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A  FEW THOUGHTS AND FACTS 
CONCERNING 

“THE SABBATH” 
AND 

ITS DUE OBSERVANCE 

By William Colenso 

(REPRINTED FROM “THE HAWKE’S BAY HERALD”) 

———————————— 

 

“Ye shall know the truth, and the truth shall make you 
free.”—JESUS. 

———————————— 

 

“Speak thou the TRUTH. Let others fence,  
   And trim their words for pay; 
In pleasant sunshine of pretence 
   Let others bask their day. 

Guard thou the FACT: though clouds of night  
   Down on thy watch-tower stoop; 
Though thou shoulds’t see thine heart’s delight  
   Borne from thee by their swoop. 

Face thou the WIND. Though safer seem  
   In Shelter to abide, 
We were not made to sit and dream 

   The safe must first be tried.” 
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A FEW THOUGHTS AND FACTS CONCERNING “THE 

SABBATH” AND ITS DUE OBSERVANCE. 

“I speak as to wise men, judge ye what I say.”—Paul. 
—————————————————————————————————— 

I. INTRODUCTORY. 

———— 

IN your issue of September 9th, you give a 

pretty full and clear account of a sermon 

preached the day before by the Rev. D. 

Sidey in the Presbyterian Church, Napier, 

on “Sabbath Observance.” I trust, there-

fore, you will allow me the like courtesy of 

giving publicity to a few of my thoughts (or 

matured convictions) on this subject in 

your columns. I wish to make them public 

for several reasons. Before, however, that 

I briefly give those reasons, I would say,—

that I have greatly desired to make known 

what I believe on this head in a series of 

lectures in Napier, admission free; where I 

should have more scope, and where what 

I should state could be taken down (by Mr 

Harding or some other equally competent 

writer), and, if approved of by my audi-

ence, printed: and did I belong to any one 

Public Denomination among us, I think I 

should have done so. Now my reasons for 

making known my convictions on this 

subject, are, (1) I believe, that whatever 

knowledge any man has gained, —whether 

by enquiry, experiment, travel, good luck, 

study, deep research, or experience, in 

whatever branch of Science or knowledge,

— that he should not keep it locked-up in 

his own breast, but should seek to make it 

known to his fellow-men (2) especially if 

he reasonably believes such to be for their 

future welfare: (3) more particularly so, if 

(as in my own case) he should be nearing 

the allotted “three score years and ten” of 

man. To such a person and at such a time, 

the wise saying of the ancients is most ap-

propriate and should act as a spur, 

“Whatsoever thy hand findeth to do, do it 

with thy might; for there is no work nor 

device, nor knowledge, nor wisdom, in the 

grave, whither thou goest.” (4) Further, I 

utterly disbelieve that unreasonable re-

mark, which we so often hear, viz, that 

things of great—or of momentous—interest 

to mankind,— things popularly believed as 

more pertaining to the soul and to a future 

state of being, (generally lumped together 

as “religious matters,”) should not be en-

tered on in the columns of a newspaper! 

Why not? Can this be reasonably an-

swered? For my own part I verily believe, 

that it would be far better for us all, if 

more of truth of science of reason and of 

true religion were taken up in all our pa-

pers in a proper spirit,—especially in those 

which are looked upon as family Papers. 

And so with theatres and theatrical perfor-

mances; these should be sought to be 

raised from their present low standard 

(especially here in Napier), by the reason-

able and intelligent and by the religious 

portions of the community uniting and 

endeavoring to do so. For do what we 

may, man will have amusements as well as 

instruction,—such are natural to him and 

cannot be abolished. Let such, however, 

who oppose this view (and, no doubt, 

there are some who do so, as they believe, 

conscientiously, religiously,) let such just 

quietly ask themselves the question,—

Where did Jesus, and, after him, his disci-

ples, teach and make known their views 

and opinions? Was it not the streets and 

highways, in the desert and on the moun-

tain, in the houses of the Pharisees and in 

the courts of the temple, in the village of 

Mary and Martha and at the grave of Laza-

rus, by the pool of Siloam and the sea of 
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Galilee, on land or on the water, on Mar’s 

hill at Athens or in the school of Tyrannus 

at Ephesus,—wherever “a multitude” was 

found to listen, among whom were, some-

times, a few followers, but always plenty of 

enemies and scoffers. As then, so now. 

Principles have not altered, these are per-

manent; outward things, such as rules and 

methods, have, these are changing. Can it 

be reasonably supposed, that if the art—the 

great Science—of Printing, with all its ad-

vantages and blessings, was then known,—

and if Jesus and his disciples knew how to 

write for the Press, that they would not 

have done so? Sure I am, that he,—one of 

the greatest of Reformers and a true 

Protestant,—would have done so gladly, if 

he could have found any Jewish Editor of 

a Paper willing to print his articles. Neither 

Jesus nor his followers would have enter-

tained such a thought for a moment, as 

that his teachings—even the holiest and 

highest—could be lowered or contaminat-

ed by being published to the world in the 

columns of a newspaper. Such a notion 

was the very antagonistic opposite of all his 

and their teaching. And why? Because 

Great is truth and must prevail. Indeed he 

had early said to his followers “What ye 

hear in the ear” (from me, when we are 

alone, or it may be travelling together,) 

“proclaim upon the housetops,”—as an 

Oriental Muezzin or public crier;—or, in 

other and modern words,—Make known 

through the Daily Press.— 

The great Jewish doctor Ebn Ezra said,

— “God has given the Law to men of intel-

ligence only, and those who have no intel-

ligence have no Law.” (This saying in-

volves a beautiful principle.) Most intelli-

gent men have their own peculiar studies, 

their own particular knowledge; indeed, 

this, in a higher or lower degree, belongs 

to all craftsmen and trades. Hence, with 

our fathers, in order to secure it to their 

children, the 7 years apprenticeship. Now 

without boasting (all such ill becomes me,) 

I may perhaps he allowed to say, that there 

are a few (and only a few) things, (during a 

long and active life, of which I trust I know 

a little, viz.:— 

1. The Polynesian language, and, in partic-

ular, the Maori dialect. 

2. The Botany of New Zealand. 

3. This subject of the Sabbath (and with it 

two or three other kindred matters). 

And therefore it is, as I have said before, 

that I wish to make known what little I 

have gained on this head—of the Sabbath. 

And if any one among us should still 

be inclined to ask, (1) How should I par-

ticularly know such a subject? my answer 

must be, Because I have for many years 
painfully and closely studied it, in all its 

bearings, and with the help of every aid. 

And if the further question should arise,—

(2) Do you think you understand it better 

and know it more than the Rev. D. Sidey, 

or the Rev. Mr. Irvine, or the Rev. Messrs 

Oliver and Lockwood, or Archdeacon 

Williams, or even Bishop Stuart? My qui-

et answer must be (if I am to speak what I 

believe to be the truth)—YES: (1) Because I 

have, as I have already said, made it my 

particular study,—having had ample 

means, in desire, time, books, and oppor-

tunity, which all those persons have not so 

largely possessed: (2) Because I am older: 

and (3) Because I am, (thank GOD!) set 

free from all Denominational and Ecclesi-

astical bias and prejudice,— rules, or 

“blinkers.” Did I not thus firmly believe I 

were an ass to undertake to write upon this 

subject. 

And, lest any one should deem me to 

be boasting (a thing I hate), let me add,—

Just look at our English Surgeons, or Phy-

sicians; they are all alike “Doctors” yet one 

has paid extra attention to diseases of the 

ear,—and is, therefore, an acknowledged 

Aurist; another to those of the eye,—and is, 

therefore, an Oculist; another to Midwife-

ry,—and is, therefore, looked-up to in all 

such matters; now all these are alike 

“Doctors,” yet each possesses his own 

peculiar skill and knowledge in that which 
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he made his particular branch of study. 

While, to the churchman, in addition, I 

would also say,—bear in mind the words of 

the Poet (not David) in the 119 Psalm (vv. 

99, 100),— “I am wiser than my enemies; I 

have more understanding than all my 

teachers.” On which verses Canon 

Perowne, in his new translation of the 

Psalms (2nd Edition), strikingly remarks,— 

“The teachers whom he has outstript may 

have been those whose disciple he once 

was;—or he may refer to authorized teach-

ers, to whom he listened because they sat 

in Moses’ seat, though he felt that they had 

really nothing to teach him.” (Verb. sap.) 

I purpose, then, prosecuting my sub-

ject thus:— 

1. Introductory. 

2. Historically. 

3. Ecclesiastically. 

4. Reasonably (including, (1) Theological-

ly, and (2) Humanly). 

5. Concluding Remarks. 

I cannot close this first, or Introductory 

part of my subject better, than in the glow-

ing words of a true man and a great mod-

ern writer—EMERSON: whose name, I am 

happy in knowing, will be perpetuated 

here in Napier. He says,—“There is a per-

suasion in the soul of man that he is here 

for cause, that he was put down in this 

place by the Creator to do the work for 

which He inspires him, that thus he is an 

overmatch for all antagonists that could 

combine against him.— — — Napoleon said 

well, “My hand is immediately connected 

with my head;” but the sacred courage is 

connected with the heart. The head is a 

half, a fraction, until it is enlarged and in-

spired by the moral sentiment. For it is not 

the means on which we draw, as health or 

wealth, practical skill or dexterous talent, 

or multitudes of followers, that count, but 

the aims only. The aim reacts back on the 

means. A great aim aggrandises the means. 

The meal and water that are the commis-

sariat of the forlorn hope that stake their 

lives to defend the pass are sacred as the 

Holy Grail, or as if one had eyes to see in 

chemistry the fuel that is rushing to feed 

the Sun.” 

 

———————————————————————————— 

 

II. HISTORICALLY. 
———— 

(Before the Birth of Christ.) 

HERE, one great difficulty presents itself at 

the very threshold, namely, the popular 

opinion respecting the Bible. I call it, the 

popular opinion; and yet it may not quite 

amount to that. Be this as it may, it is that 

notion, that the Bible is peculiarly one 

book,—comprising an entirety or complete 

whole in itself; that as such it is also the 

only Revelation, or direct Word of God 

to man. I can very well understand how 

ready some good folks are to bristle up, 

and to shew fight, at even the bare men-

tion of a doubt of such being the case; and 

I can make every allowance for them, aye, 

and sympathise with them,—for I once so 

believed and so acted myself. And I did 

not readily give in, either,—until long (oh! 

very long) and painful and prayerful re-

search and study brought me to see clearly 

that such a position was no longer tenable,

—could not, in fact, be any longer truthful-
ly held or supported,—and so I was 

obliged to give in, after contesting every 

position inch by inch. But have I, as a 

Christian, really lost any truth,—any good 

thing, thereby? No, by no means; very far 

from it, as I hope to shew in the end. This 

much, however, in passing, I will here say, 

that the Sacred Volume,—notwithstanding 

its unhistorical character, its variance with 

scientific certainties, its discrepancies, and 

contradictions,—the more it is studied the 
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more Divine it seems, the more full of real 

support and solid comfort for the soul of 

man. 

I must, however, remind my reasona-

ble and thoughtful readers,—to consider 

(briefly) a few needful facts respecting the 

Bible.— 

(1) It is a volume containing writings 

made by many and different writers ex-

tending over a period of several hundred 

years. 

(2) That many of the several separate 

books themselves were not written by a 

single individual, but by several persons, 

and that, too, from time to time; and that 

the writers of many of those books are 

wholly unknown. 

(3) That, in addition to what 

Protestants know as the Old and the New 

Testaments, there are also the ancient 

books called (by them) “the Apocrypha,”—

in which, however, are to be found some 

Divine passages, as much so as any we 

read in the Canonical writings; which are 

received alike with the other books by 

both the extensive Roman and Greek 

Christian Churches,—comprising, by far, 

the larger part of Christendom. 

(4) That at the time of the Jewish cap-

tivity under Nebuchadnezzar (600 years 

before Christ), their sacred books had 

been burnt, and that thus the Jews account 

for their reproduction.— 

This tradition stands recorded in the 

second book of Esdras, where Esdras, or 

Ezra, is introduced as saying, “Thy Law is 
burnt: therefore no man knoweth the 

things that are done of Thee, or the works 

that shall begin. But, if I have found grace 

before Thee, send the Holy Ghost into 

me, and I shall write all that hath been 

done in the world since the beginning, 

which were written in Thy Law; that men 

may find Thy path, and that they, which 

live in the latter days, may live.” And Ezra 

further says that his prayer was heard, and 

he received a command to retire into a 

private place with five men, “ready to write 

swiftly, and many tables of box-wood to 

write upon.—And they sat forty days, and 

they wrote in the day what he told them, 

and at night they ate bread.” 

In this way Ezra is supposed, in the 

tradition of the Jews of that age, to have 

recovered the very identical words of the 

Pentateuch. And several of the ancient 

fathers of the Early Christian Church 

seemed to have fully believed this strange 

story. Thus Clement of Alexandria says 

“When the Scriptures had been de-

stroyed in the captivity of Nebuchadnez-

zar, in the time of Artaxerxes the King of 

the Persians, Esdras the priest, having be-

come inspired, renewed again and pro-

duced prophetically all the ancient Scrip-

tures.”—  

And Irenreus says:—  

“In the time of Artaxerxes, the King of 

the Persians, He inspired Eadras the priest 

to set in order again all the words of the 

former prophets, and restore to the people 

the legislation by Moses.” 

And Jerome says:— 

“Whether you choose to say that Mo-

ses was the author of the Pentateuch, or 

Esdras the renewer of the work, I make no 

objection.” 

But the truth is, that we know nothing 

certainly about this. Here I will briefly 

quote from The Bible and its Interpreters, 

by the learned Dr. Irons, Prebendary of 

St. Paul’s, London; he says, “There is no 

proof that Ezra did it.” And even if we 

allow that Ezra did all which is ascribed to 

him, yet then, as Dr. Irons justly observes,

— “It is on the gifts and inspiration of the 

transcribers in Ezra’s day, that we are real-

ly depending,—gifts and inspiration, which 

yet are a mere hypothesis, of which the 

possessors tell us no single word! And 

before Ezra’s day we are thus owning, un-

mistakably, that the literary history of the 

Old Testament is lost! Let all those, who 

would identify this with God’s entire Reve-
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lation, see to what they have brought us?” 

But, I would say, let us not do this. 

For, while I agree entirely with this au-

thor—that “a more hopeless, carnal, and 

eventually sceptical position, it is impossi-

ble to conceive,” than that “which identi-

fies the Written Word with God’s only 

Revelation” of Himself to man,—and be-

cause I believe it to be so unsound and 

dangerous,—I will do my best, God help-

ing me, to show you “a more excellent 

way.” 

To return:—the first direct mention of 

the Sabbath in the Old Testament as a 

rule to man, is at the giving of the Manna 

to the Israelites in the Wilderness (Ex. 

16.). Shortly after, however, we have it 

more fully stated as a Law among the ten 

Commandments given on Mount Sinai 

(Ex. 20). And here let me call your partic-

ular attention to the reason assigned for so 

keeping the Sabbath:— “For in six days the 

Lord made heaven and earth, the sea and 

all that in them is, and rested the seventh 

day: therefore the Lord blessed the sev-

enth day and hallowed it.” This, however, 

is very differently given in Deuteronomy 

(5. 15),— “And remember that thou wast a 

servant in the land of Egypt, and that the 

Lord thy God brought thee out thence 

through a mighty hand and by a stretched-

out arm: therefore the Lord thy God com-

manded thee to keep the Sabbath-day.” 

And note further, that both statements are 

equally said to be the very words of God, 

and to have been engraved by Him in 

stone. 

How is this great discrepancy to be 

reasonably accounted for? 

Did Moses really write those 5 Books 

called the Pentateuch? 

In our English translation they are 

termed the first (second, or third, &c.) 

Book of Moses, but that is an addition, 

such not being in the original. Such, how-

ever, may mean about Moses; just as the 

Books of Samuel, Job, Esther, &c., are 

about them, and were not written by them. 

It is highly doubtful if the first four 

were written by Moses; and it is all but 

absolutely certain the 5th. (or Deuterono-

my) was never written by him. 

If Moses wrote the first account of the 

giving of the Law on Mount Sinai (in Exo-

dus), is it possible that he could have for-

gotten what was then said when he wrote 

the second account (in Deuteronorny)? 

and so set down contrary words, and say, 

that God uttered them? If Moses did not 

forget, could he have dared to alter them? 

And, if he either forgot, or dared to alter,—

what becomes of the so-called inspiration, 

the Infallibility, the entire truthfulness of 

the story? But if, as I have said above, the 

book of Deuteronomy was not written by 

Moses, then we can see clearly how anoth-

er person, writing some hundreds of years 

after, could thus write; provided that he 
did not himself regard the 10 Command-
ments in their original form as Mosaic and 
Divine and therefore inexpressibly holy; 

for if he did, then he could no more have 

dared to change them than Moses himself. 

Moreover, if such a Commandment con-

cerning the Sabbath was so given— amid 

earthquakes and thunderings and light-

nings—and with the penalty of death rec-

orded for doing any work, or even kin-

dling a fire in any house (Ex. 31. 15) on 

the Sabbath-day, how comes it to pass that 

the Sabbath was not observed by the Jews? 

Especially with that dreadful story in Num-

bers (15), of the man found gathering 

sticks in the wilderness on the Sabbath-day 

having been put to death, and that sen-

tence too as being immediately pro-

nounced by the Lord! 

But who can possibly believe that such 

a command as that ever proceeded from 

the Ever-Blessed God? a command, too, 

which would appear to have been power-

less to prevent the Evil, which it proposed 

to cure,—which did not hinder the people 

at large from defiling the Sabbath with 
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pollutions infinitely worse than that of 

gathering a few sticks for a fire,— “Your 

new moons and Sabbaths I cannot away 

with: Your hands are full of blood.” (Is. 1.) 

And what a noble work is that of Modern 

Biblical Criticism, which enables us to 

regard the Bible with true reverence, as 

containing the words of a Divine Revela-

tion, with out therefore maintaining that it 

has been supernaturally protected from all 

the defects and faults of human produc-

tions,—which relieves the character of God 

our Heavenly Father, from the dark stains, 

which such narratives as these must in any 

reflecting mind attach to it, if believed to 

be divinely- guaranteed statements of infal-

lible truth! For here, in this very story we 

have a proof that it was not written by Mo-

ses.—The words are, “While the children 
of Israel were in the wilderness,”— how 

could those words be written by Moses, 

who never came out of the wilderness, 

who “died there in the land of Moab”? 

But now, with respect to the Jewish 

Sabbath, it is very noticeable that, except 

in the Pentateuch itself, where the laws are 

thickly laid down for its observance, as an 

express Divine Institution, there are no 

signs of its having ever been kept with 

strictness, or of any attempt having been 

made, by the most pious Kings or proph-

ets, to enforce the keeping of it, before the 

time of King Josiah,—that is shortly before 

the Babylonish Captivity. On the contrary, 

in the very few passages in which the Sab-

bath is mentioned at all, it is put upon the 

same level as the day of the “new moon.” 

Not at all as having any peculiar honour,—

as having been enjoined by express Divine 

authority amidst the terrors of Sinai. Thus, 

in the affecting story of Elisha and the 

Shunammite mother, whose child was 

dead, she determines to “run to the man 

of God, and come again.” Upon which 

her husband says, “Wherefore wilt thou 

go to him to-day? It is neither New Moon 

nor Sabbath.” (From which story it may 

also be fairly inferred, that they commonly 

rode on the Sabbath.) So, also, the proph-

et Isaiah (i. 13, 15); Amos (viii. 4, 5); and 

Hosea (ii. 11.) Again, in the book of 

Chronicles,—a book written after the re-

turn of the Jews from the Captivity, (or 

1000 years after Moses,)—brief mention is 

made of the Sabbath but always with the 

new moons and feasts; but great care must 

be exercised in using this book. Here I 

will briefly quote from Dr. Irons:— “The 

writer of the book of Chronicles gives us 

certain statements of the authorities re-

ferred to for the history of his people. But 

he does not say who was authorised to 

draw up the summaries of the story, which 

now are called ‘Books of Samuel,’ and 

‘Kings,’ or his own ‘Chronicles.’ In fact, 

the writings of Samuel, Nathan, Gad, 

Ahija, Shemaiah, Iddo, Azariah, Hanani, 

Jehu, Elijah, and Chosai, and the Chroni-

cles of Isaiah and others (all referred to as 

the literary basis of the National History), 

have perished without exception. The 

outlines which survive are by another hand 

and have been drawn with a design of their 
own. Nothing can exceed the plainness, 

with which the sacred author of the 

Chronicles acknowledges that they, who 
seek mere History, must look for it else-
where. He is writing for another pur-

pose.... The results are simply and undeni-

ably these —that after the Jewish Captivity 

in Babylon (within a hundred years of that 

event) the merely historical, as distinct 

from the sacred, records of their nation—

having no doubt been examined—

disappear, and the religious Books, called 

Samuel, Kings, and Chronicles, are found 
in their present form.” 

The two books of Chronicles, in a very 

great part of their contents, are not histori-

cally true,—they are written, as Dr. Irons 

says, “with a design of their own;” and that 

“design” is, evidently, to blot out as much 

as possible from the earlier history of the 

people, as it is written in the older Books 
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of Samuel and Kings, the plain signs 

which those Books exhibit, that the Law 

of Moses—the laws of the Pentateuch—

were habitually disregarded by the very 

best of the Kings of Judah, and to repre-

sent them as in force all along. Now this 

fact —that of the unhistorical character of 

the narrative in the Chronicles—is one of 

the greatest importance, therefore it is that 

I so dwell upon it. For you cannot possi-

bly acquire a clear idea of the real History 

of Israel, (from the time of the conquest 

of Canaan down to the Captivity,) unless 

your minds are disabused of the tradition-

ary notion, as to the infallible accuracy of 

every line and letter in the History of the 

Chronicler, while yet his statements re-

peatedly contradict the statements of the 

older Books and even his own. You may 

easily satisfy yourselves on this point, by 

merely reading your Bible, carefully, with 

open eyes and clear understandings, em-

ploying a Bible with the marginal refer-

ences and making use of them. 

You will find that the Chronicler never 

gives a hint of David’s sins of adultery and 

murder,—nor of Solomon’s taking many 

heathen wives, and of their turning away 

his heart from the Living God: he says 

nothing of Solomon going after 

“Ashtaroth, the goddess of the Zidonians, 

and after Milcom, the abomination of the 

Ammonites,” —of his “building a high 

place for Chemosh, the abomination of 

Moab, in the hill that is before Jerusalem, 

and for Molech, the abomination of the 

children of Ammon.” 

Again, the writer of the Book of Kings 

tolls us that “Abijah, the sun of Rehobo-

am, walked in all the sins of his father, 

which he had done before him, and his 

heart was not perfect with the Lord his 

God” (1 K 15),—and mentions only that 

“there was war between Abijah and Jero-

boam” (v. 7);—but the Chronicler, writing 

centuries afterwards, says not a word 

about Abijah’s wickedness, but makes him 

lead out a host of “400,000 chosen men” 

against 800,000 chosen men of Jeroboam, 

mighty men of valour.” Abijah is then 

described (by the Chronicler,) as address-

ing this immense host of 800,000 men in 

most pious language, declaring that in 

Judah the Law was strictly obeyed;—and 

calling on them not to fight against God. 

However, they did fight, and in this one 

battle, we are told, Abijah’s 400,000 warri-

ors slew of Jeroboam’s 800,000,— “five 

hundred thousand chosen men.” (2 

Chron. xiii,) 

Now let me here call your attention (1) 

to the actual size of these two petty king-

doms, which, together, formed what is 

called the Holy Land. (As many, I know, 

have not yet considered this.) Those two 

kingdoms together, were not so large as 

the small tract of country extending from 

Napier to Cape Palliser, and from the 

Ruahine mountain range to the sea. 

While that of Judah, alone could be com-

prised between Napier and Takapau. (2) 

The total loss of the Allied army in the 

great and memorable battle of Waterloo, 

including “British, Germans, Hanoveri-

ans, Brunswickers, Prussians, and Bel-

gians,” was 4,172 men. (From Alison.) 

Thus, once more, the Chronicler tells 

us, (1 ch. xxiii.) that when David was old 

the Levites were numbered, 38,000,—of 

whom 24,000 were to set forward the 

work of the House of Jehovah, 6,000 were 

officers and judges, 4,000 were gatekeep-

ers, 4,000 choristers;—that is, he reckons 

24,000 ministering Levites, 4,000 gate-

keepers, and 4,000 choristers, for a small 

tent, probably not so large as one of our 

own Napier churches, just exactly half the 

size of the Temple of Solomon, and might 

hold, if crowded, perhaps, 300 people! 

He also tells us of one Levite family, in 

which there were “2700 chief fathers and 

1,700 officers”—altogether 4,400 rulers.—

out of one single family of the tribe of 

Levi! Possibly the key to all this (and 
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much more of the same kind) is, that he 
was a Levite himself:—there is a great deal 

in Chronicles in support of this. 

But I forbear. I have brought forward 

all this (long known to me), to show you 

how the truth stands in respect to the 

Books of Chronicles; and you will find 

much more of the same kind for your-

selves, if you will only thoughtfully read 
the narrative and compare it with what is 
written in other places. 

In the after times however of the histo-

ry of Israel, we find the later prophets—

Jeremiah, Ezekiel, and the later Isaiah— 

laying great stress upon the observance of 

the Sabbath as the sign of Jehovah’s cove-

nant with Israel; and so, too, in the Book 

of Nehemiah, written after the return 

from the Captivity, we find mention made 

of Jehovah having “made known unto 

them his holy Sabbath,” and of strenuous 

efforts being made to prevent the desecra-

tion of the Sabbath by labor and traffic. 

(N. ix., xiii.) 

[Here I must remind my readers that 

this “later Isaiah,” (or the unknown 

prophet, whoever he was that wrote the 

last 27 chapters of the present Book of 

Isaiah,) must not be confounded with the 

older and former Isaiah, who wrote the 

earlier portion of the Book which goes by 

his name; the former was contemporary 

with Hezekiah (B.C. 710): the later Isaiah 

lived some 200 years after,—after the de-

struction of Jerusalem and the Temple by 

Nebuchadnezzar; (as a proof, see Is. 64, 

10, 11: 63, 18 :) and it is from him that we 

have some of the most beautiful utteranc-

es in the Old Testament.] 

That very ancient Book of the Jews, 

the Talmud, (in general use long before 

the birth of Jesus,) contains, as might be 

expected, several excellent remarks con-

cerning the Sabbath, together with many 

rules for its observance. The learned and 

unprejudiced modern Jew Commentator 

Dr. Kalisch, says,— “The Talmud distin-

guishes 39 chief labours which are forbid-

den on the Sabbath; but in cases of illness, 

and in any, oven the remotest, danger, a 

deviation from the rigorous precepts is 

permitted; and in general were those prin-

ciples followed,— ‘The Sabbath is deliv-

ered into your hand, not you into the 

hand of the Sabbath:’ and, ‘The least dan-

ger of life invalidates the Sab-

bath.’” (Talmud, Mishna Joma.) Further, 

Dr. Kalisch says, “that the Sabbath was a 

day of holy assembly; but it was also a day 

of recreation of joy and of convivial meet-

ings.” (Pointing out Luke 14. 1, 12.) 

“Fasting was expressly forbidden.” 

Having mentioned the Talmud, and 

given the foregoing striking quotation 

from it, (which will serve to remind my 

readers of Mark ii. 27, 28,) and as the 

Book itself is so very little known among 

us, I am tempted to make a few more 

quotations, which may also serve a similar 

purpose.— 

The Talmud denounces swearing, or 

oath-taking, and recommends “a simple 

Yes Yes, or No.” 

“Do not to others what you would not 

have others do to you.” 

“A single light answers as well for a 

hundred men as for one.” 

“The place honours not the man, ’tis 

the man who gives honour to the 

place.” 

“Deem nothing impossible.” 

“Man sees the mote in his neighbour’s 

eye, but knows not of the beam in 

his own.” 

“First learn, and then teach.” 

“Charity is greater than all,—is more 

than sacrifices.” 

“Who gives charity (alms) in secret is 

greater than Moses.” 

“The Bible was given us to establish 

peace.” 

“He who raises his hand against his 

fellow in a passion is a sinner.” 

“God allows the poor to be with us 
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ever, that the opportunities for 

doing good may never fail.” 

“When our ancestors in the wilderness 

were saved from death by gazing 

upon the brazen serpent, it was not 

the serpent which killed or pre-

served. it was the trustful appeal to 

the Father in heaven.” 

“The men of Nineveh believed in 

God’s mercy, and though the de-

cree had been pronounced against 

them, yet they repented; therefore, 

neither sack-cloth nor fasting will 

gain forgiveness, but repentance of 

the heart and good deeds.” 

There are also numerous parables, and 

similar stories, strongly reminding one of 

those later ones of the New Testament. 

In these later times, then, of the history 

of Israel, the Sabbath was kept with great 

strictness, by some devout men, as Nehe-

miah, and by others who, like the Phari-

sees, made a great profession of religion, 

but substituted too often outward obser-

vances like this for the inward service of 

the heart which God delights in. But in 

earlier days we find no trace of this spirit,—

no sign that the Sabbath was put on a high-

er level than the New Moon. And this fact 

is accounted for, when we find that the 

first copy of the Decalogue, as well as the 

second, dates from a late age in the history 

of Judah,—that it was never really binding 

on the Jews, as the traditionary view sup-

poses, as having been uttered by the Di-

vine Voice, under a tremendous sanction, 

from the top of Sinai. Let us now consider 

what Nature also teaches us as to the duty 

or the wisdom of setting apart one day in 

seven.— And here I will first quote the 

words of that eminent Jewish scholar upon 

this point (Dr Kalisch, already mentioned, 

in his Commentary on Genesis):— “The 

simple and obvious explanation of the 

holiness of the number seven is, that the 

Ancient Israelites, as most of the Eastern 

nations, counted originally their months 

after the course of the Moon, which re-

news itself in four quarters of seven days 

each, and after this time assumes a new 

phase These periodical and extraordinary 

changes of the Moon produced a powerful 

impression upon the susceptible minds of 

the ancient nations: they excited them to 

reflections on this wonderful phenome-

non, and every thing connected with it 

assumed in their eyes a peculiar signifi-

cance. Hence the day of the New Moon 

was generally celebrated with some distin-

guishing solemnity, which, like all festivals, 

is regulated and fixed in the Mosaic Law; 

and the New Moon is, in the Old Testa-

ment, frequently mentioned with the Sab-

bath.... But the division of the week into 

seven days was known and adopted by the 

most different nations, as the Assyrians, 

Arabs, Indians, Peruvians, (hut not the 

Persians,) and many African and Ameri-

can tribes, which never came into inter-

course with the Israelites, and later by the 

Greeks and Romans, who followed the 

Egyptians. We must therefore recognise 

therein, not an exclusively theocratical, but 

a general astronomical arrangement, which 

offered itself to the simplest planetary ob-

servation of every people.” 

And Similarly, the ancient Talmud:—

“In ancient times the men called ‘wise’ 

placed their faith and dependence upon 

the planets. They divided these into seven, 

apportioning one to each day of the week. 

Some nations selected for their greatest 

god the sun, other nations the moon, and 

so on, and prayed to them, and wor-

shipped them. They knew not that the 

planets moved and changed according to 

the course of nature, established by the 

Most High, a course which he might 

change according to His will, and into 

their ignorant ideas many of the Israelites 

had entered. Therefore, as they consid-

ered the planets as seven, God made many 

other things depending on that number, to 

show that as he made them, so had He 
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made the planets. The seventh day of the 

week he made the Sabbath.” 

In this way, then, the seven days’ week 

appears to have originated, among so 

many different nations in all parts of the 

Earth; by their common observation of the 

time, which it takes for the moon to pass 

from one of her chief phases to another, 

which interval is to all appearance seven 

days, though in reality a fraction more. In 

this way originating the seven-days’ week 

may justly be said to be an institution of 

the Law of Nature, and therefore one of 

Divine appointment. We no longer sup-

pose that the Creation of the work took 

place in six days, with successive outward 

Divine utterances, as described in the first 

chapter of Genesis. Yet for all this, and 

notwithstanding that the Hebrew writer 

may have held mistaken notions about the 

time, manner, order, of the creation,—

about the nature, magnitude, and distanc-

es of the Sun, Moon, and Stars,—he dis-

cerned the eternal underlying truth when 

he wrote, “And God said,”—“said,” not 

with outward audible utterance, on the 

fourth day of the Creation, hut said in the 

depth of the Divine Mind, conceived in 

eternity as a Divine Idea, and expressed in 

time by that Divine Word, “by which all 

things were made,”— “Let there be lights 

in the firmament of the heaven, to divide 

the day from the night, and let them be for 

signs and for seasons and for days and for 

years; and let them be for lights in the 

firmament of the heaven to give light upon 

the earth and it was so.” The day, then, is 

given to us by Nature, and therefore by 

Nature’s God, for labour, and the night 

for rest. And so is it with regard to the 

week and the weekly rest. 

Further: it is true the lunar month, in 

which the Moon goes through her differ-

ent phases, consists really of 29 days, so 

that from one chief phase to another 

would be a fraction more than seven days. 

Still with rude nations this difference 

would not be noticed. And, “that the sev-

en days’ week really originated among as 

many different nations in all parts of the 

earth from watching the phases of the 

Moon, is indicated by the fact that the 

Peruvians not only divide the lunar month 

into halves and quarters by the Moon’s 

phases, but they have also a period of nine 

days, the approximate third part of a luna-

tion, thus showing the common origin of 

both, and so the Romans had the ninth 

day of the month, which was a holiday 

even for slaves, and the Greek lunar 

month, consisting alternately of 29 and 30 

days, was divided into sets of ten days. 

(Prof. Baden Powell, Christianity without 
Judaism.) 

So, also, Dr. Hessey in his Bampton 

Lectures delivered before the University 

of Oxford; he says:— “To what, it may be 

asked, is the division of time by weeks of 

seven days to be traced? I answer, without 

hesitation, to man’s observation of those 

‘lights in the firmament of heaven,’ which 

God placed there to divide the day from 

the night,’ and of which He said further, 

‘Let them be for signs, and for seasons, 

and for days and years.’ It required no 
special revelation to direct men to these, 

as convenient indicators of time. The 

course of the Moon, and especially the 

appearance of the New Moon, would sug-

gest a division, roughly stated, of months 

of twenty eight days. This, perhaps, would 

be the first and most prevalent division. It 

certainly was all but a universal one; for it 

is found even where weeks were alone 

unknown, and where they are still un-

known,—among the aborigines of the New 

World.— — — — Our purpose is merely to 

show that a septenary division of time 

might have suggested itself to man’s rea-

son, acting upon the luminaries, which we 

find God’s Providence intended for his 

guidance in such matters; without any spe-

cial revelation, much less any hint of the 

Sabbath being necessarily implied in the 
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existence of such a division.” 

Another able writer observes, on this 

point:— “The phases of the Moon supply 

a familiar mark of time to the simplest and 

rudest nations,—the phenomena of the 

new and full Moon, especially, being such 

that men cannot fail to notice and employ 

them as the natural rule of their calendar. 

And, If a two-fold division of the month is 

thus a matter of necessity to ordinary ob-

servation, a four-fold division also is at 

least inevitably suggested by the Moon’s 

intermediate phase.—Thus we have the 

week of seven days. It is almost impossi-

ble, then, to avoid the conclusion to which 

we are pointing, when once we have dis-

carded (as the majority of thoughtful men 

have consented to discard) the notion of 

an actual six-day’s period of creation. So 

long as that notion was maintained in-

deed, and was considered as a necessary 

part of religious belief, we could respect 

and even sympathise with the fixed deter-

mination to see nothing in the facts we 

have referred to beyond a singular coinci-

dence. But now that we perceive ourselves 

both permitted and compelled to regard 

the seven Mosaic days as a figure of 

speech, an accommodation to some previ-

ously existing mode of thought, we are 

prepared to listen in a totally different 

attitude of mind to what reason and histo-

ry have to say.” (Quoted in Cox’s Litera-
ture of the Sabbath Question, i. p.290.) 

Yes:—no doubt that is true. That “the 

week of seven days,” was really the object 

of the weekly Sabbath among the He-

brews is still more plain from the fact that 

the New Moon was—at least in the olden 

times—regarded by them as a more im-

portant day than the ordinary Sabbath, 

and accordingly, in addition to the usual 

daily sacrifice, the Levitical Law provides a 

“burnt-offering” on the New Moon of 

“two bullocks, one ram, and seven 

lambs,” with a kid for a sin-offering,—

whereas on the Sabbath the additional 

sacrifice was only a burnt-offering of “two 

lambs.” (N. 28, 9. 11.) The New Moon, in 

short, was the first Sabbath of the month, 

which was specially announced by trum-

pet sounds, and gave the law, as it were, 

for the rest, the first, eighth, fifteenth, and 

twenty-second days of every month being 

kept as days of rest, and the next Sabbath 

being the first of the following month; 

though, as the lunar changes are complet-

ed—not in 28, but—in 29½ days, it would 

seem that the last week of the month must 

have contained sometimes eight and 

sometimes nine days, and probably lasted 

until the New Moon was seen. Hence the 

New Moon is always named first in con-

nection with the Sabbath by the prophets 

before the Captivity,—as I have already 

shewn. It was only about the time of the 

Captivity that greater stress was laid upon 

the observance of the Sabbath. And here, 

I would observe, that it must be clearly 

understood that with the Hebrews (as with 

other Oriental nations), the terms month 

and moon were alike: they having 13 

months, or moons, in their year, and not 

like the moderns 12. 

Before, however, I leave this part of 

my subject on which so much depends, I 

would call attention to two wonderful 

modern discoveries, bearing on the matter 

before us,—which have justly created such 

a sensation among thoughtful and intelli-

gent men, viz. (1) the finding of the en-

graved MOABITE STONE; and (2) the 

decyphering of the cuneiform writing, or 

inscriptions, engraved on the ASSYRIAN 

TABLETS of burnt clay. Truly we have 

“sermons in stones, and good in every-

thing,” to a degree that Shakespeare never 

dreamt of! I can, however, only just refer 

to them here; each, to do it justice, would 

take much time and writing. From those 

wonderfully preserved Assyrian tablets, 
(dug out of the ruins of the palace-library 

of the ancient Kings of Assyria, and writ-

ten several thousand years ago! and only 
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lately decyphered,) we learn very many 

things of the first consequence in Biblical 

Criticism, the same being highly elucidato-

ry of the Old Testament narrations, and of 

their sources. But, what I would particular-

ly notice now is, those tablets which con-

tain the great astrological and astronomical 

work of the ancient Babylonians,— 

“composed for Babylonian Kings before 

the 16th century B.C.,”—or, more than a 

100 years before the Jews left their slavery 

in Egypt. These are full of statements 

about the moon and the other planets and 

the stars, and their conjunctions and eclip-

ses; and how they were predicted and 

watched for, and regularly noted down at 

their observatories, and sent in punctually 

to the Royal Court. The Babylonian Year 

was divided into 12 months of 30 days 

each, with an intercalary (or additional) 

month every 6 years. (Thus: Ancient Bab-
ylonia, 12 x 30 = 360 x 6 = 2160 ÷ 30 = 

2190: Modern European, 365 x 6 = 2190.) 

How astonishingly accurate! being quite 
correct!! and that, too, without the aid of 

the telescopes and the hundred other 

helps of modern discovery invention and 

science. Further: with them “according to 

the lunar division, the 7th., 14th., 19th., 

21st., and 28th., were days of 
rest” (Sabbaths), “on which certain works 

were forbidden.” So that, we see, what 

with our scholars and reasonable men a 

few years ago was but a belief, a conjec-

ture, a possibility,—based, however, on a 

direct logical conclusion,—now passes into 

a certainty. The Assyrian names of the 

months also closely agree with the He-

brew, beginning also with Nisan (Nisannu, 

Assyrian). 

Very much more may be reasonably 

expected and looked for from those inter-

esting remains ; at which many highly-

skilled scholars from all countries are now 

hard at work, which will tend more and 

more to throw light on our Bible,—both 

the Old Testament and the New. This 

saying may seem strange to some, viz., that 

those very ancient Babylonian and Assyri-

an records can throw any light on the New 

Testament, whatever they may do on the 

Old one; therefore, I will just give an in-

stance. There is “the holiness of the num-

ber seven;” with “the song of the seven evil 

spirits (or demons) which haunt or enter 

into a man at once,”—with the proper de-

moniacal “exorcism, &c., for driving them 

out.” One tablet has it,—  

   “The Song of the Seven Spirits.” 

They are seven! they are seven! 

In the depths of ocean they are seven! 

In the heights of heaven they are sev-

en! 

In the ocean stream in a palace they 

were born. 

Male they are not: female they are not! 

Wives they have not! Children are not 

born to them! 

Rule they have not! Government they 

know not! 

Prayers they hear not! 

They are seven, and they are seven!  

Twice over they are seven! 

“This wild chant touches one of the 

deepest chords of their religious feeling. 

They held that seven evil spirits at once 

might enter into a man: there are frequent 

allusions to them, and to their expulsion, 

on the tablets. One runs thus:—  

“The god (. . . .) shall stand by his bed-

side: 

Those seven evil spirits he shall root 

out, and shall expel them from his 

body. 

And those seven shall never return to 

the sick man again.”—  

Compare this with what is said of Mary 

Magdalene, (Mark 16. 9: Luke 8. 2,) and 

of the last state of an unfortunate man), 

(Mat. 12. 45: Luke 11. 26,)—also of the 

number seven in many other passages.—

Here I would remark, that it is very notice-

able, that this peculiar demoniacal lore, or 

at least the beginning of it, the Jews appear 
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to have brought back with them when they 

returned from Babylon: for never read of 

any reference to the existence of a devil in 

any of those parts of the Bible, which were 

written before the Babylonish Captivity,—

Thus, the moving of David to number 

Israel (2 Sam. 24.), is, in the older book 

ascribed to Jehovah, but in the later book 

of Chronicles (1 Ch. 21.) is ascribed to 

Satan. And so in the time of Jesus (as is 

seen, for example, constantly in Josephus) 

the belief in the possession of men by 

demons, was thoroughly established 

among all the Jews, with the exception of 

the Sadducees alone. —  

The Moabite Stone was lately found 

among the ruins of Dibon in the land of 

Moab, on the E. side of the Dead Sea. It 

had engraved in really good old Hebrew 

(or, more properly speaking, Phœnician) 

characters, a most interesting record of 3 

series of events in the reign of Mesha King 

of Moab. For nearly 3000 years that stone 

had lain there exposed to all the elements 

uncared for! and now it was found with all 

its inscriptions most beautifully preserved. 

Among other things we find the following, 

which may be here very briefly noticed.—

(1) It was erected about the year 890 B.C., 

(only 75 years after Solomon’s time,) by 

Mesha King of Moab, as “a stone of salva-

tion and thanks to their god Chemosh, for 

enabling Mesha to see his desire upon his 

enemies, and to deliver his people from 

their enemies the Israelites,” to whom 

they had been tributary. (Just as Samuel is 

said, 230 years before, to have erected a 

similar stone, “Ebenezer,” for the Israel-

ites, on their defeating the Philistimes (1 

S. 7. 12.) (2) In the Moabites beating the 

Israelites, they took away from them, 

some towns and country and many peo-

ple, and also their golden vessels from 

Nebo, one of their high places, which the 

Israelites had dedicated to their national 

god Jehovah,—and these the Moabites 

now dedicated to the services of their god 

Chemosh, (3) The whole is given in very 

plain language, nothing high-flown or stilt-

ed; almost remarkable, in this respect, for 

an Oriental production ; occupying alto-

gether 34 lines of inscription. (4) But its 

plain statement varies astonishingly from 

the wonderful account of the same trans-

action—the same war—as given us in the 

Book of Kings (2 K. 3). (5) And then 

comes the question.—Which of the two is 

the correct statement? One thing is cer-

tain,— THEY CANNOT BOTH BE TRUE. 

Now with the many, among “religious” 

people,—including, I fear, not a few Minis-

ters and Sunday School Teachers,—the 

“Bible” statement must be true. 

Notwithstanding, two or three wee 

things, I may, perhaps, be allowed to call 

their attention to.— 

1. The Moabite Stone was engraved 

and erected at the time, to commemorate 

that particular deliverance; it was a public 

thing open to all, all could see it, all might 

read it in their own tongue. But the Jewish 

story was written (as I have already shewn) 

some 450 years after,—after, too, the re-

turn of the remnant of the Jews from their 

long Captivity; and its writing was altogeth-

er more of a private character. 

2. The Moabites never again became 

tributary to the Israelites, although living 

so very close to them; so that one might 

reasonably infer the Jews had had enough 

of it on that occasion. Besides the Israel-

ites were bound, by their Levitical laws 

(Deut. 23. 3), never to be neighbourly 

with them; which old spite, it appears, 

they also endeavored to renew after their 

return from the Captivity (Neh. 13. 1), 

although their most famous king, David, 

was descended from Ruth the Moabitess! 

who was his great grandmother; and, to 

the care of the King of Moab, David had 

also sent his parents for protection, when 

in great trouble from Saul. (1 Sam. 22. 3. 

4.) 

3. The yearly tribute which Mesha the 
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King of Moab had to pay to Israel accord-

ing to the story in the Bible (2 Kings, 3.), 

was “100,000 lambs, and 100,000 rams, 

with their woo1.” Now this petty kingdom 

of Moab only comprised a small tract of 

country, about 40 miles long by 10 broad, 

(just like a narrow slip extending 

from .Napier to Waipawa,—but nothing 

like it, in its grass, or water, or in its gen-

eral fertility,)—and most of my readers 

here in New Zealand can better under-

stand all about that amount of annual 
tribute (200,000 sheep) from such a ster-

ile tract of country on the shores of the 

Dead Sea, than very many others in Eng-

land and elsewhere. But read attentively 

the whole story, in that chapter of 2 Kings 

already mentioned; and I fear that the 

Hebrew story, as it there stands, will ap-

pear to be a fiction; apparently part of 

some legendary account handed down 

from the olden time concerning Elisha. 

(Time of Jesus and his apostles.) 
Let us now proceed to enquire,—(1) How 

Jesus and his followers acted; how they 

kept “the Sabbath” of their nation. Like 

good Jews they upheld the national Insti-

tutions, (Luke 2.21: 22.7, 8, 13, 14,)—

often going into the synagogues on “the 

Sabbath-day,” as “his custom was,” to 

read and to teach,—which office, accord-

ing to the Jews, was alike open to all. 

They kept the Sabbath, however, in a 

liberal way. We find him on a Sabbath-

day going to a feast at the house of a chief 

Pharisee (or ruler), where there were a 

great company of guests, (which must 

have certainly caused the servants a deal 

of unnecessary labour in preparing the 

banquet and in waiting upon the guests,) 

and where there was also a scramble for 

the chief seats. But this kind of convivial 

meeting on the Sabbath, was allowed by 

the Pharisees, as we have already seen. 

On that occasion, the scrambling which 

Jesus saw was evidently the cause of two 

of his noted parables respecting a supper, 

or feast, delivered at that time,—and, also, 

of the rule which he then gave for the 

proper giving of a feast. (Luke 14.). In-

deed Jesus often so acted,—laying hold of 

passing events, and so suiting the word to 

the time, or occasion. Again, we find that 

through His liberal mode of acting on 

several Sabbaths, both Jesus and his disci-

ples were often charged with having 

“broken the Sabbath,” and with having 

“done that which was not lawful on the 

Sabbath-day;” and it was this (among oth-

er things) which so greatly enraged the 

Pharisees against him. We are told of 

several remarkable cases of healing per-

formed by Jesus on the Sabbath-day; as, 

the man with the withered hand,—the 

woman who had been bowed for 18 

years,—the impotent man, who had spent 

a dreary 38 years in that state,—the man 

with the dropsy,—and the blind man. Now 

(1) these cases were all old, longstanding 

ones; not peculiarly dangerous and press-

ing ones of the day immediately affecting 

life; and, therefore, they might have well 

stood over until the following day, or 

week; and (2) they were not only cured on 

the Sabbath-day, but that in the most pub-

lic manner, mostly in the synagogue (or 

“Church”) itself before all the Congrega-

tion; and, sometimes, accompanied with 

other “work,” (as, in the making of clay, —
and in the ordering the impotent man to 

carry his bed,—and the blind man go to 
Siloam and wash,) which must have addi-

tionally galled the Jews. Then again, we 

have recorded by three of the Evangelists, 

their walking through the corn-fields on 

the Sabbath-day and their gathering the 

corn, and rubbing-out the grain as they 

went for food; and the memorable reply 

of Jesus,—in almost the very words of the 

Talmud (already quoted by me), which, 

no doubt, he had often heard and read,— 

“The Sabbath was made for man, not 

man for the Sabbath; therefore the son of 

man is Lord also of the Sabbath.” (Mark 



17 

2.) Where were these Corn-fields? Scarce-

ly within “the Sabbath-day’s journey” al-

lowed by the Jews; which was only six sta-
dia = 2000 paces, or, about, 6 furlongs, 

(not quite as far as the “Maori Club” on 

the White Road is from the Government 

Buildings,)—so that, it appears, that in this 

respect (of distance) the Sabbath was also 

broken. Now in all this we perceive a cer-

tain something done openly, all tending to 

lessen “the traditions of the elders” and 

the Pharisaic sanctity of the Sabbath.— 

(2) How, or what, did Jesus teach con-

cerning their Sabbath, in his many teach-

ings, discourses and parables? Here how-

ever, we can gain but little, because there 

is but little recorded. There is “The ser-

mon on the Mount” (as it is called), but it 

is worthy of notice, that while very many 

subjects are therein mentioned and 

brought forward, including several of the 

“ten Commandments,”— there is nothing 

concerning the Sabbath. There is, howev-

er, his noble and open and oft-repeated 

statement, that “it is lawful to do well on 

the Sabbath-days” (Mat. 12.12); further 

illustrating his meaning by the works of 

lifting a sheep out of a pit, and of leading 

an ox or an ass to water; which, with that 

precious saying already mentioned (“The 

Sabbath was made for man, &c.”),—one 

would think would have been quite 

enough for his followers for all time! 

There is also a highly curious and 

characteristic saying of Jesus about the 

Sabbath,—which is not found in our New 

Testaments, and is only found in one very 

ancient Greek manuscript and in one 

equally ancient Latin one (known to schol-

ars as Codex Bezæ), which date from the 

5th century, and therefore holds a place 

among the five oldest Greek Manuscripts. 

As far as I know, it has not been translated 

and printed in English, but I will give a 

translation. It is an additional verse com-

ing after Luke 6.4, (the 5 v. being placed 

in those two manuscripts after the 10 v.,) 

and runs thus:— “In the same day, Jesus 

seeing a certain man tilling his ground on 

the Sabbath, said unto him, Man, if in-

deed thou knowest what thou art doing 

thou art blessed; but if thou knowest not 

thou art cursed, for thou art a transgressor 

of the law.”— Does not this strongly re-

mind us of Paul’s saying,— “Happy is he 

that condemneth not himself in that thing 

which he alloweth.” (Rom. 14.22)—Which 

may indeed be grounded on it; much as 

Paul has given us a peculiar saying of Je-

sus,— Acts 20.35. And it may also be fur-

ther noticed, that the very peculiar and 

strong Greek word for “Curse,” used here,

—is only used twice besides in the whole 

Now Testament,—viz. in John 7.49, (where 

the Pharisees used it concerning the peo-

ple who knew not the law,—from which 

very circumstance Jesus might have adopt-

ed it ;) and, again, in Gal. 2. 10, 13, (where 

Paul uses the word in his strongly emphat-

ic way;)—it is not the word commonly used 

in the New Testament for curse. The 

same Greek word which is in Rom. 14, 

22. translated “Happy” I have here trans-

lated Blessed; as in Mat. 5. 3–11. Some of 

our first modern Greek Scholars and 

Commentators believe in the originality 

and authenticity of that saying of Jesus. 

3. What Jesus further said concerning 

the Sabbath, incidentally or otherwise, in 

his many questionings concerning the 

“Commandments,” made to those who 

came to him. Here, again, we find our-

selves at a loss; although Jesus seemed to 

have pretty closely questioned several who 

came to him about their keeping of the 

“Commandments”; as in the very particu-

lar case of one who, on coming to Jesus to 

enquire what he should do to obtain eter-

nal life, called him “Good Master”; (and, 

was, apparently, first rebuked by Jesus for 

giving to him that title of Good,—which 

belonged to God alone;) Jesus told him, 

that if he would enter into life he should 

keep the “Commandments “; and then 

Jesus repeats six out of “ the 10 command-

ments” to him,—but excludes all mention 
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of that peculiarly great one among the 

Jews—the Sabbath (Mat. 19. 18.) 

This remarkable interview is also men-

tioned in three of the Gospels, (Mat. 19, 

Mark 10, Luke 18,) with but little varia-

tion. Mark also gives another and a simi-

lar one, (12. 28–34,) which I have ever 

considered as one of the truly grand con-

versations related in the Gospels. Here, 

the inquirer asks, “Which is the first 

Commandment of all?” Jesus replies,—as 

a true Jew,—saying,—(in sublime and beau-

tiful language, quoted from the Old Testa-

ment, and well-known among the later 

Jews, as the standard article of their belief, 

and their war-cry in battle,)— “The first is, 

Hear O Israel, the Lord our God is one 

Lord: and thou shalt love the Lord thy 

God with all thy heart, and with all thy 

soul, and with all thy mind, and with all 

thy strength: this is the first Command-

ment.” And then Jesus adds,— “And the 

second is like, Thou shalt love thy neigh-

bour as thyself. There is none other Com-

mandment greater than these.” And his 

questioner also answers discreetly and 

beautifully insomuch that he was highly 

praised by Jesus for so doing. Yet here, 

again, we find not a word about the Sab-
bath,—that great and peculiar institution of 

the Jews! 

(1) Why is this omission,—if that of the 

Sabbath were indeed really given from the 

burning summit of Mount Sinai, amid 

lightnings and thunderings and earth-

quakes? (2) If that of the Sabbath were, as 

Nehemiah and the few later prophets 

repeatedly say,— the sign of the Covenant 

between the Israelites and God? 

Moreover, here arises an important 

question to the thoughtful mind:—(1) 

Why did Jesus when asked—What was the 

first commandment of all? Why did he 

not quote from the “ten Command-

ments,” giving the first of them,—if such 

had been really spoken by the majestic 

voice of God from Sinai, and engraved by 

His holy fingers on stone? (2) Again, 

when Jesus also adds the second (great) 

commandment,—Why are the “10 Com-

mandments” (including that of the Sab-

bath), again passed by? (3) And why are 

all (even including those “ten”) said to 

hang on these two?— which were not giv-

en openly by God himself with dreadful 

pomp and terror on the burning moun-

tain (as recorded in Exodus), but merely 

quietly written down many many years 

after, by some unknown yet inspired 

scribe in the books of Deuteronomy (6) 

and Leviticus (19). 

It is of no use attempting to blink the 

facts before us;—If those so-called “ten 

commandments,” said to have been so 

spoken by the One Unchangeable and 

Blessed God Himself, and by Him also 

engraved in stone; If such had ever really 

been so spoken and so given,—Jesus could 

never have overlooked them never have 

spoken thus.— 

(Time of the Apostles.) 
We are come down now to the time of 

the Apostles, after that of Jesus; and, in 

like manner, we will quietly prosecute the 

enquiry.— 

1. How did the Apostles act, with es-

pecial reference to the Sabbath? 

Of their positive doings re the Sabbath

-day, we have very little indeed recorded;

—but of those of Paul (“the Apostle of the 

Gentiles”) we have a fair share.— And, in 

briefly considering Paul’s actions and 

teachings concerning the Sabbath-days, we 

must ever bear this in mind,—that Paul 

was (as he himself tells us), one of the 

straitest (narrowest) religious sect among 

the Jews, “a Pharisee and the son of a 

Pharisee.” 

(1) At first we find Paul commonly, 

during his travels, going into the Jewish 

synagogues (or Churches) on the Sabbath-

day, and teaching (that is, exhorting and 

preaching) therein, after the manner of 

the Jews; (viz., at. Antioch, Acts 13. 14–

16, etc., at Thessalonica, Acts 17. 2, and 
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at Corinth, Acts 18. 4 ;) just like Jesus 

himself did at Nazareth (Luke 4. 16) and 

other places before him, as we have al-

ready seen. 

(2) After several years of travel and 

teaching we find Paul returning to Jerusa-

lem, and there “with the Apostles and 

elders” assembling to consider certain 

grave matters pertaining to the Jewish reli-

gion; for the Pharisee believers of Jerusa-

lem had said,— “It was needful to com-

mand the Gentile believers to keep the 
Law of Moses.” This, however, Peter, 

who was also present, strongly opposed, 

terming it a “tempting of God”—to seek 

“to put a yoke on the neck of the disci-

ples” (the Gentile believers) “which,” said 

Peter, “neither our fathers nor we were 

able to bear.” And so we find this first and 

best Council, composed of Jewish Chris-

tians, after having thoroughly discussed 

these important matters concerning the 
keeping of the Law of Moses, laying down 

four simple rules only for the Gentile 

Christians,—on whom “they (the Apostles) 

would lay no greater burdens than these 

(four) necessary things”; and this decision, 

they also declared and wrote, had 

“seemed good to the Holy Spirit as well as 

to themselves” acting together. 

Now, (1) If the keeping of the Sabbath

-day was really a Divine Institution, does it 

not seem strange that nothing was then 

said about it? Seeing, too, (2) that such 

comparatively small matters—as the ab-

staining from things strangled, and the 

eating of blood—(both long ago broken 

and thrown aside!) should have been then 

sent forth as rules, or decrees? Therefore, 

it must follow, that the keeping of the Sab-

bath-day was not, in the opinion of the 

Holy Spirit and of the Apostles, any great 

matter. 

3. After this, on several occasions, we 

find Paul writing to the various churches, 

or congregations, of Christians; and partic-

ularly laying down what to avoid (“works 

of the flesh”), and what to follow and do. 

Now it is highly noticeable,—(1) that in 

those long lists of evil works and practices 

given by him (viz., Gal, 5. 19–21, Eph. 5. 

3, Col. 3. 5, etc.,) we find nothing of 

“Sabbath-breaking”! Although, in his 

“lists,” Paul is sometimes so diffuse as to 

state the same thing (generically) under 

different heads (specifically): (2) that in 

what he plainly directs the Gentile Chris-

tians to do,—(viz., Eph. 5, 6: Col. 3, 4: 1. 

Thess 5, &c.,)—although he even, at times, 

quotes from “the Law of Moses” (Eph. 6. 

2)—yet Paul never once says a word about 

keeping “the Sabbath”! And, again, (3) in 

that particularly affectionate portion of his 

letter to his beloved Philippians (ch. 4),—

in which Paul sums up all good things, as 

it were, saying,— “Those things, which ye 

have both learned, and received, and 

heard, and seen in me, do”; here, again, is 

no mention of “the Sabbath.” 

How is this?—If the strict keeping of 

“the Sabbath-day” was of such very great 

importance? 

I know very well what kind of answer I 

shall get to all this evidence that I have 

hitherto brought forward,—That all such is 

of a negative character, and therefore 

proves nothing. 

Be it so. I come then to the positive 
teaching of the Apostle Paul on this sub-

ject. lie says distinctly to the Colossians,— 

“Let no man therefore judge you in meat, 

or in drink, or in respect of an holy day, 

or of the new moon, or of the Sabbath-

days which are a shadow of things to 

come” (2. 16):—and to the Romans,— 

“Who art thou that judgest another man’s 

servant? to his own master he standeth or 

falleth. Yea, he shall be holden up, for 

God is able to make him stand, One man 

esteemeth one day above another, anoth-

er esteemeth every day alike. Let every 

man be fully persuaded in his own mind. 

He that regardeth the day, regardeth it 

unto the Lord; and he that rogardeth not 
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the day, to the Lord. he doth not regard 

it.” (14. 4.) 

On those two passages the late Dean 

Alford of Canterbury wrote, in his new 

edition of the Greek Testament:— “If any 

one day in the week were invested with the 

sacred character of the Sabbath, it would 

have been wholly impossible for the Apos-

tle to uphold or commend the man, who 

judged all days alike worthy of equal hon-

our.— — —I therefore infer that Sabbatical 

obligation to keep any day, whether sev-

enth or first, was not recognised in Apos-

tolic times.” (On Rom. 14. 5.) “If the ordi-

nance of the Sabbath had been, in any 

form, of lasting obligation on the Christian 

Church, it would have been quite impossi-

ble for the Apostle to have spoken thus. 

The fact of an obligatory rest of one day, 

whether the seventh or the first, would 

have been directly in the teeth of his asser-

tion here.” (On Col, 2.16.) 

(I bring this forward now,—as it is a 

single comment on these particular texts.) 

Again, Paul says to the Galatians,— 

“But now, after that ye have known God, 

or rather are known of God, how turn ye 

again to the weak and beggarly elements, 

whereunto ye desire again to be in bond-

age? Ye observe days, and months, and 

times, and years. I am afraid of you, lest I 

have bestowed upon you labour in 

vain.” (4. 9–1l.) Here, of course, Paul al-

ludes to Jewish festivals as commanded by 

“the Law of Moses,” of which the Sabbath 

days, the New Moons, and the Sabbatical  

 

years were examples. And note, how de-

preciatingly how loweringly Paul speaks of 

those very things which he once believed 

to be so high and so holy. —Wheatly here 

well observes,— “the Christians were no 

more obliged to observe the Jewish festi-

val, than they were concerned in the mer-

cies therein commemorated, and this is 

the reason that when the Judaizing Chris-

tians would have imposed upon the Gala-

tians the observation of the Jewish festi-

vals, as necessary to salvation; Paul looked 

upon it as a thing so criminal that he was 

afraid the labour he had bestowed upon 

them to set them at liberty in the freedom 

of the Gospel had been in vain. 
In concluding this part of my subject, I 

would again remark,—it is very noticeable 

that, throughout the New Testament, 

there is not a single instance of any stress 

whatever being laid on the strict ob-

servance of the Sabbath-day. Jesus himself 

and the apostles (as we have seen) ob-

served it,—but in a very liberal kind of way; 

they never, in any act or work recorded in 

the Gospels or Epistles, inculcate either by 

example or by precept, a Sabbatarian spir-

it. Rather, so far as their words and acts 

imply anything in this respect, they tend to 

discourage and discountenance such a 

spirit. And expressly in the famous deci-

sion of the Church at Jerusalem, which 

was forwarded to the believing Gentiles at 

Antioch, by the hands of Paul and Barna-

bas, Judas, and Silas, they laid no 

“burden” on them of Sabbatical obser-

vances.— 

 

III. ECCLESIASTICAL. 

———— 
(1. Primitive.) 

AFTER the time of the Apostles we find 

that the early Christians did not specially 

and as a rule keep the Sabbath-day holy. 

No doubt those who were Jews, or de-

scendants of Jews, for some time longer 

kept up their weekly assembling on that 

day; but such observance,—not having 

been appointed by the Apostles and left 
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free (as we have seen),—naturally fell into 

neglect. Bingham says,— “If it be inquired, 

why the ancient church continued (for a 

time) the observation of the Jewish Sab-

bath, when they took it to be only a tem-

porary institution given to the Jews only, as 

circumcision and other rites of the law; 

(which is expressly said by many of the 

ancient writers, particularly by Justin Mar-

tyr, Irenæus, Tertullian, and Eusebius;) it 

is answered by learned men,— that it was 

to comply with the Jewish converts as they 

also did in the use of other indifferent 

things, so long as no doctrinal necessity 

was laid upon them. For the Jews being 

generally the first converts to the Christian 

faith, they still maintained a mighty rever-

ence for the Mosaic institutions, and espe-

cially for the Sabbath,— — and were there-

fore very loth it should be laid aside. For 

this reason, it seemed good to the pru-

dence of those times, (as in other of the 

Jewish rites, so in this) to indulge the hu-

mour of that people and to keep the Sab-

bath as a day for religious offices; but 

when any one pretended to carry the ob-

servation of it further,—either by introduc-

ing a doctrinal necessity, or pressing the 

observation of it after the Jewish manner, 

they resolutely opposed it as introducing 

Judaism into the Christian religion.” 

Some, indeed, kept both days, the Jewish 

Sabbath and the Sunday; yet in rites and 

ceremonials a difference was made, and 

the preference was given to the Lord’s-day 

(or Sunday) above the Sabbath. “For 

first,” (Bingham continues,) “we find no 

Ecclesiastical laws obliging men to pray 

standing on the Sabbath; nor, secondly, 

any imperial laws forbidding law-suits and 

pleadings on the Sabbath; nor, thirdly, any 

laws prohibiting the public shows and 

games; nor, fourthly, any laws obliging 

men to abstain wholly from bodily labour. 

But, on the contrary, the Council of Laod-

icea has a canon for converts, forbidding 

Christians to Judaize, or rest on the Sab-

bath, any further than was necessary for 

public worship; but they were to honour 

the Lord’s day, and to rest on it as Chris-

tians; and if any were found to Judaise, an 

anathema is pronounced against them. — 

— — For this reason the sect of the Ebi-

onites were condemned for joining the 

observation of the Sabbath according to 

the Jews with the observation of the Lord’s 

day after the manner of the Christians. 

Against such the Council of Laodicea pro-

nounces anathema, that is,—such as taught 

the necessity of keeping the Sabbath a 

perfect rest with the Jews. And in this 

sense we are to understand what Gregory 

the Great says, That antichrist will renew 

the observation of the Sabbath.” (Origines 
Ecclesiasticæ, lib. xx.) 

And this, to me, appears as an addi-

tional witness,—of no distinct rule, no law, 

having been ever laid down by any express 

apostolic authority respecting the keeping 

of the Sabbath, or substituting (as some 

will have it) the first day of the week to be 

kept Sabbatically instead of the seventh. 

For when the early Christians met together 

on the first day of the week, they did not 

dream of taking the 4th Commandment, 

and putting that forward as prescribing a 

rule for the religious observance of the 

first day. That the first day of the week, 

“the day of the Sun,” was observed from 

very early times among Christians, as a day 

on which they specially assembled for 

religious purposes, we know from un-

doubted authority. But no writer of the 

first three centuries has attributed the 

origin of Sunday observance to any apos-

tolic authority.— “In the first century, Bar-

nabas (or whoever else wrote the epistle 

ascribed to him), Justin Martyr, A.D. 147, 

Dionysius Bishop of Corinth, A.D. 170, 

Tertullian, A.D. 192, Clement of Alexan-

dria, A.D. 192, Origen, A.D. 230, Cyprian 

Bishop of Carthage, A.D. 250,— all men-

tion or allude to the religious observance 

of the Sunday; but not one of them even 
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hints that it originated in any precept of 

Christ, or in any recommendation of the 

Apostles, either by precept or example. 

Yet, had any such precept been gtven, or 

example set, it is incredible that it should 

not have been known in the times of the 

writers above-named, and hardly to be 

believed that, if known, it would not have 

been mentioned by them or by some of 

them.” (Sir Wm. Domville, The Sabbath) 

I may here quote, also, the words of 

Justin Martyr,—in his famous Apology for 

the Christians, made to the Roman Em-

peror Antoninus Pius,— “We all of us 

assemble together on the day of the Sun, 

because it is the first day in which God 

changed darkness and matter and made 

the world. On the same day also Jesus 

Christ our Saviour rose from the dead. 

For he was crucified the day before 

Saturns day; and on the day after Saturn’s 

day, which is the day of the Sun, he ap-

peared to his apostles and disciples, and 

taught them what we now submit to your 

consideration.” 

St. Cyril, Bishop of Jerusalem, A.D. 

345 says, to his flock,— “Turn thou not out 

of the way into Sarnaritanism or Judaism, 

for Jesus Christ hath redeemed thee; 

henceforth reject all observance of Sab-

baths, and call not meats, which are really 

matters of indifference, common or un-

clean.” 

St. Jerome, A.D. 392, also says:— 

“On the Lord’s day” (and, note well, 

this shows you the manner of its ob-

servance amongst the early Christians,) 

“they went to church, and returning from 

church they would apply themselves to 

their allotted works, and make garments 

for themselves and others. The day is not 

a day of fasting, but the day is a day of joy; 

the church has always considered it a day 

of joy, and none but heretics have thought 

otherwise.” So that the early Christians did 

not think it was wrong to make garments 

for themselves and others on the Lord’s-

day. Such an idea never once entered into 

their heads! As a modern Divine correctly 

remarks, (on those words of Jerome,) — 

“There was no Sunday League in those 

days, and the only Sabbatarians were Jews. 

It is curious to observe, that whilst the 

modern Christians have seldom converted 

the Jews, the Jews have converted modern 

Christians in whole sects to Sabbatarian-

ism.”(!!) 

(2. Time of the Reformation.) 

QUOTATIONS without number might be 

made from the writings of eminent Di-

vines (Reformers), in the Church of Eng-

land and in other Churches, expressly 

protecting, and in the strongest terms, 

against Christians entertaining the idea that 

the Law of Moses was in any sense binding 

upon them, and most particularly in refer-

ence to the 4th Commandment. Thus 

Tyndal, (the first translator of the Bible 

into English, who was burnt as a Martyr at 

Antwerp, A.D. 1536) says:— 

“As for the Sabbath we are lords over 

it, and may yet change it into Monday, or 

into any other day, as we see need, or may 

make every tenth day holy-day only, if we 

see cause why. Neither was there any 

cause to change it from the Saturday, but 

to put a difference between us and the 

Jews. Neither need we any holy-day at all, 

if the people might be taught without it.”—  

Thus, also, Luther says,—in his usual 

stirring impulsive way, which made men 

say “that his words were half-battles, that 

they had hands and feet.” He says:— 

“As for the Sabbath or Sunday, there is 
no necessity for its observance. And if we 

do so, the reason ought to be, not because 

Moses commanded it, but because Nature 

likewise teaches us to give ourselves, from 

time to time, a day’s rest, in order that 

man and beast may recruit their strength, 

and that we may go and hear the word of 

God preached.” And elsewhere he writes:

— “Keep the Sabbath holy for its use both 

to body and soul. But, if anywhere the day 
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is made holy for the mere day’s sake,—if 

anywhere anyone sets up its observance 

upon a Jewish foundation,—then I order 

you to work on it, to ride on it, to dance 

on it, to feast on it, to do anything that 

shall remove this encroachment on the 

Christian spirit and liberty.” Again he says:

— “For only faith in God, and love toward 

our neighbour, are necessarily required, 

all other things are free;—so that we may 

freely observe them for one man’s sake, 

and omit them for another man’s sake, as 

we shall perceive it to be profitable to eve-

ryone.—We see the same example com-

monly in Christ, but specially Matt. 12 and 

Mark 2, where we read that he suffered 

his disciples to break the Sabbath, and he 

himself also, when the case so required, 

did break it, when it was otherwise he did 

keep it, whereof be gave this reason,—The 
son of man is lord even of the Sabbath. 
Which is as much as to say,—the Sabbath 

is free, that thou mayest break it for one 

man’s sake and commodity, and for the 

sake and commodity of another thou may-

est keep it.” 

Melancthon, also, says:— “The Scrip-

ture has abrogated the Sabbath, since it 

teaches that after the revelation of the 

Gospel all the Mosaic Ceremonies may be 

neglected.” 

And so Calvin.— “In this way we get 

rid of the trifling of the false prophets, 

who in later times instilled Jewish ideas 

into the people, alleging that nothing was 

abrogated but what was ceremonial in the 

commandment, while the moral part re-
mains, viz., the observance of one day in 

seven.” We also read of Calvin, that,— “on 

one occasion when good John Knox paid 

him a visit on Sunday afternoon, he found 

the holy man enjoying a game at bowls.” 

And the Homily of the Church of Eng-

land, “on the place and time of prayer,” 

contains these words:— 

“Albeit this commandment of God 

doth not bind Christian people so straitly 

to observe and keep the utter ceremonies 

of the Sabbath-day, as it was given to the 

Jews, as touching the forbearing of work 

and labor in time of great necessity, and as 

touching the precise keeping of the sev-

enth day, after the manner of the Jews. — 

— — — Yet, notwithstanding, whatsover is 

found in the commandment appertaining 
to the Law of Nature, as a thing most god-

ly, most just, and needful for the setting 

forth of God’s glory, it ought to be re-

tained and kept of all good Christian peo-

ple.” 

Mr Sidey, in his published sermon 

(already referred to), says — “The right 
keeping of the Sabbath has always been a 

distasteful thing to men of a despotic spir-

it, and many have been the expedients to 

which they have resorted to prevent it. In 

no one of these have they shewn greater 

skill to hinder liberty and intelligence, and 

those conditions of society which tended 

to conscientiousness, than in the conver-

sion of the Sabbath into a day of pastime. 

Charles I. proclaimed the “Book of Sports 

“to reconcile the English people to their 

distresses. (Sic!) By this they were required 
to spend the large part of the day in 
amusements, and those who complied 

with the edict were specially rewarded for 

so doing, while those who refused wore 

subjected to pains and penalties. In this 

work he was powerfully helped by Laud, if 

he was not directed to it by this prelate, for 

reasons of a kindred character (I have 

quoted this at full length, as I intend to cut 
it up, to shew how easily things are twisted 

to suit purposes!) 

On the foregoing statements of Mr 

Sidey I would remark—(1) that Mr Sidey is 

a wee bit wrong in his English History 

(both civil and ecclesiastical), as well as his 

chronology; and (2) also, in several of his 

severe and unfounded charges; and (3) as 

a matter of course in his conclusions 

therefrom. 

(1) For it was not King Charles I, who 



24 

issued and proclaimed “the Book of 

Sports”—but his father, King James I., a 

Scotsman, and a countryman of Mr 

Sidey’s!—who issued it in 1618; at which 

time Laud was quietly and unobtrusively 

living at his college, St. John’s, Oxford; 

and had nothing to do with it. Moreover, 

it should not be overlooked, that James 

himself, a Presbyterian, when King of 

Scotland, (only a few years before,) actual-

ly wrote a letter to Queen Elizabeth in 

behalf of two Presbyterian English minis-

ters, whom he considered rather hardly 

treated. 

(2) And what does King James say?— 

“For his good people’s lawful recreation, 

his pleasure was, that, after the end of 
Divine Service, they should not be dis-

turbed, letted, or discouraged from any 

lawfu1 recreations; such as dancing either 

of men or women; archery for men, leap-

ing, vaulting, or any such harmless recrea-

tions; nor from having of Maygames, 

Whitsunales, or Morris-dances, and set-

ting up of Maypoles, or other sports there-

with used, so as the same be had in due 
and convenient time, without impediment 
or let of Divine Service; and that women 

should have leave to carry rushes to the 

church for the decorating of it, according 

to their old custom; withal prohibiting all 

unlawful games to be used on the Sundays 

only, as bear-baiting, bull-baiting, inter-

ludes, and bowling.”— 

Now I cannot understand why Mr 

Sidey should say— “the English people 

were required to spend the large part of 

the day in amusement;” there is nothing of 

the kind in the King’s injunction. 

Again: Mr Sidey says, “those who com-
plied were rewarded, those who refused, 
suffered” —that, however, does not appear 

from the State paper and I also find, from 

Church History, that while there was more 

or less of arguments for and against, and 

many fears among the ministers of that 

period, as to their being obliged to read 

the said Royal Declaration in their several 

churches,— “That, after so long and so 

much talking,— — —their own fear proved 

at last their only foe; the King’s goodness 

taking away the subject of their jealousy so 

that no minister was enjoined to read the 
book in his parish, wherewith they had so 

affrighted themselves.” 

(3) Further,—I cannot conceive how 

Mr Sidey could have written, that such a 

declaration on the part of the King, was 

done “to hinder liberty, and intelligence:” 

for, it seems to me, viewing English society 

as it was then, to be wholly and altogether 

the other way! 

Let us just briefly see what the Histori-

an says about it; how was that peculiar 

edict brought about; how came it to pass? 

In 1616, King James visited his native 

country Scotland. And the quaint old 

Church Historian Fuller, (no friend of the 

High-Church, or Laudian, party,) writes:— 

“King James, having, last year, in his pro-

gress passed through Lancashire, took 

notice, that by the preciseness of some 

magistrates and ministers, in several places 

of his kingdom, in hindering people from 

their recreations on the Sunday, the pa-

pists in this realm being thereby persuad-

ed that no honest mirth or recreation was 

tolerable in our religion. Whereupon, 

May 14th, the Court being then at Green-

wich, he set forth his Declaration” (given 

above). And then,—after noticing several 

arguments in use, both for and against it,—

he goes on to say:— “However, there want-

ed not many, both in Lancashire and else-

where who conceived the Declaration 

came forth seasonably, to suppress the 

dangerous endeavour of such who now 

began in their pulpits to broach the dregs 

of Judaism, and force Christians to drink 

them. So that those legal ceremonies, long 

since dead, buried, and rotten in the grave 

of our Saviour, had now their ghosts, as it 

were, walking; frightening such people 

with their terrible apparitions, who were 
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persuaded by some preachers to so rigor-

ous observation of the Sabbath, that there-

in it was unlawful to dress meat, sweep 

their houses, kindle their fires, or the like. 

Yea, and in Lancashire especially the Ro-

manists made advantage of this strictness 

to pervert many to popery, persuading 

them, that the Protestant religion was one 

where no lawful liberty was allowed. And 

no wonder if many common people were 

hereby fetched off unto them; ‘starting 

aside as a broken bow,’ chiefly because 

overbent for lack of lawful recreation.”— 

So, we may perceive, that the Judaizing 

Sabbatarians and precisians were really 

the cause of all this! 

Fifteen years after, viz., A.D. 1633—

King Charles was obliged to republish his 

Father’s Declaration; but on this second 

occasion (Laud being now Archbishop), 

our Historian says,— “there was no ex-

press mention in this Declaration that the 

Minister of the Parish should be pressed 

to the publishing of it;”—which, however, 

was in that of King James. As before, so 

now: the Sabbatarian sect being the sole 

cause of it (as may be read at large in 

Church History). Our Historian says:— 

“Now (A.D.1633) the Sabbatarian contro-

versy began to be revived, which broke 

forth into a long and hot contention. 

Bradborn, a minister of Suffolk, began it, 

setting forth a book entitled, ‘A Defence 

of the Sabbath-day:’ maintaining therein, 

1. The 4th Commandment simply and 

entirely moral. 2. Christians, as well as 

Jews, obliged to the everlasting observa-

tion of that day. 3. That the Lords day is 

an ordinary working-day. The Bishop of 

Ely was employed by his Majesty to con-

fute Mr Bradborn’ erroneous opinion.—

And Mr Bradborn, perceiving the un-

soundness of his own principles, became a 

convert, conforming himself quietly to the 

Church of England.” 

Just in this juncture of time (A.D. 1634) 

a Declaration for Sports, set forth the fif-

teenth of King James, was revived and 

enlarged. “For, his Majesty, being trou-

bled with Petitions on both sides thought 

good to follow his father’s royal example— 

— — — —It was charged on the Archbishop 

of Canterbury (Laud), at his trial, that he 

had caused the reviving and enlarging of 

this Declaration. He denied it, yet profess-

ing his judgment for recreations on that 

day, alleging the practice of the Church at 

Geneva allowing shooting in longbows, 

&c., thereon; adding also, that, though 

indulging liberty to others, in his own per-

son he strictly observed that day.” It fur-

ther appears, “that the Church of Geneva 

went about to remove the observance of 

the Sabbath to Thursday; but, it seems, it 

was carried in the negative.”  

This “Declaration,” or “Book of 

Sports,” (on which, owing to Mr Sidey, I 

have been obliged to dwell,) must not for 

a moment be judged of by us, or com-

pared with our manners and customs in 

the present day; save as to its principles: 
these are sound. We have seen that Calvin 

himself played at bowls for recreation on 

“the Sabbath;” and that the Church at 

Geneva (John Knox’s own) allowed of 

archery, etc.— 

I perfectly understand Mr Sidey’s last 
words (quoted by me),—but as they have a 

meaning somewhat foreign to my subject, 

I let them pass.  

(3. Modern.)  

I particularly note Mr Sidey’s phraseolo-

gy— “the right keeping of the Sabbath.” I 

fear, however, that Mr Sidey means by 

those words almost the very opposite of 

what I should mean by them;— aye, of 

what the Reformers and the Primitive 

Church, the Apostles and Jesus himself, 

meant by them as I have endeavoured to 

show.  

In stating what I believe Mr Sidey to 

mean, I have no need to go back to those 

times of James and of Charles, to fetch the 

precise doings of the Sabbatarians of those 
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days. I will just show, (1) from first and 

unimpeached Scottish testimony, what a 

wretched thing the strict keeping of the 

Sabbath in Scotland was, in the last centu-

ry; and is still, I fear, in not a few benight-

ed places. —First, however, ob- serving, 

that the Presbyterian Church of Scotland 

lays down the law in its “ Shorter Cate-

chism,” that— 

“The Sabbath is to be sanctified by a 

holy resting all that day even from such 

worldly employments and recreations as 

are lawful on other days, and spending the 
whole time in the public and private exer-

cises of God’s worship, except so much as 

is to be taken up in the works of necessity 

and mercy.” And it goes on further to de-

clare, that— “The 4th Commandment 

forbiddeth the omission or careless perfor-

mance of the duties required, and the pro-

faning the day by idleness, or doing that 

which is in itself sinful, or by unnecessary 

thoughts, words, or works, about our 

worldly employments or recreations.”  

In that Church a Decree was passed so 

lately as June 7, 1709, in the following 

terms:— 

“The General Meetings of the Kirk-

sessions of Edinburgh, taking to their seri-

ous consideration that the Lord’s-day is 

profaned, by people’s standing in the 
streets, and vaging [strolling] to fields and 
gardens and to the Castle-hill, as also by 

standing idle gazing out of windows,... and 

finding that there are divers acts for pre-

venting the profanation of the Lord’s-day; 

therefore the General Sessions do resolve 

to see to the execution of these good acts, 

— — — and do seriously exhort parents and 

masters of families, to keep their children 
and servants within doors upon that holy 
day, and to take care that all belonging to 

them do sanctify the same, and punctually 

attend the public worship of God; with 

notification, that notice will be taken of 

such as shall be found transgressing, and 

they called before the Kirk-Session and 

censured for the same, and, if they do not 

amend, they will be referred to the Civil 

Magistrate to be punished.”  

One of those “good acts,” to which this 

document refers, was probably that passed 

in 1705, “against the Profanation of the 

Lord’s Day,” wherein— “taking into their 

serious consideration the great frequency 

of the offence, by multitudes of people 

walking idly upon the streets of the city of 
Edinburgh, the Pier and Shore of Leith, in 
St. Ann’s Yards, and the Queen’s Park,——

and being deeply sensible of the great dis-
honour done to the Holy God, and of the 

open contempt of God and Man manifest-

ed by such heaven-daring profaneness, to 

the exposing of the nation to the heaviest 

judgments, —therefore they do in the fear 

of God earnestly exhort all the reverend 

brethren, &c., to contribute their utmost 

endeavours in their stations for suppress-

ing such gross profanation of the Lord’s 
Day, by a vigorous and impartial, yet pru-

dent, exercise of the discipline of the 

Church.”  

It has been well-observed on the fore-

going, and therefore I quote it here:— “If 

those Inquisitors had been in authority at 

Jerusalem when our Lord Jesus Christ 

‘vaged’ through the cornfields on the Sab-

bath, they undoubtedly would not only 

have accused his disciples, as the Pharisees 

did, of profaning the sacred day by pluck-

ing the ears of corn and rubbing them in 

their hands, but would have outdone that 

most strict of Jewish sects, by denouncing 

both him and his followers as Sabbath-

breakers, on the score of the ‘vaging’ it-

self.”  

And, again, by the same author:— 

“Those who know the dark and filthy 

‘closes’ of Edinburgh, as they are even in 

these days of sanitary reform, may judge 

how far the laws of health could be ob-

served by persons confined all day with no 

better recreation than theological reading 

and Sunday ‘tasks,’ to dark, ill-aired hous-
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es, in localities so filthy. Above all, think 

of the imprisoned children, thus trained to 

glorify God, and to delight in His Service!

—impatient wretches, deprived of the lively 

exercise to which Nature impels the young 

for their good,—withdrawn from the solar 

light, so conducive to their healthy growth, 

and reduced by indigestion, ennui, discon-

tent, and the horrors of the Catechism, to 

an extremity of peevishness and disobedi-

ence,—which their tormented parents de-

plore as unquestionable symptoms of the 

corruption of human nature, brought into 

the world by the Fall, and of the evil insti-

gation of the arch-enemy of man-

kind!” (Cox, Sabbath Laws, &c.)  

A few years before that time last men-

tioned, it was ordered by the Town Coun-

cil of Edinburgh, (apparently with refer-

ence to Nehemiah 13. 19,) that— “to the 

effect, people may be restrained from 

vaging abroad upon the Sabbath, none be 

suffered to come in or out at any of the 

ports of this burgh from the Saturday at 

night till the Monday at morning, nor be 

found vaging in the streets, or repairing to 

the Castle-hill of this burgh, under the 

pain of imprisonment, and farther punish-

ment of their persons at the will of the 

magistrate.” And, when it was also or-

dered, that the public wells should be 

closed on Sunday from 8 A.M. till noon, 

and from 1 P.M. to 5 P.M.,— “none to 

bring any greater vessels to the wells for 

carrying of water, than a pint stoup or a 

pint bottle upon the Lord’s Day.” (Cox, 

loc.cit.)  
Here some one may say,— “That was a 

century and half ago! and even in Scotland 

things are changed very much for the bet-

ter since then. In England, happy Eng-

land! there are no laws which forbid 

‘vaging’ on Sunday; and here in Napier, 

we have very little of this.” Bide a wee,—is 

my reply; you shall hear and know more 

yet, shewing, that this crying evil, this rem-

nant of Judaism or worse, this Sabbatarian 

superstition is still seeking to impede the 

progress of the physical, moral, and reli-

gious welfare of the whole community.  

(2) I will now show what more recent-

ly, some of the best ministers of the 

Scotch Kirk have said about it.— 

The Rev. W.C. Smith a minister of the 

Free Church, in a speech at Edinburgh, 

November 10, 1865,—on their miserable 

“observance of the Sabbath,”—says:— “No 

street lamps were allowed to be lighted on 

the darkest Sunday nights, because it was 

held that nobody had any right to be out 

of doors at such hours. The Assembly 

forbade any person taking a walk on the 

Sabbath, or looking out of a window and 

therefore all the blinds were pulled down; 

and there is great reason to fear that the 

spurious conscience thus created indemni-

fied itself all the gnats it was forced to 

strain at, by swallowing a variety of camels. 

No one who knows anything of those 

days,—with their universal smuggling and 
their universal lying,—will place much reli-

ance on the law of constraint which was 

substituted for the law of conscience.”  

But I have also the testimony of a 

more widely-known man and eminent 

minister of the Established Church of 

Scotland, the late Dr Norman McLeod, 

with reference to the actual present state 

of the Sabbatarian question in Scotland. 

His words are of more weight, because 

they were addressed by him to a body of 

the Ministers of his own Church,—many of 

whom however, as a matter of course op-

posed him. Dr McLeod first shows, that 

though professing to keep the Sunday 

strictly as a Sabbath, and solemnly enjoin-

ing their hearers to keep it, in obedience 

to the 4th Commandment, they did not 

really do this themselves! He says:— 

“We do not keep the day.... we do not 

attempt to keep it, even in regard to work. 

Our servants and our ministers all do what 

no person living under the 4th Command-

ment would have dared to have done. 
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This is simply a notorious fact. What ef-

fect has this? I think it has this effect, very 

strongly, of weakening morality. I think 

this course a most dangerous one. You are 

laying burdens upon the shoulders of the 

people that they cannot bear. You are 

training men up to one of the worst habits, 

that of believing in their consciences that a 

thing is wrong, and yet making it so that 

they are constrained to do it.”  

But besides this “weakening of Morali-

ty,”—this sense of a discrepancy between 

the doctrine solemnly taught from the 

pulpit and in Catechizing, and the actual 

practice of the teacher himself, when a 

great convenience is treated by him as a 

necessity,—this divine proceeds to speak of 

the direct evils, which have followed from 

the efforts still made to maintain the Sab-

batarian system in the Church of Scotland. 

He goes on to say:— 

— “The 4th Commandment has pro-

duced in our country notorious Judaism—

Judaism of the worst description, for 

which I have no respect whatever. Look at 

the Judaism of the nineteenth century; 

look at it, for example, in some parts of 

our own country in the north. I challenge 

any Free Church Minister that he would 

dare to be seen using a razor and a brush 

on Sunday morning. He would not dare to 

do it. — — — There is this slavery to the 

letter over a great part of the country. The 

clergy themselves have become slaves: 

they have forged their own chains, from 

which they cannot escape. They have 

done so, I think, with honesty, drilling the 

people in the 4th Commandment and its 

details, until they are now in a position 

from which they cannot emancipate them-

selves, — — — But is this Judaism confined 

to different parts of the country? No: I 

think you see much of it in our own town, 

I grant you that there is freedom ex-

pressed in the sentiments that have been 

uttered to-day, which people would not 

have dared to have uttered twenty years 

ago: but I think that this is owing in a great 

measure to the freedom in Church-

matters of Christian laymen, who are not 
so bound as we are. Let us be thankful for 

it. But I think that there is a vast deal of 

what I am complaining of in our City of 

Glasgow. What can be more Judaical than 

the stringent rules that are sometimes laid 

down? You may go and hear the organ or 

any musical instrument in the church; yet 

you dare not use the same instrument in 

the house. Then again, in regard to 

“walking on Sunday,”—I ask you what sen-

timents with some prevail! I myself lately 

mentioned, in a speech about a north park 

for Glasgow, that I thought on Sunday 

evening the people might walk out. This 

was commented upon, and, I must say, 

what was uttered made me, I might almost 

say, tremble for the condition we are in in 
Scotland, and think that we are standing 

on the edge of a slippery precipice,—that 

consequences may ensue of which men 

are not aware, as a resistance against such 
ignorance and such cruelty — — — What 

did the General Assembly itself dare to 

say, in a pastoral address within my own 

memory, in 1834, when it spoke of 

‘walking’ on Sunday, as ‘an impious en-

croachment on one of the inalienable pre-

rogatives of the Lord’s Day?’ This is what 

I call Judaism.”— 

When a minister of the Scotch Kirk 

can speak thus freely in the ears of breth-

ren, it is a sign that a great change has 

passed already over the thoughts and feel-

ings of that Church,—that light is beginning 

to break, upon this, as upon other sub-

jects, on the eyes of intelligent Christians 

in Scotland.—  

Of course, the larger part of the Pres-

bytery present at that meeting, were against 

him; but some expressed sentiments on 

that occasion, which shows that a great 

departure had already taken place in pious 

minds in that country from the rigidity and 

strictness of the old Scotch system.  
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Thus one said: — “The municipal au-

thorities of Glasgow, the responsible 

guardians of the working-classes, while 

they have of late years provided, in their 

spacious parks, a lounge during weekdays 

for the rich, have wisely and befittingly 

intended these also, as an innocent resort 

for the working-man and his family, when 

the Sabbath services of the day are over. 

And, if he be faithful in worshipping his 

God in the temple of grace, I for one de-

light to see him quietly and decorously 

ending his summer day in the vestibule of 

Nature.”—  

Another said:— “I am not here to for-

bid, even if I could forbid, and I am glad 

that I cannot, the hard-wrought mechanic 

to get away from the very sight of the 

smoky scenes of his daily toil, and to enjoy 

the air, and the sunlight, and the joy of the 

fair earth. I am glad to meet, as I often do, 

pale-faced men and women, with their 

children in their arms or toddling by their 

side, on a Sabbath afternoon; for I know 

they are likely to go home more thankful, 

and cheerful, and good, than if they had 

been shut up all the day in some small 

apartment, opening off from a dirty com-

mon stair,”—  

And a third observed:— “One would 

suppose from the way he (Dr. McLeod) 

spoke, that the people were in such terror 

of the 4th Commandment, that they dared 

not breathe the fresh air on the Sabbath 

evening,—that they were compelled to sit 

in their ill-ventilated houses, and not dar-

ing, from fear of this hated statute, to go to 

the door. There may have been the time 

when this was the case in Glasgow, and 

there may be some parts of the country in 
which this is the case still. But, if anyone 

sees the Green on a Sabbath evening, or 

the Dennistown suburb, or the West- End 

Park he will see quite enough to satisfy 

him that the 4th Commandment exercises 

no such power over the people. and that 

this is only a dream of the imagination.” 

I have thus quoted, rather largely for 

my space, what that eminent and liberal-

minded man, Dr. McLeod, and a few of 

the more intelligent at that meeting of 

Presbytery said, with reference to the great 

question of “Sabbath Observance;”—

hoping that some of my good Presbyterian 

friends,—or readers of these lines,—may he 

the more inclined to heed what some of 

the best of their own ministers have said 

upon it. And, further, to those who may 

wish to know a little more of Dr. Norman 

McLeod’s sentiments on this important 

subject, I would say,—Read (if you have 

not already done so) his little interesting 

work called the Starling, where you will 

find what bigotry did in Scotland, (wearing, 

of course, as she always does, a truly right-

eous and orthodox dress!) in putting a 

right good and true Christian man—an 

elder, too!—out of the Church, merely 

because he simply hung ant a little cage 

containing the poor bird of his only bairn 

(lately deceased) on the old nail by the 

side of his door on the Sabbath! I very 

early got a copy of that book by Mail, 

which I lent to Sir Donald McLean. and I 

shall not readily forget how very much he 

was taken with it, nor his sensible words to 

me respecting it,—the story being so true, 

to the very life! The book should have a 

place in all our country Libraries. 

3. And lest anyone here enjoying liber-

ty—away from the Old Country—should 

think, or say, that, Times are altered there 

now; that the Sabbatarian superstition is 

dead; I will further shew what a small be-

nighted party there, at present, are even 

now attempting!—By this last English mail 

I have received an account of the unsuffer-

able insolence of a small party in Scotland, 

calling themselves “the Sabbath alliance;” 

which speaks volumes, and which clearly 

unfolds what some (with liberty and con-

science in plenty on their tongues) mean 

as to “the right keeping of the Sabbath.” 

“SABBATH DESECRATION IN SCOT-
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LAND.—The annual meeting of the Sab-

bath Alliance was held in Edinburgh, on 

June 20. The Rev. Dr Robertson, who 

presided, said, they could not shut their 

eyes to the fact that Sabbath desecration 

was increasing among the people. — — — 

From the Report it appeared that the 

North British Railway Company ran twice 

as many passenger trains on Sabbath, as 

all the other Scotch companies together. — 

— — The report went on to say,— ‘Some 

special incidents took place in the course 

of the past year which caused considerable 

anxiety and pain to many Christian people 

in Scotland. During the Queen’s visit in 

September to Loch Maree, SHE and the 

Princess Beatrice, the Duchess of Rox-

burgh, and other members of the suite, 

were conveyed on the Sabbath across the 

loch in a six-oared boat to the Isle Maree, 

where a considerable time was spent. — — 

— it was gratifying to the committee to be 

informed, that the boatmen who usually 

ply on the loch refused to go, and that the 

hotel-keeper had been obliged to employ 

his own servants also, that the worthy inn-

keeper at Auchnasheen had refused to 

send, or even to convey letters to Loch 

Maree on the Lord’s Day. Your commit-

tee feel they would be guilty of a derelic-

tion of duty were they to withhold their 

protest against such proceedings. — — — 

They cannot but feel deeply-grieved that 

the Royal Family should so frequently 

manifest disregard for the sacred day of 

rest.” The Report then mentioned the 

arrival of the Prince of Wales at Hamilton 

Palace on Sunday, the 13th of January last, 

as another instance of Sabbath desecra-

tion. The Rev. G. Philip, Edinburgh, in 

moving the adoption of the Report, said, 

that there was a great deal of desecration 

of the Sabbath, not only by glaring acts, 
such as those mentioned, but by idleness—

that was shewn on Sabbaths by the num-

ber of persons seen standing idly on the 

streets. The Report was adopted,— — — 

the meeting considering that the principles 

of Sabbath observance were intimately 

connected with the prosperity of the coun-

try.” 

How strongly this reminds us of those 

Pharisees of old, who said,— “This man is 

not of God because he keepeth not the 

Sabbath day.” (John 9. 16.) Those men 

should have the rough and ready old 

Scotch King, James I. (already men-

tioned), her Majesty’s ancestor, to deal 

with them and teach them common man-

ners, and not a quiet Lady like our present 

gracious Queen. (Vide the conference at 

Hampton Court before King James I., 

A.D. 1604.)  

I say, therefore, that if such—or any-

thing like it—is what Mr Sidey means by 

“the right keeping of the Sabbath,”— then 

I have no hesitation in saying, rather than 

that, I would prefer to see King James’ 

“Declaration and Book of Sports” again 

republished with authority among us; or 

see the Sunday kept at Napier as it is gen-

erally on the Continent. 

It is a curious thing, and worthy of a 

passing notice, that throughout the whole 

world of Christians of various churches 

and denominations, three little Highland 

countries are at present given to the Sab-

batarian superstition! Ethiopia, Armenia, 

and Scotland. At this very day in the High-

lands of Ethiopia there is a so-called 

Christian Kingdom, dating back from a 

very early age, where both days are kept in 

the same manner and with equal strict-

ness, the seventh day and the first,—the 

Sabbath of the Jews and the Lord’s day of 

the Christians. And in the mountains of 

Armenia, we find another church, the 

Nestorian, in which, as a modern traveller 

says:— “The Sabbath is regarded with a 

sacredness among the mountain tribes, 

which I have seen among no other Chris-

tians of the East. I have repeatedly been 

told by Nestorians of the plain, that their 

brethren in the mountains would immedi-
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ately kill a man, for travelling or labouring 

on the Sabbath; and there is abundant 

reason to believe that this was formerly 

done, though it has ceased since the peo-

ple have become acquainted with the 

practice of Christendom on the sub-

ject.” (Prof. Baden Powell, Christianity 
without Judaism.) 

I fancy that great civiliser, Steam, 

whether by water or by land—as the “iron 

horse,” will work wonders, ere long, in the 

way of opening the eyes of our Northern 

Countrymen, and help to cure them of 

this debasing superstition. 

But do not mistake me; for in thus 

writing I am well aware of the existence of 

a branch of the Sabbatarian party in Eng-

land, although it is but a very small, and (I 

hope) a daily lessening one. We know 

with what painful strictness the Sabbatical 

view of the Sunday has been carried out 

in several excellent families, often with the 

most serious detriment to the religious life 

of the children; while the general effect 

upon ordinary persons, of the graver and 

more decent sort, though not themselves 

professing to be more especially religious, 

has been truly and painfully described by 

the celebrated Mr Wilberforce (Practical 
Views of Christianity,) as follows:— “The 

Sunday is, to say the best of it, a heavy 

day; and that larger part of it, which is not 

claimed by the public offices of the 

Church, dully draws on in comfortless 
vacuity, or, without improvement, is tri-

fled away in vain and unprofitable dis-

course. — — — — — How little do many 

seem to enter into the spirit of the institu-

tion, who are not wholly inattentive to its 

exterior decorums! How glad are they to 

qualify the rigour of their religious la-

bours! How hardly do they plead against 

being compelled to devote the whole of 

the day to religion, claiming to themselves 

no small merit for giving up to it a part, 

and purchasing, therefore, as they hope, a 

right to spend the remainder more agree-

ably!— — — Even business itself is recrea-

tion compared to religion; and from the 
drudgery of this day of sacred rest, they fly 

for relief to their ordinary occupations.”  

A few years ago some of the Bishops 

of the Church of England addressed a 

circular letter to the Directors of the Eng-

lish Railway Companies, calling upon 

them to put a stop to the practice of send-

ing out “Excursion Trains” on Sundays.—

Seeking thus to debar their poorer breth-

ren, who have no means of escaping from 

the crowded towns on the week-day, from 

any access, with their wives and families, 

to the blessings of the country, brought 

now within their reach by God’s good gift 

of railways; where they might see the won-

ders of God in creation and feel the 

soothing influences of Nature, when per-

haps the voice of the preacher may have 

failed to reach them? Here the lines of 

one of our great English poets (Southey) 

seem so very applicable that I cannot help 

quoting them.—  

Go thou and seek the House of Prayer! 
I to the woodlands bend my way,  
      And meet Religion there! 
She need not haunt the high-arched dome to  

      pray, 
   Where storied windows dim the doubtful  
      day; 
With liberty she loves to rove 

   Wide o’er the heathy hill or cowslip’d dale, 
Or seek the shelter of the embowering grove,  
   Or with the streamlet wind along the vale. 

And just so, again, another great poet 

of our own day (Tennyson),—  

And forth into the fields I went, 
And Nature’s living motion lent 
The pulse of hope to discontent. 

I wondered at the bounteous hours, 
The slow result of winter showers 
You scarce could see the grass for flowers. 
I wondered, while I paced along 

The woods were filled so full of song, 
There seemed no room for sense of wrong.  

Our artizans, then, if the circular in ques-

tion could have had its way, were to have 
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been denied the refreshment for the over-
wrought body, that solace for the wearied 

mind, which the sight and taste of these 

pure joys of Nature are, by God’s own 

gracious ordinance, especially meant to 

give them. The rich might drive each day 

of the week along the green lanes, amidst 

the scented hay or the golden corn,—might 

“hear the wild music of the wind-swept 

grove,” or “mark the billows burst in silver 

light;” but the poor, on the only day on 

which they can (if they will) have a share 

in this enjoyment of nature, which their 

Father’s gracious care has abundantly pro-

vided for them,—a gift of this new time, a 

compensation, as it were, for some of the 

evils which our modern civilization has 

brought with it,—the poor were to have 

been deprived of their rightful liberty and 

enjoyment, under the mistaken notion of 

promoting the due observance of Sunday! 

Happily the Directors laid that unwise 

address quietly on the shelf, and gave no 
reply to it.—(Would that some here in 

Napier had duly remembered this.) 
It must not be overlooked, that, both 

in England and in Scotland, (as we have 

already in part seen,) no small portion of 

the continuance of this Sabbatarian error 

is owing to the two National Churches. (1) 

That of Scotland, through her common 

teaching and Shorter Catechism (as I have 

already fully shown); and (2) that of Eng-

land, through the enjoined reading of the 

4th Jewish Commandment (together with 

the others) in the ears of the people, in 

the ante-Communion Service from the 

Communion Table (which some of her 

Ministers—Jewishly, Heathenly, or 

thoughtlessly,—like to miscall “the Altar”!!) 

At which reading by the Minister, the peo-

ple have this prayer also put into their 

mouths,— “Lord, have mercy upon us, 

and incline our hearts to keep this law.” 

As one has said very truthfully and very 

forcibly,— “Consider the weekly recitation 

of the 4th Commandment, and the re-

sponse to it, without one word of com-
ment or qualification on the part of the 

Church; notwithstanding that no one be-

lieves Jewish Sabbath to be either binding 

upon Christians or possible in modern 

life, and not the strictest Puritan of us all, 

not even Scotland herself, ever thinks of 

observing it as such, The immense vari-

ance, between the letter of this law and the 

most rigid practical interpretation of it, 

confounds all English ideas of Sabbath-

keeping and Sabbath-breaking, creates 

unnecessarily an awful malum prohibi-
tum, and lays snares in the paths of innu-

merable honest men and women. If the 

4th. Commandment be indeed a law of 

the Christians, it is too certain that all 

Christians deliberately break it. But, if it 

be a law of the Jews only, then all the scan-

dal is chargeable upon those, who profess-

ing to have Divine Truth in their keeping, 

recite this law weekly from “the altar,” as if 

it were part of the Sermon on the Mount! 

Such inconsistencies, to those who will 
reflect upon them, will appear far more 

important, and more fruitful of evil conse-

quences, than most of us are aware of.” —

Here we are carried back to Dr Norman 

McLeod’s truthful remark;— “What effect 

has this? I think it has the effect of weak-
ening morality.” 

A similar admission, in fact, is made in 

a volume of “Replies to Essays and Re-

views,” published under the express sanc-

tion of the late Bishop (Wilberforce) of 

Oxford, saying:— “Some schoolbooks still 

teach the ignorant that the earth is 6000 

years old, and that all things were created 

in six days. No well-educated person of 

the present day shares in the delusion.——

—Whatever be the meaning of the six 

days, ending with the seventh day’s mysti-

cal and symbolical rest, indisputably we 
cannot accept them in their literal mean-
ing. They serve, apparently, as the divi-

sions of the record of Creation, lest the 

mind may be too much burdened and 
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perplexed by all these wonderful acts; but 

they as plainly do not denote the order of 
succession of’ all the individual creations.” 

Such is the statement made, under the 

authority of the (High-Church) Bishop of 

Oxford. And thus we can now no longer 

receive this account in Genesis as a record 

of historical or scientific fact. We see that 

it is only the attempt of a devout philo-

sophic mind of those ancient times, to 

express in words the ideas, which either 

had arisen in his own mind, or which per-

haps he had derived from others, as to the 

creation of the Universe 

But, with the historical truth of the 

account of the Creation, is abandoned also 

the very basis, upon which the observance 

of the 4
th
. Commandment is based in the 

Book of Exodus. If it can no longer be 

believed that “in six days” God made the 

Universe, and rested on the seventh, then 

the whole basis of the traditionary reason 

for Sabbatarian observance falls at once to 

the ground. No reasonable man can any 

longer suppose that these other laws were 

actually uttered with a Divine voice from 

the heights of Sinai; and, as I view it, all 

Church of England Ministers do wrong if 

they leave their congregations in doubt 

about this matter, — if they do not tell 

them plainly that, in reading those Com-

mandments, beginning with the statement, 

“God spake these words and said,”—they 

are merely reading, in obedience to the 

directions of their Church, a passage from 

the Bible just as they read by the same 

authority the Psalms or the Athanasian 

Creed,—without committing themselves 

individually to the Psalmist’s curses on his 

enemies, or to the damnatory sentences of 

the unknown writer of the latter docu-

ment. 

It has often (especially of late years) 

been a matter of both surprise and pain to 

me, to see how commonly (habitually?) 

the Ministers of the Church of England 

read those words containing the old notion 

of the Creation of the World “in six days,” 

without any attempt at disabusing the 

minds of their congregations respecting it. 

Can it possibly arise from their training 

and habit? or from thoughtlessness,—the 

not caring to think, or the suppressing of 

thought? Surely, some, at least, of those 

Ministers must know that such was not the 

case ; that modern science has utterly dis-

proved it? If so; why not (occasionally) tell 

their congregations as much, and teach 

them the truth! I need hardly repeat that, 

with our present knowledge,—which is the 
gift of God—it is no longer possible to re-

gard these narratives as statements of mat-

ter-of-fact, historical, occurrences;— that 

no doubt now remains in the mind of any 

intelligent, well-educated person, that not 

even the one world in which we live— 

much less, the mighty Universe, of which 

it forms such an insignificant part—was 

made “in six days,” as the Bible state-

ments, honestly interpreted, most certainly 

imply. But if, on the contrary some of the 

ministers still believe in the absolute truth 

of that old Hebrew notion,—all I can say is,

—that it is no wonder that they find the 

people generally to care so little about 

“going to Church,” and about their teach-

ings, seeing they are so very far behind 

their flock, so utterly ignorant of the truth,

—even in things which are commonly well-

known now-a-days to school-boys. 

I can only truthfully say for myself,— 

that were I now ministering to a Congrega-

tion, I could no more coldly [or 

“impressively”] read, pass by, or slur over, 

those strange aberrant formularies and 

portions of Church services (above men-

tioned), together with the old legends in 

the lessons from the Bible, without ex-
plaining them and telling my congregation 

why I read them,—then I could wilfully 

bear false witness against my neighbour, or 

defraud my creditors! 

Of those Sabbatarians among us here 

in Napier,—who, with or without any 
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thought on the subject, signed the Docu-

ment against the calling of the Mail Steam-

ers here on Sundays,—how many of them 

are there (I should like to know), who, 

when the English Mail arrives here on a 

Saturday evening or night—as is commonly 

the case,—are really willing to wait patiently 

till (say) the Monday afternoon before 

getting their letters? for, of course, if their 

views are correct, the Post Office Officials 

should not work until the Monday after-
noon. Again: of those Sabbatarians how 

many are there who on the Sunday morn-

ing are quite willing and agreeable (without 

kicking the cat or scolding the maid) to go 

without Milk for their or their children’s 

breakfast, &c., on the Sunday? Did they 

ever consider, when sipping their Hyson 

or Coffee at breakfast,—how many poor 

souls have really transgressed the ancient 

Jewish Law of “Sabbath Observance,” in 

many hours of heavy toil and work from 

before daylight, at Clive and at Taradale in 

milking, and in bringing their milk into 

town, to enable them to have a nice cup of 

tea or coffee, and their little ones a cup of 

milk? As Capt. Cuttle said, I would they 

would “just take a note of it.”! 

One thing more I feel inclined to men-

tion, as it has a considerable bearing on 

our subject of “Sabbath observance;” par-

ticularly that side of it,—the regular attend-
ance at Church, which, with some, is of 

the very greatest importance; especially 

now that such attendance is also become a 

matter of money and of commercial spec-

ulation: for much of this, however, my 

fellow-townsmen will have to thank them-

selves. [I pretty well know that I shall dis-

please a few by my plain remarks and 

statement, but that I must (again) bear.] I 

allude to the horrid money collections, 

which are now, at every “Divine Service,” 

never omitted, accurately made, and 

thought very much of. And, I may further 

say,—that I think I have a right to bring this 

matter forward, from the fact of my being 

the only European here who has always 

consistently opposed it; and I began early 

to do so. It was in the autumn of 1851 that 

the late Bishop of Lichfield, Dr. Selwyn, 

who was then the Bishop of New Zealand, 

paid his visit here. He staid a week at my 

house (Waitangi), and on the Friday he 

informed me, that he wished a Collection 

(or “Offertory”) to be made on the follow-

ing Sunday in the Church. This took me 

wholly by surprise; for (1) it had never 

occurred here before; and (2) the whole 

congregation of Maoris were utterly with-

out money; I might, perhaps, have a few 

old coins in my desk, which had not seen 

the sun for years. On the Saturday I told 

the Bishop of our situation, and, also of 

my disliking his proposal (for many rea-

sons), but that of course made little differ-

ence to him. So, on the Sunday, when the 

Bishop began to read the sentences in the 

Ante-Communion Service, he beckoned 

to his Maori travelling companion Rota, 

who came up to the Table, took from the 

Bishop a small black velvet bag (into 

which the Bishop put his gift) came to me, 

from whom he got nothing, and then, hav-

ing tried some half-a-dozen of the Maoris 

(who looked on in astonishment!), and 

also getting nothing from them, Rota re-

turned with his bag to the Bishop. Again, 

soon after the opening of the first-built 

little part of St. John’s Church here In 

Napier, some 15–16 years ago, a meeting 

of the Church Congregation was called, 

and the Rev Mr St. Hill wished to intro-

duce the money collection or “Offertory;” 

this I again opposed as being the very op-

posite of the principles of the Gospel, and 

as mocking the poor who came to 

Church, [nearly all of us were poor in 

money in those days!] but I could only 

succeed in doing away with that of the 

Evening Service; and this was agreed to, 

but only held for a time! I remember say-

ing on that occasion, that I for one would 

give £5 a year to have no collection on 
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Sundays,—which was more than I should 

give supposing I attended every Sunday in 

the year and gave the customary shilling. 

A year or two after that I let the Church-

wardens know, that I would keep to the 

old English rule, and only give on the 

Communion Sunday (viz, the first Sunday 

of the month). But Mr Churchwarden 

Tiffen would, notwithstanding, persist in 

shoving his plate into my pew every Sun-

day,—of course he got nothing from me; 

however I very soon cured him of that, for 

I told him, that I would carry to Church 

copper pennies (the true big old coin!)—

and if he ever shoved in his plate again 

(save on the Communion Sunday), he 

would get a big copper with a jingle! (my 

pew too being then next to his,) and I 

knew that others would follow suit. Mr 

Tiffen being “wise,” kept out of it, and I 

was never again troubled with that plate.— 

For my own part I can conscientiously say, 

that I would not minister in a congregation 

where such an open support was given to 

Mammon and to Little-mindedness, to 

Pride-of-Life and to Backbiting. 'Tis in 

such matters that “the Devil” (whether 

that of Mr Oliver or any other person) is 

truly well served, and he laughs to his 

heart’s content!! By all means let every 

Church—every Denomination—support its 

own Minister,—and support the faithful 
one WELL ; but let that “be done decently 

and in order,” and not at the expense of 

mocking the poor,—to whom the Gospel 

is not now preached. Fur it is evident,—

both from Advertisements, and from the 

touting for and boasting of money collec-

tions,—that it is with too many Churches 

just a with the Theatres and other like 

performances,—come with money in your 
pocket or you will not be welcome. And 

this (such alas! is human nature) will be 

sure to act as a powerful lever in the mat-

ter of keeping up the “Sabbath Ob-

servance” and the going to Church; possi-

bly more so than the 4th Commandment 

and the thunders of Sinai! But when the 

time of solemn thought and of re-action 

comes, the Congregations will always have 

it in their power to put all such sordid 

trafficking down,—by just acting as I did. 
Of one thing, however, I feel quite 

sure, —and from it I derive no small com-

fort,—that the time is coming when,— not 

only in this matter of “Sabbath Ob-

servance” but in all similar and kindred 

matters affecting true Religion and the 

whole well-being of Man,—the human race 

will no longer submit to be ruled or guid-

ed ,—catechized, preached to, and prayed 

for, by any mere assuming family or clique 

of pretentious persons, but will assert their 

own inalienable birthright, and choose for 

themselves and for their children able and 

fitting guides and teachers both lay and 

clerical. And truly good and wise will the 

Ministers of the various Churches be in 

that day, if they heartily assist in bringing 

all needed Reform to pass. 

No doubt, interested folks in Church 

and in State will ever strongly oppose this;

—as, indeed, they have always done,—for 

no true Reform ever comes from within! 

and they may also, for a time, succeed; but 

such will not, can not, prevent the needed 

Reform,—scarcely, indeed, delay it,—and 

will only serve to make it the more com-

plete and effectual when brought to pass. 

Already, I may truly say, light is break-

ing all around, the result of modern Bibli-
cal Criticism; and to this I would especial-

ly call the attention of all thoughtful mem-

bers of the Church of England. They may 

see it in the three great works in reference 

to the Bible, which have been taken in 

hand by leading men in that Church un-

der competent authority, viz. (1) The new 
Lectionary; (2) the new Bible Commen-
tary “by Bishops and other clergy of the 

Anglican Church”: and (3) in the new and 

corrected authorised version of the Bible 
(not yet completed);—all however the re-

sults of Modern Bible Criticism; all pro-
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fessedly based upon the latest results of 

learned, as well as devout, study of the 

sacred oracles. 

Take, for instance, the New Lection-
ary, (which, I believe, is in use here,)—

some, perhaps many, of the hearers of its 

lessons read will have hardly noticed this 

fact, that now for the first time in the His-

tory of the Church of England the first 3 

verses of the second chapter of Genesis 

are publicly read for a Sunday lesson in 

connection with the first chapter of that 

Book, as the closing portion of the ac-

count of the Creation contained in that 

chapter. Some of the regular congregation 

will have hardly perceived any difference 

has been made in that lesson for Septua-

gesima Sunday,—will have taken for grant-

ed that the same words were read on that 

day in their ears, which have been always 

read year after year ever since they were 

old enough to enter a church, and centu-

ries before they were born. But a change 

has really been made by the lawful author-

ity in that Church—small in appearance, 

but momentous in its consequences—one 

which opens up the whole question of 

Modern Biblical Criticism before the eyes 

of the whole congregation. But why is the 

Lesson for Septuagesima Sunday now for 

the first time made to end with the third 

verse of the 2nd Chapter of Genesis? A 

glance at the Bible will shew at once the 

reason. It is because the matter contained 

in these three verses is precisely similar in 

character to that contained in the whole 

first chapter,—and quite distinct from that 

which follows in the rout of the second 

chapter and in the third. The attention of 

thoughtful persons is thus directed to the 

fact, that there are TWO accounts of the 

Creation in the Bible; written by different 
persons and at different times in the 

world’s history and widely differing the 
one from the other. The old division of 

chapters, sanctioned by use and the pious 

ignorance of past ages, which has hitherto 

obscured the truth for most English read-

ers, is once for all deliberately set aside, 

and reason and scholarship are at last al-

lowed their due rights even in the treat-

ment of Holy Scripture. As I view it, it is 

the duty of all the intelligent members of 

the Church of England to understand 

clearly the truth of this matter, which is 

now brought before them by the highest 

authorities; and it is certainly the duty of 

the Ministers (as many of them at least as 

are really able and willing to do so), to set 

that truth in a plain intelligible form before 

the eyes of their congregations. This little 

Lectionary, though simple in appearance, 

yet, being established by law in the Church 

of England, will be found, on close consid-

eration, to involve principles which will 

tend to revolutionise the whole system of 

traditionary teaching, admitting light and 

air into the long shut up, darkened and 

musty, chambers.—  

Moreover, the new Bible Commentary 
(a portion of which has only just been seen 
by me,) admits that we have no correct 
copy of the Ten Commandments as really 

uttered by the Divine Voice on Sinai; and 

that “the two distinct statements” of them 

in Exodus and Deuteronomy, though 

“differing from each other in several 

weighty particulars,” are “apparently of 
equal authority” and “each is said, with 

reiterated emphasis, to contain the words 

that were actually spoken by the Lord, and 

written by Him upon the stones.— — — It 

has been generally assumed that the whole 

of one or other of these copies was written 

on the Tables of Stone. Most commenta-

tors have supposed that the original docu-

ment is in Exodus, and that the author of 

Deuteronomy wrote from memory, with 

variations suggested at the time. Others 

have conceived that Deuteronomy must 

furnish the more correct form, since the 

Tables must have been in actual existence 

when that Book was written. But neither 
of these views can be fairly reconciled with 
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the statements in Exodus and Deuterono-

my, to which reference has been made. If 
either copy, as a whole, represents what 

was written on the Tables, it is obvious 

that the other cannot do so.” We are also 

told,—that the Ten Commandments were, 

probably, originally uttered all in the same 

terse form as those which now remain, as, 

“Thou shalt not kill,” “Thou shalt not 

steal,” &c., and were, afterwards, consider-

ably enlarged by Moses,—a supposition 

which is, of course, entirely opposed to 

the usual traditionary notion. Thus, for 

instance, the 4th Commandment, as ut-

tered by Jehovah on Sinai, was merely the 

brief injunction, “Remember the Sabbath-

day to sanctify it”; it was Moses who after-
wards added the further details, “Six days 

shalt thou labour, &c.,” —but with the 

wonderful and perplexing variations and 

additions, in the two different accounts 

given in Exodus and in Deuteronomy as 

to the reason for keeping the “Sabbath;” 

and both equally said to have been author-

itatively given by Jehovah himself! Further, 

this Bible Commentary instructs its read-

ers that, generally, wherever they read in 

the Pentateuch, “And Jehovah spake unto 

Moses saying,” they are to conclude—not 

that there was any audible utterance, but 

only—that Moses felt himself moved by an 

inward Divine impulse to enact certain 

laws, which, however, he not unfrequently 
copied “from existing and probably very 
ancient and widely spread heathen institu-
tions;—adopting existing and ancient cus-
toms, with significant additions, as helps in 

the education of his people.” And this 

Commentary also informs its readers, that 

“it is by no means unlikely, that there are 
insertions of a later date, which were writ-

ten or Sanctioned by the Prophets and 

holy men, who after the Captivity, ar-

ranged and edited the Scriptures of the 

Old Testament.” (B.C. I. pp. 335, 494, 

717, &c.) 

The new Translation of the Bible is 

progressing, but it lies at present hidden in 

the secret chamber and not yet communi-

cated to the world. May I live to see it 

published! I noted, however, that one of 

the most eminent of the translators, and a 

Bishop in the English Church, said openly 

in Convocation when this work was begun,

—“I must own it is my belief that, when the 

Authorised Version has received all the 

amendments of which it is capable and 

which it absolutely requires, this will be 

found to have effected a very great change 

in many parts of the Bible ; and I think 

that one effect of this will be that it will 

deprive many of the clergy, and perhaps 

still more of Dissenting Ministers, of some 

of their most favourite texts. We ought not 

to conceal from ourselves that it will very 

materially alter the text of Scripture.” 

Three small matters, all: however, 

though diverse in kind, being steps in the 

right direction and highly significant, have 

also lately taken p1ace here, at which I 

rejoice:—(1) The opening of our 

Athenæum News Room on Sunday after-

noons: (2) The running of no less than 18 

separate trains (going and returning) from 

Dunedin on the Sunday, between the 

hours of 9 morning and 6 evening: and (3) 

the alteration made by the Presbyterian 

Church, in doing away with their Sacra-

mental Fast-day before that of their 

Church Communion. 

To these I might justly and properly 

add, as a fourth,—the great and good mat-

ter of State Education—civil and scientific, 

reasonable and truly religious,—recently 

undertaken by the Government of our 

Country: but this is yet in its infancy, and 

would require a whole paper to do it jus-

tice. Thus much, however, I would say, as 

it bears greatly on our subject of “Sabbath 

Observance,”—that the sooner the various 

and dissonant old Church Catechisms are 

altered, (Like the new Bible Commentary, 

and the new translation of the Bible,) and 

so made conformable to truth, and to 
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truthful religious and scientific teaching, 

the better for the children, (especially 

those at Sunday Schools,) and for the 

future generation,—aye, for the rising state 

of New Zealand.—And here I would call 

attention to some solemn words of a late 

Archbishop of the English Church,—

words well worthy of being weighed by all 

Teachers,—whether of Sunday or of Day 

School—by religions as well as scientific 

Teachers of all classes:—“He who propa-

gates a delusion, and he who connives at it 

when already existing, both tamper with 

Truth. We must neither lead nor leave 

men to mistake falsehood for Truth. Not 

to undeceive, is to deceive. The giving, or 

not correcting, false reasons for right con-

clusions, false grounds for right belief, 

false principles for right practice,—the 

holding forth or fostering false consola-

tions, false encouragements, or false sanc-

tions, or conniving at their being held 

forth or believed,—are all pious frauds. 

This springs from, and it will foster and 

increase, a want of veneration for Truth: it 

is an affront put upon the Spirit of Truth.” 

On these words I would ask one ques-

tion—of Ministers and Sunday School 

Teachers. How can we serve the Living 

and True God, except so far as we are 

servants of the Truth? And how can we 

be servants of the Truth, if we knowingly 

shut our eyes to facts which we do not 
like, because they conflict with our pre-
conceived notions; and if we not only do 

this ourselves, but attempt to close, or to 

keep shut, or to throw dust in, the eyes of 

others under our influence, that they may 

not be able to see the facts which God’s 

wise Providence, in this age of the world, 

has made known to us for our instruction 

and guidance in life? 

Lastly, (before that I leave this part of 

my subject,) I will say, after more than 20 

years serious study of the matter before 

me,—that it is my conviction, that these 

three facts may now be regarded as estab-

lished by a very general consent of compe-

tent Modern Scholars, not pledged to the 

support of traditionary views,—(1) That no 

part of the original story of the Exodus 

can have been composed before the time 

of SAMUEL: (2) That Deuteronomy was 

written not long before the Babylonish 

Captivity: and (3) that the Levitical legisla-

tion originated during the Captivity; by 

which the notion of the Mosaic author-

ship and infallible Divine authority of the 

whole, or indeed of any portion, of the 

Pentateuch is shown to be untenable. 

 

IV. REASONABLY. 

———— 

Including (1) Theologically and (2) 

Humanly or, in plainer words,—for the 

Glory of God and the Good of Man. 

“The Sabbath,”—the Lord’s Day, the 

Sunday, the Day of Rest,—like all other 

good things,— “was made FOR man.” by 

his bounteous Creator. Let us ever bear 

this in mind. 

And, first, let us seek to be delivered 

from a slavish spirit in respect to the old 

abrogated Jewish Sabbath-day; toss it over-

board, have done with it: then, secondly, 

seek to realize that true “liberty” where-

with the Gospel of Jesus has made us free: 

and, then, we shall be able clearly to com-

prehend the true, the deep, meaning of 

those words,— “The Sabbath was made 
FOR man,”— For it is only by so doing that 

we can arrive at the true enjoyment of the 

Sunday as a Day of rest, a Day of refresh-
ing! and learn to keep it in spirit and in 

truth with thankfulness of heart as a truly 

enjoyable day, a day which the Lord hath 

blessed; a day of strength-recruiting, a day 

of true refreshment both to body and soul, 

a day of worship, a day of social rejoicing, 
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a day which the Bountiful Father has pre-

eminently instituted for the good of his 

creature man! 

The old saying still holds good,— “Tot 
capita tot sensus” (So many heads so 

many minds),—but, not withstanding, by 

all (I suppose) this will be allowed,—that 

the day is given to us by Nature, and 

therefore by Nature’s God, for labour, 

and the night for rest; this is certain,—  
“He appointed the Moon for seasons; 

The Sun knoweth his going down.— — —  

Man goeth forth unto his work,  
And to his labour until the Evening,”  

As a rule, then, there is a law laid upon 

us by the ordering of our Creator, that we 

should wake and work by day, and rest 

and sleep by night. It is, however, a law 

not meant to be enforced with strict sever-

ity, as if we might never work by night or 

sleep by day: it is a law made known by a 

wise Father to intelligent children,—by the 

Divine Reason to His reasonable crea-

tures. The law of the interchange of day 

and night was “made for man,”—not man 

for the law. The law of daily toil and night-

ly rest is to be our rule, our general guide,

—though we are left at full liberty, of our 

own free will, when we see occasion for it 

to depart from it. We know that, if we do 

depart from it constantly, without some-

thing to compensate the breach of Na-

ture’s law, we shall suffer the consequenc-

es. It is God’s Law that the daytime shall 

be the time of labour for the individual, as 

well as the time for social common work, 

for the setting forward of those labours 

which concern the welfare of the whole 

community. And so is it with regard to the 

week and the weekly rest. We need—at all 

events, in civilized communities, where 

there is such continual tension of the 

brain, and draining of the nervous ener-

gy—the recurrence of days of rest,—rest, 

not to be enforced upon us, from the ne-

cessity of a positive law, but rest com-

mended to us by the wise provisions of 

our gracious Creator, and approved by 

universal experience to be a source of 

infinite blessing,—the right of the poor 

man as well as the rich,—as needful, in 

fact, for the wants of our physical, social, 

moral, and religious nature, as the rest by 

night after the toil of the day. “God has 

spoken this word to us,” not from the 

burning summit of Sinai, but in his Father-

ly Wisdom and Goodness, and woe be to 

us if we refuse to heed His teachings. At 

the time of the French Revolution it was 

tried to alter every seventh (day of rest or 

ceasing to labour) to every tenth day, but it 

was found on trial not to answer, arid was 

pronounced by scientific men and physiol-

ogists, who had studied man’s nature and 

natural wants, to be insufficient. 

I conclude, then, with all reasonable 

confidence, that one day out of seven has 

been graciously indicated by the Creator 

us a day of rest for labouring and weary 

men;—that, although the Hebrew philoso-

pher in Genesis had no real historical 

basis for inserting in his cosmogony a sa-

cred reason for the custom, which he 

found already existing among his people, 

and the observance of which he desired to 

enforce among them, yet there was a 

deeply grounded substantial truth in his 

assertion,— “God blessed the Sabbath- day 

and sanctified it.”  

Let us consider in what sense, with 

reference to what wants of his nature,— 

“the Sabbath”—or day of rest— “was made 
for man.”  

1. It is good, first, for his physical na-

ture, that his nerves may be relaxed, the 

pressure taken off his brain, the sweat of 

toil wiped off his brow. We all feel that, 

while regular and constant employment is 

upon the whole the best condition for the 

health and vigour of all the faculties, it 

may he too constant—too wearying and 

exhausting—for body or mind. This be-

comes most evident, when a break inter-

venes, and after the holiday the tasks of 
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daily life are renewed with a fresh spring 

of energy. This is felt most strongly in-

deed at the time of youth, when labours 

for the most part are carried on by com-

pulsion, whether of parents or teachers, or 

of masters and employers. But it is not 

onfined to youth alone: and, whether the 

muscles or the mind are at their full 

stretch, we know that they are the more fit 

for use after rest, or after such a change of 

action as amounts to rest. For inaction is 

not by any means always the rest of wak-

ing human creatures, and to the very 

young it is often irksome in the extreme,—

and physically, as well as morally, injuri-

ous. Hence it is that to them the Holy 
Day—or Sunday, through the ignorance of 

parents and of Ministers, —is too often the 

very contrary of a Holiday (which it 

should be), and the notion of Heaven, as 
an eternal Sabbath, most distasteful and 

disheartening; while the righteous rebel-

lion of all their faculties and powers 

against the Sabbatarian restraints imposed 

upon them,—which is merely the voice of 
that very nature which God has given 
them,—has been too often most ignorantly 

and cruelly interpreted into a sinful aver-

sion of the mind from God and his Laws! 

or to the listenings to the suggestions of 

the tempter or “Devil!!” [Whose true per-
sonality, with or without horns and hoofs, 

bat’s wings and tail, has lately been so 

energetically preached to wondrous cred-

ulous audiences here in Napier!!! I need 

not say, to intelligent men, with what seri-
ous consequences, in too many cases, to 
the whole future life of the child. I be-

lieve, that to this cause,—perhaps as much 

as to any other, be traced the fact, that so 

many children of pious, but unwise, par-

ents grow up ungodly and profane. Their 

whole notions of religion have been dis-

torted from the first; their nature has been 

thwarted, their ideas of right and wrong 

confounded, their true spiritual growth 

dwarfed and stunted; till at length all their 

views about Religion have become embit-

tered, gloomy, and morose; they hate the 
very thought of it, and turn with distaste 

from all mention of that “other God,” 

whom they have been taught and coerced 

to worship in a wretched servile way ac-

cording to “the letter,” instead of the One 

only Living and True God;—our common 

loving Father, whose true service is de-

light, and only “in spirit and in truth,” and 

therefore ever in accordance with reason,

— God’s best gift to man.  

I say, then, for our physical nature we 

all need, as a rule, the rest of Sunday; but 

that rest should consist of REFRESHMENT 

of body and mind,—of a recruiting of both 

bodily and mental strength, as well as of 

mere relief, or cessation, from the six days 

toil, That refreshment—we must never 

forget—will be found differently under 

different circumstances; even as our com-
mon natural tastes differ for different 
kinds of food. And let no man judge his 

brother in this matter; to his own Master 

each much stand or fall. What is really 

wanted in this respect,— instead of mere 

dull inaction, or keeping quiet within 

doors,—is such pleasant exercise of mind 

or body, as shall best relieve the burdened 

system, and leave best fitted for the other 

uses, for which the Sunday rest is needed.

—  

But it may be, that you have had to 

work hard all the week (or working days), 

and on the Sunday morning you still feel 
too tired to rise and go to some Church—

of which you may be a member, or a regu-

lar attendant. Don’t think for a moment 

you are doing what is right in so rising and 

so going to Church, and there spend your 

time sleepily; if you do so, you do what is 

wrong before God, who wishes you to 

take care of your body; your first duty (in 

such a case) is to remain in bed and rest. 

Nature tells you so; and you dare not re-

sist her powerful voice. Rest is sweet for 

the wearied jaded body, therefore use the 
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Sunday’s rest bountifully as it is bountiful-

ly given you for your bodies. Just so, again, 

with others, whose minds have in their 

varied mental occupations during the 

week been fully on the stretch; if you were 

to go to Church you would, in all likeli-

hood, feel that you could not attend to 

anything as you ought to do:—Don’t then 
go, but take a walk, or a ride, or whatever 

kind of relaxation (which is your mind’s 

true rest) you feel will do you the most 

good, and strengthen and brace your mind 

for the duties of the coming week.  

2. It is good for our moral nature, 

which requires rest no less than our physi-

cal. It is good that men should be able—at 

all events, for one day in seven—to shake 

off their secular chains, and realise that 

they are not bound as slaves for ever to 

cash-books and ledgers, to buying and 

selling, to the labors of the office, the 

bank, the workshop, and the study,—that 

they have a right, the very humblest and 

poorest among them, to go forth on this 

day in the dignity of Nature’s freed men, 

cleansed from the dust and stains of the 

weekly labors, released from its necessary, 

but often heavy, drudgery, clothed in their 

best, and lightened, as much as may be, of 

the burdens and cares of life, to enjoy the 

sunlight and the breeze, the sight of the 

broad earth, the sea, and the sky, to walk 

among the fields and flowers, the 

cornlands and pastures, and hear the song 

of birds, the ripple of the babbling stream, 

or, it may be, the mighty sound of ocean’s 

murmurings or tossings,—and to say with 

child-like reverence and confidence,— “It 

is our Father’s Hand which made them 

all!” 

“Poor sons of toil! oh, grudge them not 

the breeze 

That plays with sabbath flowers; the 

clouds, that play 

With sabbath winds; the hum, of sabbath 

bees; 

The sabbath walk; the sky-lark’s sabbath 

lay: 

The silent sunshine of the sabbath day!” 

3. Thirdly, our religious nature needs 

the day of rest, that we may have time to 

turn our thoughts within, and see how we 

are ripening for Heaven; see how we are 

making ready for the great account, and 

growing in the tempers of the children of 

God; that we may specially commune, 

each with his own soul and with the Great 

Creator; may seek His Face may study His 

Word and His Works,— may “acquaint 

ourselves with God, and be at peace” The 

true child of God will, indeed, have such 

communion with his Heavenly Father 

each day of his life. But, on other days, 

the cares and duties of the world inter-

vene; they must more or less distract his 

thoughts, and engage his time, and they 

must be allowed to do so: for they are part 

of that six days’ work which God gives 

them to do, as He gives them also the day 

of rest. 

On Sundays we may all meet together 

in the House of Him who is the Father of 

all! For this—Common Worship—is the 

highest and noblest of all the occupations 

of Sunday. It is true, very true, men may, 

and do, worship God in the closet at 

home,—or as they walk abroad in the 

depths of the forest, by the babbling 

stream, by the margin of the sea, or on the 

mountain top, or side. But in Religion, as 

well as in many other matters, it is not 

good for man to be always alone—it is not 

meant that he should be so. And the pres-

ence of many worshippers, joining togeth-

er in common prayer and praise to the 

great Father of all,—feeding together on 

the same living bread,—drinklng together 

freely from the same wine and milk, 

“without money and without price,”—

bringing together their burdens of sorrow 

or of sin, their cares and troubles, or, it 

may be, their songs of deliverance, their 

tribute of thanksgiving, to the Adorable 

Source of all Light, and Life, and Blessing,
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—this union of many hearts tends to 
strengthen and deepen the Religious feel-

ing of all; it helps us to realise more fully 

the fact that our spiritual being is a glori-

ous reality,—that Communion is possible,

—is actually taking place,—between the 

Father of spirits and His children upon 

earth; that we are members together of 

one great Family, one Church of the Liv-

ing God.— 

Yes: such happy seasons have been 

known—both in England and in New-

Zealand; such may, yea will, be known 

again. But before that can possibly take 

place a great change is needed; a change 

affecting almost everything connected with 

Public Worship as it is now; a change in 

which both the Minister and the Congre-

gation are all equally concerned; and that 

desirable change will again be known 

among the Churches when those who 

worship therein (including those who 

serve) shall become—as the old Hebrews 

had It—WHOLE-HEARTED in the matter of 

God’s Service. Then Sundays will be as 

they should be—Holy days and Holidays 

and Happy days: days of rejoicing and of 

refreshment. As dear George Herbert 

beautifully (though quaintly) says:—  
   “The Sundays of man’s life 

Threaded together on time’s string,  
   Make bracelets to adorn the wife 
Of the eternal glorious King. 

   On Sundays Heaven’s gate stands ope;  
Blessings are plentiful and ripe, 
   More plentiful than hope. 

   Thou art a day of mirth: 
And, where the week-days trail on ground,  
   Thy flight is higher, as thy birth: 
O let me take thee at the bound, 

   Leaping with thee from seven to seven. 
Till that we both, being tossed from earth,  
   Fly hand in hand to heaven !” 

4. Lastly our social nature needs above 

all the Sunday,—and for this end, we may 

reasonably believe, it is specially indicated. 

The Sun and Moon are set in the heavens 

to be for “signs” and for “seasons,” not to 

single individuals but to all,—to all the hu-
man family together, and alike to all. How 

greatly are the joys of the Sunday-walk, of 

the Sunday-recreation, of the Sunday-

holiday, intensified, by sharing them with 

others, with the members of our family, it 

may be, reunited from time to time; or 

with friends and neighbours, breathing 

with us the fresh air, and freedom, the 

cheering delights, of the day of rest! What 

support it also gives to the moral sense of 

man’s higher nature and destiny, of his 

dignity above the brutes that perish, when 

by common consent the business of daily 

life is broken off, that all may meet togeth-

er on that day at least, cleared from the 

week’s defiling dust, not as masters and 

servants, as lords and laborers,—not as 

poor trembling slaves with scrupulous 

consciences under a “hateful” Jewish Law 

believed to be Divine!—but as fellowmen, 

upon the common ground of their hu-

manity! and all alike as children of the 

One Great and ever loving Father. 

Much has been done of late years in 

England towards the clearing away of 

some of the hindrances which prevented 

the larger number of the bulk of the peo-

ple from enjoying to the full the Sunday 

rest—the Sunday refreshment—as He, who 

framed their being, has meant them to 

enjoy it; and it is to be hoped, that the 

Imperial Legislature there will soon clear 

away also the remaining ones. So that the 

people generally will no longer be de-

barred from access, during at least some 

part of the Sunday, to purer sources of 

delight in Gardens and Museums, in 

Aquariums and Galleries, where the won-

ders of Nature and the beauties of Art, the 

interesting remains of Antiquity, and the 

marvels of Science Discovery and Inven-

tion, are stored; and, therefore, will not be, 

(as heretofore) any longer impelled to 

seek other pleasures, of a gross and sensu-

al kind,—more destructive to body and 

soul than continued honest labor; aye, 
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driven (as they too long have been) by 

sheer vacuity of mind having no power, 

even if they would, to devote the “whole 

day” to religious thought and worship, 

being utterly incapable of such prolonged 

mental exertion,—having the Sunday on 

their hands, and not knowing what to do 

with it. 

From the Annual Report of the Royal 

Gardens at Kew (London),—which have 

been lately thrown open to the Public on 

Sundays as well as on week-days,—I find 

the Director, Sir J.D. Hooker, says,— 

“The number of visitors to the Royal Gar-

dens continues to increase annually; but 

always very many more on the Sunday 

than on any other day of the week. Total 

number on Sundays during the year, 

359,237: total number on week- days, 

340,189: greatest Sunday attendance (June 

21st) 23,117.” And yet, notwithstanding 

such immense crowds largely composed 

of working people, the greatest order pre-

vailed, and no injury was done to the 

plants: all being more or less delighted at 

the wonderful display of Nature’s varied 

stores; which no doubt to some—and per-

haps not a few—led on to higher and clear-

er Views of the Great Creator of all! 

But still the glory of the Christian Sun-

day is Common Worship. And, whatever 

may be done, publicly or privately, to en-

large and to elevate the enjoyments of the 

working-classes on the Sunday, God for-

bid that it should not be done with a due 

regard to the Worship of Almighty God, 

which especially irradiates and dignifies 

the day, and casts a bright ray over all the 

week besides. For what is to be desired is, 

not that the Sunday should be secularised, 

but that the true Sunday spirit,— the spirit 

of Christian Trust and Hope, and Joy,—

the spirit of childlike love and childlike 

confidence, the spirit of devout delight in 

the Word and in the Works of our adora-

ble Creator,—and the spirit of brotherly 

love to help one another,— shall so pene-

trate our whole being, with the help af-

forded by the Sunday rest, that the secular 

six days’ work may be ennobled, purified, 

and sanctified. 

The time is at hand, I trust, when the 

Heads of the Church of England both at 

Home and in the colonies, (to say nothing 

of those of other Churches,) instead of 

attempting with feeble hand to stay the 

wave of progress, will devote themselves 

heartily to the true work, which especially 

falls to their lot in the present day, and, 

instead of desperately clinging to that 

which is untenable in the traditions of the 

past, will endeavour “with just and firm 

hand” (to use the words of Mr Gladstone,) 

“to sever the transitory from the durable, 

and the accidental from the essential, in 

old opinions;” and, among other similar 

matters, will come to rest the observance 

of the Sunday on its true grounds,—

physical, social, moral, and religious,—and 

not on the unsound, unreal basis, on 

which not a few of our fellow-Christians 

are still resting it;—will see how the happy 

healthful freedom of the Sunday may be 

best enjoyed by the working classes, with-

out sacrificing its religious blessings,—how 

the great works of human genius, the 

works of God-gifted men, and the still 

greater works of creative wisdom, may be 

enjoyed in our Parks and Gardens, Muse-

ums and Galleries, without therefore emp-

tying the various Churches and Chapels, 

or interfering with the proper rest of oth-

ers. Aye, and that they will not overlook 

the smaller simpler matters, which largely 

affect the great bulk of the “lambs of their 

flocks” on Sundays,—to say nothing of 

their influence on them in after life. Such 

as, for instance, their being able openly 

and honestly to spend their Sunday holi-

day penny, in apples or in nuts, in lollies 

or in peppermint drops,—without going by 

a round-about and tortuous way to do it! 

through back-doors, and with hurried 

anxious glances up and down the street or 
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lane, and by closing the doors stealthily 

after them that no one may see them! 

such, too, being often done, on their way 

to or from the Sunday School. Both Min-

isters and Parents, I fear, have long over-

looked these sad beginnings,—this sure 

neutralising of all sound Sunday School 

Teaching,—this “weakening of morality,” 

as Dr. N. McLeod truly calls it. Here is a 

case in point, to hand this very day while I 

am writing these words, in one of the latest 

English Papers just received by the S.F. 

Mail,—which I quote entire as therein giv-

en. 

“GUILDFORD BOROUGH BENCH. 

On Monday before the Mayor (Mr 

Alderman Crooke), Mr Alderman Triggs, 

Mr Alderman Upperton, Mr D. Haydn, 

Mr G. Smallpiece, Mr J. Weale, and Mr J. 

T. Sells, the following eases were heard:—  

THE LORD’S DAY ACT.—Mrs Jane 

Triggs, a widow, keeping a small tobacco-

nist and sweet-stuff shop in Northstreet, 

was summoned, at the instance of Mr Su-

perintendent Law, under the Act of 

Charles II., for exercising her worldly call-

ing on the Lord’s Day. It appeared that a 
sergeant went into the defendant’s shop on 
a Sunday and purchased a penny-worth of 
peppermint. A number of boys in the 

shop were also committing a like crime. 

The Mayor advised the defendant to close 

her shop on Sunday, but looking at the 

almost obsolete nature of the Act, the 

Bench declined to convict. 

Now, while I honour and admire the 

noble conduct of that large and liberal 

Bench of English Magistrates, (who seem 

to have mustered strong and in a body on 

that occasion,)—what suitable words can I 

find in the English language to express my 

utter disgust at the conduct of those two 

over -o ff ic ious pol ice of f icers,—

Superintendent Law and his fitting mate 

the Sergeant,—in their crusade against that 

poor widow! I have little doubt that they 

themselves, when boys, spent with much 

glee in like manner their Sunday holiday 

penny! And here I may also briefly add, as 

bearing on the foregoing,—that there was 

only one other case before that full Bench 

on that day,—viz. that of a man charged by 

a constable as being drunk and disorderly 

on the Saturday night. This, however, was 

amply and completely disproved by sever-

al witnesses, in spite of the exertions of 

Superintendent Law; so that “in the end 

the Mayor said, the conduct of the consta-

ble would be referred to the Watch Com-

mittee, and the defendant was discharged 

without a stain on his character. The deci-

sion was received with loud cheers by a 

crowded Court. In the course of the hear-

ing Mr White (the counsel for the defend-

ant) took exception to the interference of 

Superintendent Law with one of the wit-

nesses, and threatened if it were repeated 

to retire from the case.”— Sussex Daily 
News, Oct. 9th.  

To return: We must never forget, that, 

if God has given us so freely the 

knowledge of Himself in the Holy Scrip-

tures, which His Providence has “caused 

to be written for our learning,”—He has 

also given us in this our day most wonder-

ful illumination by the LIGHT of the differ-

ent Sciences, which all come to us from 

Him, who is “the Father of Lights, the 

Giver of every good and perfect gift.” So 

sudden, indeed, has been the growth of 

this light, that, even in the childhood of 

many of us, the very names of many of 

those Sciences were hardly known. Yet 

now we stand surrounded, as it were, with 

the blaze of their commingled radiance; 

and, in every well-ordered school, lessons 

will be taught to our young children, with 

respect to the age of man, the history of 

the earth’s formation, the distribution of 

animal-species upon the face of it, &c., 

&c., which will be seen hereafter, as they 

grow in years and power of thought, if they 

are not already seen by them, to conflict 

entirely with certain well-known Scripture 
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statements. You must not send your chil-

dren to any superior school, where the 

elementary truths of Geological Science 

are taught, if you would have them kept in 

strict bondage to the mere letter of the 

Bible, and to the old traditionary system 

of Scripture-teaching.  

But no; we dare not do this; we dare 

not be wiser than God. When he is 

pleased to give us light we dare not shut 

our eyes to its shining, and determine still 

to grope on in obscurity. If the light of 

Modern Science comes from God—and 

surely we believe it does—it must be as 

great a sin to despise or to disregard it, as 

to despise and disregard the Bible. And 

perhaps this very light of our own days, 

when the Bible is in every hand, may be 

given us in God’s gracious Providence for 

this reason among others, that we may not 

make an idol of it;—that we may not read 

it with unreasoning acquiescence in every 

line and letter of the book, or rather that 

series or collection of books, written by 

different men in different ages, bound up 

in one, which we call the Bible,—but may 

read it with an intelligent faith, with the 

understanding as well as the heart. Thus 

we need not be disquieted though the 

progress of Modern Criticism should take 

from us much in the Scriptures, which 

perhaps without sufficient reason we had 

hitherto regarded as infallibly certain and 

true,—should show that the Scripture-

writers were left to themselves, as men, in 

respect of all matters which God has 

meant to exercise our human industry, to 

be the objects of diligent, painstaking re-

search. Our love must “abound in all judg-

ment,” says the Apostle, in spiritual taste, 

discernment, insight, to “approve the 

things that are excellent,”—or, as the mar-

gin renders it, to “try the things that dif-

fer.” We must consider for what end the 

Bible is given to us, namely, to bring our 

spirits near to God; and we must seek, 

therefore, the inspiration of its writers, not 

in matters of Science or History, but in 

those words of Eternal Life, which come 

to us with a power that is not of this world, 

and find us out in our inner being, with 

messages from God to the soul. And how 

comforting it is to know that all words of 

this kind, which God our Father has spo-

ken to us, “at sundry times and in divers 

manners,—whether by Prophets and Apos-

tles, or by the lips of Jesus,—whether in 

the Bible or out of the Bible—stand firm 

and sure as God Himself is—as our own 

being is a reality—as our own moral con-

sciousness, to which those living words 

appeal, is a sign that we are made in God’s 

image! 

I repeat, then, the views of God’s char-

acter and doings, which we derive from 

the Bible, must be corrected and modified 

by those which we derive from other 

sources, by which he is pleased to reveal 

himself to Man. It is our Father’s Will that 

so it should be—that our love towards Him 

should abound yet more and more, in the 

clearer, fuller, knowledge of Himself, 

which the study of His Works supplies to 

us, no less surely than the study of His 

Word. We cannot be living as true men, 

we cannot be glorifying God, if we do not 

make use, according to our powers and 

opportunities, of each of these means of 

growing in this knowledge.—In the words 

of our great English poet—  
“Let knowledge grow from more to more; 

   But more of reverence in us dwell,  
That heart and mind according well, 

   May make one music as before, 
But vaster. We are fools and slight; 

   We mock Thee, when we do not fear ;—  

O teach Thy foolish ones to hear, 
   Teach Thy vain world to bear Thy Light!” 

Thus God Himself, “the Father of 

Lights,” by means of the facts which he 

has enabled us first clearly to ascertain in 

the present age, takes from us the Bible as 

an Idol which men have set up in their 

ignorance, to bow down to it and to wor-

ship it. But he restores it to us to be rever-
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enced as the work of men in whose hearts 

the same human thoughts were stirring, the 

same hopes and fears were dwelling, the 

same gracious Spirit was operating, thou-

sands of years ago as now. In those days of 

old there were prophets also, “preachers 

of righteousness,” according to their lights, 

as well as the lower order of priests to do 

the common daily task. And there are 

prophets still among us, raised up in this as 

in every age, to speak God’s word, the 

word of truth, to their brethren, whether in 

the pulpit or out of it. And that Living 

Word, which is the Light and Life of men, 

is speaking now to us in all those words of 

our fellow-men, which have brought us in 

any degree to the clearer knowledge of 

Him “whom no man hath seen or can 

see.” But let us be sure that, as it is GOD 

who teaches us by means of our fellow-

men, we may expect that He will speak to 

us so that we can hear and understand—

that He will speak to our hearts and carry 

inward demonstration to our spiritual be-

ing—that when He speaks His words will 
come home to us, and will be their own 
evidence. 

And now I will conclude my Paper 

with yet another suitable extract from that 

valuable modern work On the Bible by Dr 

Prebendary Irons, (from which I also quot-

ed in the beginning,)— 

“Above all things I earnestly request 

my fellow-Christians of every class, who 

may read these pages, to do so with pa-

tience and fearlessness, as in God’s sight—

even if the course of thought at first seem 
to them very trying. For, if what is said be 

all simply and undeniably TRUE,—then, to 

be angry with it, is but to ‘fight against 

God.’ — — — — Bitter words, and sneers, 

and persecutions, however refined, will 

fail. Let the appeal be to facts—to con-

science—to reason. Yet a little while, and 

we must all give our account to Him who 

is the Truth.”  

 

P O S T S C R I P T .  

When I commenced this article I did not think of its being reprinted in the shape 

of a pamphlet; neither did I intend it to be so long. But so many expressed their opin-

ion as to the desirableness of having it put into the form of a little Book that I gave my 

consent. Could I, however, have foreseen this, I should have written more fully in sev-

eral places, where (owing to its being for the columns of a newspaper—in which I could 

not expect to be allowed much room—) I was obliged to shorten considerably my re-

marks: moreover, I should also have more particularly noted the many quotations I 

have everywhere given from the works of far abler men than myself, of which I have 

made great use,—especially as to the edition, the volume, the chapter, and the page. 

Indeed, I am throughout more of a Compiler than an Original Author, and happy am 

I in having had it in my power to bring forward so many noble and independent, 

Christian and Scholarly authorities, Ancient and Modern,—of all ages, of all places, of 

all classes, and of all opinions—who are as one in this great and important question. 

May their united testimony have that reasonable weight with the readers of this little 

pamphlet which it has had with me. 

Napier, Dec. 14, 1878.   
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SUMMARY. 

I. INTRODUCTORY: the cause of this 

tract,—a Sermon by Rev. D. Sidey on 

“Sabbath observance,” published in the 

Hawke’s Bay Herald of September 9th; 

reasons assigned for my writing on this 

subject; a family newspaper believed to be 

the proper vehicle for all such matters; 

this view strengthened by the precedents 

of the Great Teacher and of his disciples; 

Ebn Ezra’s profound saying respecting the 

law: particular statement concerning my-

self and what I venture to deem my pecu-

liar fitness for coming before the public 

on this occasion; the reasons stated, some-

what analogous to what obtains among 

Surgeons; Canon Perowne’s comment on 

Ps. 119. vv. 99, 100, quoted; manner of 

taking-up the subject proposed; Emer-

son’s beautiful saying on Persuasion or 

sacred courage quoted. 

II. HISTORICALLY—1. Before the birth 
of Jesus the Bible, what it really is,— not 

one complete whole in itself; this point 

long contested (mentally) by me, but 

found untenable; a few needful facts to be 

borne in mind respecting the Bible, —its 

several books not always written by the 

very persons whose names they bear;— 

written at various times throughout many 

years, and often added to and altered; 

other books of Scripture held by the 

Greek and Roman Churches as equally 

Canonical, which contain much of Divine 

instruction; the Jewish Sacred books (or 

rather writings, “books” being then un-

known), all burnt by Nebuchadnezzar 600 

years B.C.; how said to be afterwards re-

produced; this strange story allowed by 

some of the early Christian Fathers; Dr. 

Prebendary Irons’ opinion respecting this 

story, worthy of serious consideration; the 

extreme danger of believing the Bible to 

be Gods only Revelation of Himself to 

man; happily no necessity for this; First 
mention of the Sabbath as a rule to man,—

afterwards found as a Law among “10 

Commandments”; two conflicting versions 

of these, both equally authoritative; ques-

tion proposed—Did Moses really write the 

5 books called the Pentateuch?; highly 

doubtful; solid reasons shown for disbe-

lieving it; the great advantage arising from 

Modern Biblical Criticism, in clearing the 

character of our God and Heavenly Fa-

ther; Sabbaths, as laid down in the so-

called Mosaic Laws, not observed by the 

Jews before the Captivity; proofs given; of 

the writer of the Chronicles; these books 

fully shewn not to be historically true; Dr. 

Irons’ plain statement concerning them of 

their containing monstrous tales as to 

numbers; the relative sizes of the King-

doms of Judah and of Israel—or the holy 

land, altogether a small tract extending 

(say) from Napier to Cape Palliser! the 

writer of the Chronicles probably a Levite 

himself, and so intent (like too many 

priests) on magnifying his Office and class; 

After the Captivity great stress was laid by 

the Jews upon Sabbath observance; the 

reader’s attention drawn to two “ Isai-

ahs,”—widely different persons who lived 

200 years apart, and whose writings are 

included under the one book of Isaiah; 

the ancient Jewish book—the Talmud—

adduced; several quotations given from it, 

shewing the great probability of its having 

been well-known to Jesus, who also used 

many of its beautiful sayings, which have 

been commonly supposed to be original 

with him; the day of the New Moon, or 

first Sabbath of each mouth, of greater 

importance than the following common 

Sabbaths; Levitical law prescribes far 

greater sacrifices for the feast of the New 

Moon, or the first monthly Sabbath, 

which naturally ruled the other and com-

moner Sabbaths of the lunar month; the 

septenary division of time, or week, was 

known and observed by other nations—as 

Assyrians, Arabs, Indians, Peruvians, 

Greeks, and Romans; quotations from Dr. 
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Kalisch, the celebrated modern Jewish 

Commentator on Genesis and Exodus; 

the Talmud on the weekly division of 

time,—how it originated with many differ-

ent nations; Professor Baden Powell on 

the lunar month; so, also, Dr. Hessey in 

his Bampton lectures; the Hebrews, like 

most other Oriental nations, had 13 

(lunar) months in their year; of two re-

markable modern discoveries,—(1) the 

Moabite Stone, and (2) the engraved As-
syrian tablets,—both wonderfully assisting 

Modern Biblical Criticism; from the As-

syrian tablets we gain much light,—we al-

ready know much of their astronomy, 

which proves to be marvellously correct 

and agreeing with own; also, of the holi-

ness of the number 7, as held by them 

and by the Jews,—cases in point adduced 

from the New Testament and, also, of the 

origin among the Jews of their modern 

notion of a “Devil,” and of demons, 

which they brought away with them from 

Assyria; from the Moabite Stone, well 

engraved in plain grammatical Hebrew, 

we learn the truth of the last war between 

Moab and Israel,—widely differing from 

the vamped-up legendary tale of the same 

war in the Book of Kings; this stone simi-

lar to that one raised by Samuel 230 years 

before and called Ebenezer; a word to 

Ministers and to Sunday School Teach-

ers, will they hear it? reasons assigned for 

preferring the Moabitish to the Jewish 

story; of the yearly tribute of sheep, said, 

by the Jewish writer, to have been paid by 

Moab to Israel; the size of the petty king-

dom of Moab, only a tract 40 x 10 miles! 

2. Time of Jesus and his Apostles: 
Jesus with his followers kept the Sabbath 

in a free and liberal manner, and not ac-

cording to the so-called Divine Mosaic 

laws, nor in accordance with the Pharisees 

of his day; ample proofs given from the 

New Testament,—and by other authori-

ties,—shewing his doings and his teachings 

respecting the Sabbath; more also, on this 

head, to be gained incidentally from many 

of his other teachings and doings; in all 

which Jesus ever shewed himself as the 

true and faithful servant of the only true 

GOD; his apposite introduction of the 

sublime war-cry of his nation noticed; 

reasonable deduction from the premises, 

that Jesus did not acknowledge any Divine 

law from Sinai respecting the observance 

of the Sabbath. 

3. Time of the Apostles: Paul, who 

had been a zealous Pharisee, evidently 

kept the Sabbath much as Jesus did; 

proofs of this from the N.T.; first Council 

held at Jerusalem gave no “burdens” to 

the Gentile converts respecting the keep-

ing of the Sabbath, hence the Sabbath 

could not have been of Divine origin; 

proofs given; Paul, in all his many and 

varied rules awl instructions to several 

Christian Churches, says nothing about 

Sabbath observance; and in his Epistles to 

the Romans and to the Colossians he 

positively states the Sabbath-day to be no 

better than any other day; Dean Alford’s 

remark thereon in his Greek Testament; 

Paul’s depreciatory language to the Gala-

tian Church concerning the Sabbath; 

Wheatly’s plain and truthful comment 

thereon. 
III. ECCLESIASTICAL:—1. Primitive: 

for a time the Jewish Christian converts 
continued to assemble on the seventh (or 
Sabbath) day; soon, however, fell into 
neglect, through not having any Apostoli-
cal appointment; Bingham’s instructive 
statement thereon; early Ecclesiastical and 
Imperial laws wholly against the ob-
servance of the Jewish Sabbath; hence the 
sect of the Ebionites, and others, who 
observed the Jewish Sabbath, were con-
demned by the Council of Laodicea; 
Pope Gregory the Great’s statement con-
cerning Antichrist and Sabbath ob-
servance; no Christian writers of the 1st 
and 2nd centuries ever attributed the 
keeping of Sunday to any Apostolical 
authority; ample proofs given; also, quota-
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tions from Justin Martyr, from St. Cyril, 
and from St. Jerome, all against the ob-
servance of the Jewish Sabbath; Jerome, 
also, incidentally shows how the Sunday 
was kept in his time,—a day of church ser-
vice, of joy, and of common work; no 
Sunday league, no Sabbatarians then! 

2. Time of the Reformation: quota-
tions from the most eminent of the Re-
formers,—from Tyndal, from Luther, 
from Melancthon, from Calvin, and from 
others,—shewing their liberal views of the 
Christian Sunday; quotation from Mr 
Sidey’s published sermon, showing his 
many errors in a small compass,— Histori-
cally (both Civil and Ecclesiastical), and 
Chronologically, also in his severe and 
informal deductions therefrom; of King 
James and his “Declaration, or Book of 
Sports;” quotation from the King’s 
“Declaration;” quotations from the old 
Church historian, Fuller, shewing how all 
that was brought to pass by the supersti-
tious Sabbatarians, with Fuller’s quaint 
and homely remarks thereon; fifteen years 
after that King Charles republished his 
father’s “Declaration,” but in a still milder 
form; obliged to do so through the opposi-
tion of the meddlesome Sabbatarian party; 
of a charge against Archbishop Laud on 
his trial, and his defence; the Church of 
Geneva (John Knox’s Own) allowed of 
Archery on Sundays, and Calvin there 
played at Bowls on that day. 

3. Modern:—On the phrase used by 
Mr Sidey— “the right keeping of the Sab-
bath;” Mr Sidey’s views believed to be the 
very opposite of those of the Reformers 
and the Primitive Christian Church, of the 
Apostles and of Jesus; shewn (1) from the 
“shorter Catechism” (Presbyterian 
Church),—(2) Decrees of Kirk Sessions, 
and Acts of General Assembly Scotch 
Church,—(3) orders of Edinburgh Town 
Council,—and (4) statements of some Min-
isters of the Scotch Kirk, about their se-
vere and “hateful” Sabbath observance 
laws, made in session before their brother 

Ministers —particularly those of Dr. Nor-
man McLeod, who spoke truly, bravely, 
thrillingly, as a true servant of God his 
remarks in part allowed by the Presbyteri-
an ministers at that gathering, but of 
course, opposed; their peculiar Sabbath 
observance system has the dangerous ef-
fect of “weakening morality;” wretched 
(sanitary) state of Edinburgh, particularly 
on the Sunday under that old Kirk system 
of obsolete Jewish superstition ; Dr 
McLeod’s excellent. little work called 
“The Starling,” noticed; the late Sir Don-
ald McLean’s favourable opinion upon it; 
of the present “Sabbath Alliance” party in 
Scotland, and their insufferably impudent 
Annual Report, containing language highly 
disrespectful against Queen Victoria,—a 
long quotation therefrom; how truly their 
words are in accordance with those of the 
Pharisees of the time of Jesus; they ought 
to have the Queen’s ancestor (James I.) to 
deal with them in his rough and ready 
way; reference to the Conference at 
Hampton Court, A.D. 1604 from all such 
“right keeping of the Sabbath” may Na-
pier (and all N.Z.) ever be free ; better, of 
the two, to have King James’ “Book of 
Sports” republished here; curious, that, 
through out all Christendom, only the 
church of three petty highland countries, 
Ethiopia, Armenia, and Scotland,—cling to 
the Sabbatarian superstition; all three 
churches, too, being wholly discordant as 
to dogmas; Steam—the iron horse, the 
steam ship, and the press—will do won-
ders, and help to cure; but Sabbatarianism 
also in England, although only a small 
insignificant clique; Wilberforce’s truthful 
remarks on the melancholy comfortless 
British Sunday, quoted; a few English 
Bishops (some years ago) sought by letter 
to the Directors of the English Railway 
Companies to put a stop to excursion 
trains on Sundays! the Directors did not 
deign to reply—but wisely put it on the 
shelf; a selfish lot those English Bishops; 
apt remarks on their conduct; better had 
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some in Napier not unwisely come for-
ward with their letter to the Directors of 
the N.Z. Steam Navigation Company, to 
prevent the calling of our Mail steamers at 
Napier on Sunday; suitable quotations on 
true Religion from our English poets—
Southey, and Tennyson; the Sabbatarian 
error largely bolstered up or supported by 
the two national British Churches—of Eng-
land and of Scotland; already shown as to 
Scotland, by her Catechism and Church 
decrees,—and as to England, by her Minis-
ters repeatedly reading from the Com-
munion Table [“Altar,” sic!] the old worn-
out theory of God having ordered the 
Jewish keeping of the Sabbath-day, and 
that because he made all things in six days! 
Of the carelessness, or thoughtlessness, or 
“happy ignorance” of such Ministers; pi-
ous lies “the weakening of morality”; the 
Bishop of Oxford’s admission respecting 
the creation of the world in six days; the 
Writer could not (if now ministering to a 
congregation) allow his congregation to be 
so deceived, as to the constant using of 
those old Church phrases without due 
explanation; a word to Napier Sabbatari-
ans, as to their Sunday letters from Eng-
land, and their Sunday milk from the 
country; a word, additional, as to the pos-
sible zealous looking after regular Church 
attendance on the Sabbath, on account of 
the “bawbees” —or the horrid unchristian 
and novel Sunday money gatherings, now 
never omitted! the Writer’s particular rea-
sons and right to call attention to this,—
from the fact of his having always opposed 
it, and that, too, when single-handed, and 
at no little cost to himself; the same fully 
explained; the Writer would not minister 
in any church where such Mammon wor-
ship was carried on; how easily Napier 
congregations may escape such sordid 
traffic; how the “Devil” laughs at it! the 
Gospel is not now preached to the poor; 
no room in the church for them any more 
than in the theatre; come with money, or 
stay away! Of Church reform, of its sure 

approach, yet not likely to begin from 
within; another word to Ministers; of Light 
breaking all around, the happy result of 
modern Biblical Criticism; shewn, espe-
cially to members of the Church of Eng-
land, in three great works,—(1) the New 
Lectionary,—(2) the new Bible Commen-
tary,—and (3) the new and Corrected Ver-
sion of the Bible; remarks thereon several 
striking quotations from the new Bible 
Commentary on the Mosaic laws, largely 
supporting what has been herein written; 
noticeable remark by a learned English 
Bishop in Convocation respecting the new 
translation of the Bible; three small mat-
ters all lately occurring here in New Zea-
land in favour of Christian Sunday free-
dom noticed,—viz. opening of the Napier 
Athenæum on Sundays—running of 18 
trains to and from the advanced town of 
Dunedin on that day—and the Presbyteri-
ans formally setting aside their Sacramen-
tal fast-day; also, a fourth and a greater 
one,—that of the State schools, wherein 
true Religion will be taught; the absolute 
necessity of reforming the Catechisms of 
the Churches; solemn veracious words of 
a modern English Archbishop on teaching 
only the Truth; a home question to all 
Ministers and Sunday School Teachers—
that is, to those with living tender con-
sciences; the writer’s serious conviction 
respecting the age of the Pentateuch, after 
more than 20 years’ study of this matter, 
showing its Divine authority as utterly un-
tenable. 

IV. Reasonably,—including theological-
ly and humanly: ever hold to this— “the 
Sabbath was made FOR man;” first seek to 
be delivered from the old slavish Jewish 
superstition respecting the Sabbath, then 
we may begin to understand it; the Sunday 
(or seventh day’s rest) should be a day of 
refreshing; day given for general labour 
and night for rest ; remarks thereon and 
reasonable deductions drawn; (1) Sunday’s 
rest good for man’s physical nature; inac-
tion alone not always rest, shown power-
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fully in children; Sunday often anything 
but a day of refreshment to them, owing 
to injudicious Ministers and parents; the 
righteous and natural rebellion of children 
against all restraint set down to their 
“sinful hearts,” or to “the Devil,” to the 
great and lasting injury of the poor child; 
plain remarks on the personality of “Old 
Nick”—recently preached up here in Na-
pier to credulous hearers! the true rest of 
Sunday, is refreshment of body and mind; 
the ways of obtaining this are various, 
differing almost with everyone, so that 
each must choose for himself; (2) the Sun-
day’s rest is good for our moral nature; 
shewn by its necessity, and by the effect 
the beauties of Nature and the Works of 
God have upon us; (3) the Sunday’s rest is 
needed for our religious nature; remarks 
thereon; Common Worship the highest 
and noblest of all Sunday occupations; 
men may and do worship God when 
alone; worship strengthened when done 
in fitting company; true child of God has 
constant communion with his Father; 
truly happy strengthening and sanctified 
Sunday seasons of Religious worship have 
often been experienced both in England 
and in NZ; such will be known again, 
when Ministers and Congregations be-
come WHOLE-HEARTED In that matter; 
then Sundays will again become days of 
rejoicing and refreshment; quotation from 
G. Herbert’s beautiful poem on Sunday; 
(4) our social nature needs above all the 
Sunday’s rest; the joys of the Sunday walk, 
the Sunday recreation, the Sunday holiday 
depicted; the great benefit arising from 
Sunday visits to Gardens—Museums—
Aquariums—Galleries of Art and Science; 
quotation from official Annual Report of 
the Royal Gardens at Kew,— shewing the 
immense number of Sunday visitors, out-
numbering those on all the other six days 

of the week taken together; of the great 
benefits to them; the Imperial Legislature 
should do all things possible in that direc-
tion, as such mental pleasures save from 
the grosser kinds; also the heads of the 
various Churches should act together for 
this purpose, both at home and in the 
Colonies; apt quotation from Mr Glad-
stone; both the State and the Churches 
should not overlook the smaller matters 
affecting the little wee folk,—who should 
be helped, honestly and openly, with an 
innocent face—to spend their well-earned 
Sunday holiday ld,—and so avoid the 
“weakening of morality”; a case in point 
given; a large Bench of liberal English 
Magistrates praised; over-officious Police 
condemned; Common Worship the Glo-
ry of the Christian Sunday; God has given 
us the knowledge of Himself in the Scrip-
tures, and now in our day has also given 
us most wonderful and daily-increasing 
knowledge in many Sciences, which all 
alike come from one source—God; as 
great a sin to despise and disregard these 
gifts as to despise or to disregard the Bi-
ble; possibly all this Modern Light is in-
tended (among other things) to teach us 
not to make an IDOL of the Bible, —
towards which there long has been, and 
still is a tendency; comforting assurance—
that all words of truth, whether in the Bi-
ble or out of the Bible, must ever stand—
as sure as God himself; we should receive 
all that is TRUE; quotation from Tenny-
son; God still speaks in many ways to 
man,— whether by prophets (preachers 
and teachers)—in the pulpit or out of the 
pulpit,—or by priests; when He speaks His 
words will both be heard and known: 

Conclusion, Dr. Irons’ good and 
Christian advice,—not to be angry,—not to 
speak or write bitterly against the Truth,—
and so be found fighting against God. 

 

 


