Mr. 
Bingham about a mffinterpretation of St. Aujlin— p- *8, 
That worthy Gentleman, to whom we are fo 
much beholden for his excellent Performances, 
was fo well acquainted with Fathers and the pri¬ 
mitive Church, that He could eafily have grati¬ 
fied him in what he wifhes for.—But for my 
own part, I fhall not enter into a dry and tedious 
Enquiry into the number of Fathers and the Va¬ 
riety of their Sentiments upon this Subject——I 
leave this Province to the Learned Author of the 
Quejlion ftated, if he thinks fitting to engage in it; 
and, the Author of the Remarks in poffeffion of 
his learned pains, in fcraping together Fathers and 

Councils. 
As to myfelf, I have freely own'd in the En-p 

quiry, cc that it is very certain that a great many 
“ of the Fathers fpeak againft it—and that it 
<c was the general pradtice of the Church for fome 
<c Centuries to abftain--and fo it continued 
‘c whilft the Jenvijh Superftitions were adher'd to. 
cc When they began to wear off, and no Offence 
£€ was given to any confiderable number, which 

was worth their Pity and Regard; then this 
reftridlion might be taken away, andfo probably 
it was in fome Churches fooner than others. 

This" is the very Argument made ufe of by St. 
D 2 Aujlin 
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Aujlin in this Author’s quotation ; when the walls 
of partition betwixt Jew and Gentile were broken 
down, and there remained no carnal IJ'raelite in 
the Church, the reafon of Abftinence ceas’d; and 
then follow’d the practice, as it is there reprefen- 
ted. 

It was the Opinion of feveral, that things Jlran¬ 
gled were not in the Original Decree--tho’ pro¬ 
bably they were miftaken; yet perhaps the eating 
fuch might not be fo offenfive as jeparate Blood: 
therefore tho’ the latter might be refufed by fome 
without much notice taken at their fcrupulofity; 
yet the few that refufed the other, were laugh’d 
at, and made a jeft of for fo doing- 

It feejned good to this Venerable Synod, to lay 
upon them no other Burden than thefe necefary 
things.-As to Blood and things fir angled (about 
which is our prefent controverfy) I afk why they 
are necefary? not in their own nature; that Re¬ 
velation examin'd declares againft: “ The eating of 

Blood, as fuch, was never imagin’d an Adtion, 
c< limply and in itfelf finful:” to which the Au¬ 
thor of the Remarks agrees.-If it was then ne- 
cefary, I afk upon what other account could it 
be thought fo, than to avoid Scandal, as matters 
flood-—-and then I may well afk further, why it 
fhould be continued longer than the reafon for 
making it did.--I rnuft declare, I think, that 
no fatisfadtory Anfwer can be given to thefe 
queflions, but upon the footing that I go on.—And 
if thefe things were put into the Decree to avoid 
Scandal, then fome might be drop’d fooner than 
others, that continued to be look'd on as more 
offenfive-- 

This I take to be the Cafe of things offered to 
Idols-the abhorrence of the Jews in thz^Afri- 

ican 
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can Church of thefe Pollutions of Idols might be 
greater than again ft things fir angled; and fo this 
Father would not permit a Traveller, “ thoJ ready 
“ to perifh for lack of Bready and tho’ no Man faw 
<£ him, to eat of fuch things as he was certain 
cc had been offer'd to an Idol." From whence the 
Author of the Remarks argues; He (St. Aufin) 
cc did not think therefore as many think now-a- 
<c days, that this part of the Apoftolical Decree 
cc was only obligatory in the Cafe of Scandal, but 
“ in all Cafes."”If he did not think fo, I am 
perfuaded he thought wrong.—Was any Man in 
fuch an extreme want and no one faw him, and 
fo no one could be offended, fure he would ven¬ 
ture (I won't except this Father) to fupply his 
prefent Need; not doing it in honour of the Idol, 
but for necejjity; which this Author allows, has 
no Law—But here lies the Matter; tho' thisP.6S* 
neceflitous Perfon might not be feen, yet kis 
likely what this Father wrote, would—and he 
might not venture to give leave, left he fhould 
hereby give offence. 

The Author of the Remarks looks upon thefe 
words of our Saviour, that which goeth into the 
Mouthy &c. to be fo far from taking off the reftraint 
from Blood,cc that they do not repeal xheLeviti- 

cal Law concerning the Diftincftion of Meats,” 
for which he afligns two Reafons ; <c i. Did not 
“ our Saviour keep the Law of Mofes, and require 
c< others to do fo ?” —Yes, he did, as it was 
the Religion he was brought up in, kill he could 
find an opportunity of fubftituting a better, i. e. 
his own, in its Head.—He walked circumfpedlly, 
that he might give the leaft offence; and fo by 
thefe means watched the beft opportunity of re¬ 
claiming them from the Error of their ways. 

And 
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And his Apoftles follow’d his fteps $ became all 

' things to all Men, that they might gain feme. When 
St. Paul circumcifed Timothy, the reafon is affign- 
ed, becaufe of the Jews, which were in thofe quar¬ 
ters. On the fame account he afterwards com- 
ply’d in purifying himfelf and four others that 
were with him, tho’ He had preach’d that they 
ought not to walk after the Cufoms of the Jews. 

People,"efpecially a ftubborn and ftiff-necked 
one, are not to be reformed at once: they muft 
be wrought on by degrees.—If our Saviour and 
his Apoftles had not aided with great Caie and 
Caution, their Enemies would not have buffered 
them to have lived fo long, ’till they had accom¬ 
plished the great Errand they came about. 

aly, It’s laid,<c Had the Apoftles themfelves un- 
tc derftood thefe words, as taking away the Dif- 
<c tinedion of Meats, and making all clean and 
<c pure unto them, why was it neceflary for St. 
tc Peter himfelf to have a Vifion from Heaven to 
tC convince him of this truth, eight Yeais after 
<£ our Saviour’s Afcenfton into it? and he at that 
c£ time declared, that he had never eaten any 

£ thing common or unclean. 
To this it mav be anfwer’d, that Dodlrines in 

inpofition to the received Religion were deliver’d 
it firft with great tendernefs and fome obfeunty— 
i oreat many in Parables -that lefs offence might 
xf taken--by degrees they proceeded to a clearer 
Difcovery, as the other were able to bear it. — 
And fo this general Affertion of our Saviour s 
miaht the more fully be explain’d by the FiJionot 
StfPeter's—-—who, being the Apoftle of the 
Jews, and very^villing to eat or do any thing 
hat would be an offence to them, might tnere 
ore be pitch’d on as the moft proper P^rfon to 

>e convinced. 
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I can by no means think that our Saviour on- 

ly oppos'd the foolifh Notions of the P bar ifees, as 
if Meats defiled by any natural turpitude; but 
likewife were leveled at them, who kept up any 
fuperftitious Notions of their Impurity, as for¬ 
bidden.——What is contained in this general afler- 
tion, is in particular explain'd in St. Peter's 
Vi lion——which fure may be a prudent and ra¬ 
tional way of proceeding. 

In anfwer to what is urged by the Enquirer, that 
our Saviour s Sentence is a generalGrant; and the A- 
poftolical Decree an Exception, purely to avoid 
offnce~xh& Remarker afks,cc if they had made this 
c* exception, becaufe of thtprefent Occafion, would 
(C they not, fhouldthey not have expreffly declared 
<c fo ? as St. Paul does about not eating Meat whiljl 

the Worldjlands, left I make my Brother to offend!9 

That they would not, we find in fail; that 
they fhould have declared fo, I dare not prefume 
to fay.'—How knows this Author, that thefe zea¬ 
lous Jews would not have been offended at fuch 
a Declaration ?——Befides, there are fome parts of 
the Decree of a perpetual Obligation, that foch a 
Declaration would not have fuited with—fome 
artful or ill-defigning Perfon would have thence 
concluded, that Fornication was not in itfelf fin- 
ful, but a temporary Command—- 

£C Well, but after all, he fays, this Author 
<c (meaning me) does in effeil give up this grand, 
*c this only Anfwer; when he is fo ingenuous as 
<c to fay, that probably it might be theirs (the13, 
cc Apoflles reafon in the Decree) left they make 

their Brother to offend-—fo that at laft all this 
<c Certainty, is dwindled into a Probability 

I congratulate this ingenious Author upon this 
wondmuj Difcovery——If he had pointed out 

f fome 
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fome other Paffages that carry along with them 
the reverfe to an affuming Air, I can affure him, 
he would have given me no offence-1 do not 
remember that I have gone into any pofitive dog¬ 
matical Affertions-—If I had laid certainly it was 
theirs, a remark, nay a rebuke would not have been 
Ill thought of. Only, that he may not run away 
with fuch a Conclufion, let me tell him, that if 
he pleafes to look upon this Word not to arife 
from any doubtfulnefs I had of the matter, he 
jhall do well. 

There are fome Texts of Scripture further taken 
notice of by this Author.—but as there does not 
appear any thing new to be laid about them, I 
fhall pafs them by; and only take notice of the 
Conclufion, “ that it is the fafejl to chufe that, 
<c in which there is no danger of finning/1' But 
will not this throw us into endlefs Scruples? If 
we are ftill under the reftraint from eating Blood, 
can we be certain, that it is only that Blood that 
is feparate from the Creature, or defignedly left 
in it ? And then how can we tell what is defign-" 
edly left in it; whether not that which runs from 
dreffed Meat ? and whether the Gravy, the mofl 
delicious part of the Meat, has not too great a 
mixture of Blood in it; or there be not too much, 
(if we abftain from that) of Blood in the Juices 
of the Meat?—--Thofe that look upon this De¬ 
cree ftill in force, have been varioufly perplex’d 
with thefe things.—-For my own part, I pafs Sen¬ 
tence upon no Man; and cannot but think it 
would fliewa pofitive, non-commendable Temper 
in any one that eateth not, to judge him that eat- 
cthy as if he <c bartered his Birth-right, or rifqued 

his Inheritance in Heaven, for one Morjel of Meat. 

i 
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