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PREFACE. 

This book is the outgrowth of an incident in connection with a class in New Testament Exegesis. 

During the winter of 1906-'7, while the author was conducting a class of young preachers 

through parts of the New Testament, the Greek verb psallo (ςαιισ) came up for consideration. 

Questions on the meaning of this word and collateral subjects became too numerous for proper 

treatment during the hour of recitation; and hence, to avoid interference with the regular work of 

the class, it was agreed to appoint a special day at the close of the term, when any questions on 

these matters, which the members of the class might wish to present, would be duly considered. 

In the hope of covering much of the ground on which light was desired, the author prepared a 

paper on Psallo (ςαιισ) which was read to the class and others on the appointed day, and was 

followed, as per previous agreement, with a free and easy discussion of such questions as had not 

been answered by the document read. Much of the matter contained in Chapters I.-VII. of this 

work was presented in the paper prepared for that occasion. 

Numerous calls were made for its publication, but it was decided to make some additions to it 

before giving it to the public. Continued research convinced the author that, notwithstanding the 

repeated discussion of the music question in different ages prior to the Reformation of the 

nineteenth century and the general discussion of it by leading reformers forty years ago, still 

there was no single work, known to him, which contained either an exhaustive treatment of the 

term psallo (ςαιισ), or a general consensus of testimony which could be properly regarded as a 

book of reference on the subject. He was, therefore, encouraged to prosecute his research in the 

different fields of evidence, keeping constantly in view the aim to make the work a ready and 

reliable book of reference. No pains have been spared to put within easy reach of the reader all 

that is necessary to enable one to see how the subject has been viewed by Christian scholars in 

every age from the beginning of the Christian era to the present time. Hence, in a few hours and 

within a small compass, the reader can here find what would otherwise require much time and 

the reading of many volumes. Young preachers and all others, who have not had the time to go 

over the different fields of evidence, will find it a convenient and labor-saving book of reference. 

As to the claim sometimes made that the majority of people regard the question as a "dead 

issue," we respectfully observe:  

1. An issue over which the people of God are constantly clashing and which is causing 

division and alienation among them, cannot properly be termed a "dead issue," but this is 

strictly true of the issue over instrumental music in Christian worship.  

 

2. The discussion of it, the author is well aware, is shut out of a part of the journalistic press, 

not because it is a "dead issue," but because those who control the press in such cases, for 

reasons satisfactory to themselves, do not want it discussed; but on precisely the same 

principle and for the same reason, infant baptism, pouring and sprinkling for baptism, 

burning incense, auricular confession, and many other perversions of the Bible and 

departures from it are called "dead issues" with a part of the journalistic press closed 

against their discussion.  

 



3. As to "majorities," Galileo and the Copernican system of astronomy were in an obscure 

and despised minority at the opening of the seventeenth century, and the latter was such a 

"dead issue" with the majority that the brilliant Italian philosopher was sent to prison for 

his views under sentence of papal authority, but the great principle for which he stood 

ultimately triumphed and rules in the world of astronomy to-day. Man often places on the 

"Index Expurgatorius" what God wants "proclaimed upon the housetops." The simplicity 

of the divine order set forth in the New Testament is the same in all ages, and its friends 

cannot cease to defend it because of the vacillating popular sentiment of any particular 

age. 

For the advantage of certain readers, it has seemed proper, in some instances, to give Greek 

words and sometimes a Greek passage in full, but these, as a rule, are either enclosed in 

parentheses, or placed in a footnote where they will not materially interfere with the English 

reader. 

The author gratefully acknowledges his indebtedness to friends too numerous to mention by 

name, who have urged and encouraged the preparation of this work. He is especially indebted to 

his friend and coworker, J. W. Shepherd, of Nashville, Tenn., Office Editor of the Gospel 

Advocate, for valuable assistance in the collection of historic documents and in the preparation 

of the Index. 

With the devout and earnest prayer to God that this book may be instrumental in maintaining 

intact the order of worship revealed in the New Testament, it is now committed to the mission 

and destiny to which it may be allotted by His overruling Providence. 

M. C. KURFEES. 

Louisville, Ky., January 31, 1911. 
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CHAPTER I. 
PRELIMINARY CONSIDERATIONS. 

Before entering directly into an examination of the main question claiming attention on this 

occasion, I wish to present, first of all, a brief historic outline which, it is hoped, will prepare us 

for a better appreciation of all the facts, pro and con, which are involved in the discussion. It 

would not be practical, nor is it necessary here, to elaborate, in detail, all the statements in such 

an outline, but it is deemed sufficient, for all essential purposes, merely to note, such 

preliminaries as will properly present and enable us to see, in a clearer light, the real merits of the 

question before us. Hence, while the following pages are occupied, in a large measure, with facts 

and principles relating to the history and meaning of a single word, yet we deem it proper, before 

entering directly upon the main line of argument, to invite attention to the following facts: 

I. There is not a solitary mention of instrumental music in the worship of any New Testament 

Church, nor in any instance of Christian worship throughout the Apostolic age. 

Now, if there were no other proof in connection with the whole controversy, this fact of itself, so 

far as the wish to occupy infallibly safe ground is concerned, would be entirely sufficient for all 

thoughtful and unbiased minds. 

II. Its first appearance in history in Christian worship was about the sixth century, A.D., the 

exact date of its introduction varying in different localities and according to different 

authorities, but there, was no general attempt to introduce it till after the eighth century. 

It should be noted here that the claim has been set up by some authorities in modern times that it 

was used in the worship, though with opposition, as early as the close of the second century; but 

if this claim should ever become authenticated, the opposition which it is alleged to have 

encountered would be a strong point against the lawfulness of the practice. The authority 

sometimes claimed in support of its early use is Clement of Alexandria, whose case the reader 

will find carefully examined in Chapter XII. of this work. 

III. Infant baptism, the substitution of pouring and sprinkling for immersion, the burning of 

incense, and auricular confession, were all introduced before instrumental music, and by the 

same authority. 

None of these innovations upon the divine order was ever introduced until the church set out 

upon the reckless career of adopting practices in religion at the mere dictate of human wisdom. 

The great danger at this point was anticipated by divine wisdom, and many solemn warnings 

were placed on record against it.  

IV. From the very earliest introduction of this practice, it excited strenuous and prolonged 

opposition. 

This fact is abundantly set forth in Bingham's Antiquities, in many of the Church Histories, and 

in the standard encyclopedias. Their testimony, as it bears upon different phases of the subject, 

will be cited in its proper place. 



V. The New Testament terms which describe and enjoin the element of music in Christian 

worship. 

Confining our statement to the terms which specifically indicate music, these are the verbs ado 

(αδσ), humneo ('πκλεσ), and psallo (ςαιισ) and their cognate nouns ode (σδε), hymnos 

('πκλνο), and psalmos (ςαικνο). There has never been any controversy over the kind of music, in 

general, indicated by the first two of these verbs and their nouns, nor, indeed, has there been any, 

until recent years, over the meaning of psallo (ςαιισ) and its noun; but, all other efforts failing 

to discover a basis of divine authority for instrumental music in Christian worship, some of its 

advocates in modern times have alleged, as a dernier ressort, that the term psallo (ςαιισ), as 

used in the New Testament, involves the use of an instrumental accompaniment, and that, 

therefore, the practice rests upon divine authority. The argument based upon this allegation is not 

only sometimes made with apparent fairness and with some degree of force, but it often appears 

plausible and in some instances conclusive. It is, therefore, worthy of careful examination and 

consideration. Moreover, the bare fact that the classical meaning of psallo (ςαιισ), at some 

periods of its history, involves instrumental music, together with the widespread tendency to a 

confusion of the classical with the New Testament meaning, furnishes an additional reason for 

meeting such apologists on their own chosen ground. 

On this account, it is now proposed to subject this claim and the reasoning based on it, to a fair 

and legitimate, but rigid and crucial test by a direct appeal to the facts of philology and of 

history. It is the purpose to present a careful induction of all the facts in the case which modern 

scholarship has brought to light, and to weigh impartially the evidence on both sides of the 

question. In the whole field of argumentation covered by the various and multifarious 

discussions of this question for more than a quarter of a century, nothing has appeared which, in 

the present writer's judgment, contains a more deceptive and misleading fallacy than that which 

lurks in the argument based on this modern claim concerning the term psallo (ςαιισ), and it is 

now proposed to present, from different fields of evidence, an array of facts which, it is devoutly 

believed, will thoroughly and successfully expose the fallacy to all unprejudiced minds 

competent to judge of such matters. While it is the aim to conduct the investigation, in the main, 

in the form of an inquiry into the history and meaning of psallo (ςαιισ), other features of the 

controversy will be duly considered, and it is confidently believed that the induction of testimony 

presented in this volume, from numerous and various sources, is sufficiently ample and strong to 

satisfy the most rigid demands of all candid, thoughtful, and unbiased minds. In the meantime, 

my readers are respectfully invited to examine the evidence for themselves, and to render their 

own verdict in the case. 

 

  

 

 The occasion here referred to was a special day which, for the accommodation of a class of young men in New 

Testament exegesis, had been set apart to consider any questions which they might wish to ask on the mooted 

instrumental-music controversy, and particularly on the meaning of the Greek word psallo (ςαιισ). Much of 

Chapters I. to VII. of this work was prepared by the author and presented, substantially, in a document read to the 

class on that occasion, and was followed, as per previous agreement, by the consideration of such additional 



questions as had not been anticipated and met in the document read. The interview proved to be both pleasant and 

profitable. See the Preface. 

 See particularly the following passages: 1Co 1:20-29; 1Co 4:6; 2Jn 1:9; Rev 22:18-19, et al. 



CHAPTER II.  
PSALLO AS DEFINED BY THE LEXICONS. 

That we may have a clear and comprehensive view of the history and meaning of this famous 

word, we now appeal to that important and most interesting class of authorities embraced in the 

broad field of Greek lexicography; and that our conclusions may rest upon a solid basis of fact, 

we appeal to all the authorities occupying this field as far as we have been able, by a diligent and 

prolonged search, to gain access to them. They are summoned from all ranks regardless of their 

theological training and affiliation. In fact, in order that our induction of testimony from this 

source may be impartial and complete, we shall call on some witnesses from this class to testify 

who do not occupy a place in the highest rank as authorities. To speak plainly, a few of them are 

not standard authorities at all. They are quoted in this work, not because their testimony either 

strengthens or in any way materially affects the case one way or the other, but simply because 

they are relied on and sometimes appealed to in discussions of the question by persons of 

respectable standing and ability, and it is earnestly desired in the prosecution of the present 

inquiry, to leave no stone unturned in the search for facts. 

But while it is thought best, for the reason stated, to include such witnesses in the present work, 

the reader will find that, in addition to these, the list contains, also, by the unanimous consent of 

scholars, the very highest authorities in existence. The author has spared no pains in the search 

for authorities in this field; and, so far as lexical authority is concerned, it is confidently believed 

that the list herewith presented will give the reader access to what may be justly regarded as the 

voice of scholarship in the English-speaking world of to-day. Truth is the exclusive object of our 

search, and the testimony of witnesses is cheerfully welcomed and impartially considered, 

regardless of the side on which its weight may seem to fall. 

A careful survey of the field of evidence furnished by lexicographers of every grade has led the 

author to the decided conviction that there is not a solitary fact in all history touching the 

meaning of psallo which, considered in the light of its proper connection and bearing, can be 

legitimately used to sustain the practice of instrumental music in the worship of God under 

Christ. On the contrary, the testimony of the very lexicons sometimes offered to sustain the 

practice only confirms, when properly examined and weighed, the position defended in this 

volume, namely, that in the evolution of the Greek language during the course of centuries, the 

term underwent several changes and modifications. Moreover, we shall see that this view of the 

question is confirmed by the very highest lexical authorities in existence to-day. 

There is a right way, and there is a wrong way to use lexicons; and it is not strange that young 

minds, uninformed concerning the evolution of words in the history of a language, should be 

misled by, and hence misapply, a definition which they find in a lexicon. It would be an easy 

matter for a beginner in the study of the English language to make this mistake in the use of 

English dictionaries. Lexicons are neither commentaries nor histories, and yet it is their business 

to furnish examples of the varied use and application of words, and such examples become at 

once an index to the history of the words thus defined. This shows that, in unskillful hands, a 

lexicon may be so used as to appear to disprove what it really proves, and, vice versa, to prove 

what it really disproves. Hence, next to the value of a lexicon itself, is the importance of knowing 



how to use it. Later on we shall have further use for what these distinguished authorities in the 

field of lexicography have to say, but, first of all, the reader's attention is invited to their 

definitions which have been copied with special care for this work, and in nearly every instance 

they have been copied under the direct supervision of the author himself. The quotations as here 

given can, therefore, be relied on as strictly correct. The aim in this chapter is simply to present a 

collation of the definitions as given by the lexicons, and no stress is laid upon the mere order in 

which they are quoted. We shall now hear, in their own words, these distinguished witnesses on 

the meaning of psallo. 

I. Liddell and Scott: "ςαιισ [psallo], to touch sharply, to pluck, pull, twitch, to pluck the hair, 

of the bowstring, to twang it; to send a shaft twanging from the bow; so, ζρνηλνο κηιηνθπξεο 

ςαιινκελε a carpenter's red line, which is twitched and then suddenly let go, so as to leave a 

mark. II. mostly of the string of musical instruments, to play a stringed instrument with the 

fingers, and not with the plectron. 2. later, to sing to a harp; Lxx. (Psa 7:17; Psa 9:11; al.), Eph 

5:19; 1Co 14:15. 3. to be struck or played; to be played to on the harp." 

The noun psalmos (ςαικνο): "a touching sharply, a pulling, twitching or twanging with the 

fingers. II. mostly of musical strings. 2. the sound of the cithara or harp. 3. later, a song sung to 

the harp, a psalm, Lxx., N. T." 

II. Robinson: "ςαιισ [psallo], to touch, to twitch, to pluck, e. g. the hair or beard; also a string, 

to twang, e. g. the string of a bow; especially of a stringed instrument of music, to touch or strike 

the chords. Hence oftenest absolutely ςαιιεηλ, to touch the lyre or other stringed instrument, to 

strike up, to play. In Septuagint and New Testament to sing, to chant, properly as accompanying 

stringed iustruments. 

In the noun form, psalmos (ςαικνο): "a touching, twang, e. g. of a bowstring; of stringed 

instruments, a playing, music; tone, melody, measure, as played. In later usage, song, properly as 

accompanying stringed instruments. 1. a psalm, a song, in praise of God; 1Co 14:26; Eph 5:19; 

Col 3:16. 2. specifically Plural the Psalms, the book of Psalms." 

III. Pickering: "ςαιισ [psallo], to touch gently; to touch or play on a stringed instrument; to 

cause to vibrate; to play; to celebrate with hymns; to pull or pluck, as the hair." 

The noun, psalmos (ςαικνο): "the twang of a bowstring; striking the chords of a musical 

instrument; playing and singing to the psaltery; a psalm, an ode, a hymn." 

IV. Groves: "ςαιισ [psallo], to touch, strike softly; to play on the harp; to sing to the harp; to 

praise, celebrate." 

"ςαικνο [psalmos], a singing to or playing on the harp; the sound of a stringed instrument; a 

psalm, hymn." 

V. Donnegan: ςαιισ [psallo], to touch and cause to move or cause vibration; to touch, as the 

string of a bow, and thus, discharge an arrow, or the strings of a musical instrument, and play; 

(with θηζαξαλ understood) to play on the harp (when the 'plectrum' is used, the term is 

θξεθσ)--to scrape; to pull or pluck, as the hair." 



"ςαικνο [psalmos], properly, the act of touching and putting in motion; the act of touching the 

string of a bow, and letting fly an arrow; also, the touching of the chords of a musical instrument, 

a playing on a harp, or similar instrument (see ςαιισ)--an air played on a harp, Pindar, also by 

later writers, a hymn, or ode sung accompanied by a harp." 

VI. Parkhurst: "ςαιισ [psallo], 1. To touch, touch lightly, or perhaps to cause to quaver by 

touching. 2. To touch the strings of a musical instrument with the finger or plectrum, and so 

cause them to sound or quaver. So musicians who play upon an instrument are said ρνξδαο 

ςαιιεηλ, to touch the strings, or simply ςαιιεηλ. And because stringed instruments were 

commonly used both by Believers and Heathen in singing praises to their respective Gods, hence 

3. To sing, sing praises or psalms to God, whether with or without instruments. Rom 15:9; 1Co 

14:15; Eph 5:19; Jam 5:13. 

"ςαικνο [psalmos], 1. A touching or playing upon a musical instrument. 2. A psalm, a sacred 

song or poem, properly such an one as is sung to stringed instruments. See Luk 20:42; 1Co 

14:26." 

VII. Dunbar: "ςαιισ [psallo], to touch gently; to touch or play on a stringed instrument; to 

sing; to celebrate with hymns." 

"ςαικνο [psalmos], the twang of a bowstring; a playing on a stringed instrument, singing to the 

psaltery; a psalm; a song." 

VIII. Bagster: "ςαιισ [psallo], to move by a touch, to twitch; to touch, strike the strings or 

chords of an instrument; absolutely to play on a stringed instrument; to sing to music; in New 

Testament to sing praises, Rom 15:9; 1Co 14:15; Eph 5:19; Jam 5:13." 

"ςαικνο [psalmos], impulse, touch, of the chords of a stringed instrument; in New Testament a 

sacred song, psalm, 1Co 14:26; Eph 5:19, et al." 

IX. M. Wright: "ςαιισ [psallo], I cause vibration, touch; discharge an arrow; scrape; pluck." 

"ςαικνο [psalmos], playing on a harp; air played on a harp, hymn; twang of a string. 

X. W. Greenfield: ςαιισ [psallo], to touch, strike the strings or chords of an instrument; hence 

absolutely to touch or strike the chords, play on a stringed instrument, namely, as an 

accompaniment to the voice; by implication to sing, and with a dative of person, to sing in honor 

or praise of, sing praises to, celebrate in song or psalm, Rom 15:9; 1Co 14:15; Eph 5:19; Jam 

5:13. 

"ςαικνο [psalmos], impulse, touch, of the chords of a stringed instrument; an ode, song; a sacred 

song, psalm, 1Co 14:26; Eph 5:19." 

XI. Yonge--English-Greek Lexicon: "To play, λεπηαρεπσ; αζπξσ; παηδσ. To play on an 

instrument, see above; also κηιπνκαη; θξεθσ; ςαιισ (only of playing on stringed instruments)." 

XII. Contopoulos' New Greek-English and English-Greek: "ςαιισ [psallo], v. a. v. n. to sing, 

to celebrate; (κεηαθ.) ηνπ ηαςαια, I gave him a good lecture." 

--"ςαικσδνο, a psalmist, a singer of psalms, a bard, a minstrel." 



 XIII. Edward Maltby's Greek Gradus: "ςαιισ (psallo) to strike gently, 2. to pull the string 

of a bow, or of a harp. 3. to praise." 

XIV. Hamilton: "ςαιισ [psallo], to touch, pull, pluck, cause to vibrate, play on a stringed 

instrument, sing." 

"ςαικσο [psalmos], playing on a harp, twang of a string, strain of music, hymn, song." 

XV. Thayer: "ςαιισ [psallo], a. to pluck off, pull out: εζεηξαλ, the hair. b. to cause to vibrate by 

touching, to twang: specifically to touch or strike the chord, to twang the strings of a musical 

instrument so that they gently vibrate; and absolutely to play on a stringed instrument, to play 

the harp, etc.; Septuagint for niggēn and much oftener for zimmēr; to sing to the music of the 

harp; in the New Testament to sing a hymn, to celebrate the praises of God in song, Jam 5:13; in 

honor of God, Eph 5:19; Rom 15:9; ςαισ ησ πιεπκαηη, ςαισ δε θαη ησ λνη, 'I will sing God's 

praises indeed with my whole soul stirred and borne away by the Holy Spirit, but I will also 

follow reason as my guide, so that what I sing may be understood alike by myself and by the 

listeners,' 1Co 14:15." 

"ςαικσο [psalmos], a striking, twanging; specifically a striking the chords of a musical 

instrument; hence a pious song, a psalm (Septuagint chiefly for mizmōr), Eph 5:19; Col 3:16; the 

phrase ερεηλ ςαικνλ is used of one who has it in his heart to sing or recite a song of the sort, 1Co 

14:26; one of the songs of the book of the Old Testament which is entitled ςαικνη, Act 13:23." 

XVI. Sophocles: "ςαιισ [psallo], to chant, sing religious hymns. Sept. Judic. 5: 3. Paul. 1Co 

14:15. Jacob. 5: 13." 

"ςαικσο [psalmos], psalm." 

XVII. Thomas Sheldon Green: "Ψαιισ [psallo] to move by a touch, to twitch; to touch, strike 

the strings or chords of an instrument; absolutely to play on a stringed instrument; to sing to 

music; in New Testament, to sing praises, Rom 15:9; 1Co 14:15; Eph 5:19; Jam 5:13 : whence 

"Ψαικσο, impulse, touch, of the chords of a stringed instrument; in New Testament, a sacred 

song, psalm, 1Co 14:26; Eph 5:19, et al." 

We now have before us the definitions of seventeen Greek-English Lexicons. For the sake of 

avoiding a circumlocution in the translation of definitions, we have omitted from the list all of 

the lexicons whose definitions are in Latin or any other language than English. However, a 

faithful translation of all of these would yield no substantial variation in meaning from those 

given by the Greek-English Lexicons. Hence, in the definitions already presented, we have 

substantially the combined testimony of all extant Greek lexicography on the meaning of psallo. 

One of the first things likely to strike the reader is the great number and variety of meanings 

which, as now seen in the lexicons, the word psallo has borne at one time or another during its 

history. Furthermore, these meanings, as will be seen, are not only diverse one from another, but 

some of them seem, at first sight, to be wholly foreign to each other. However, we shall find, 

upon close examination, that they all carry with them, either literally or figuratively, the one 

original and unvarying idea denoted by the word. Let these facts all be noted with care, for we 

shall have use for them later on in our investigation. 



The reader will also please note the fact that, in the midst of this variety of meanings, the learned 

authorities quoted testify, with great unanimity and clearness, that psallo, at some time during its 

history, signified touching the chords of a musical instrument, and hence that it meant to make 

instrumental music. It is here frankly conceded that the word once had this meaning, and it is the 

author's wish that this fact shall have all the weight to which it is entitled in the present inquiry. 

Truth has nothing to fear either from a candid admission of facts, or from the most searching and 

rigid investigation, and its friends and advocates should be willing at all times to admit a fact, 

when it is seen to be a fact. These numerous and various definitions will be clearly and fully 

accounted for in due time, and the reader will then be prepared to see how they all combine to 

support the position contended for in the present volume. A final verdict on the main question at 

issue should be withheld till all the facts are heard from. 

 In the meantime, as an aid to a proper appreciation of the argument from the lexicons, we 

present here a summary of their definitions: 

1. Radical meaning, TO TOUCH, regardless of the particular object touched, the latter not inhering 

in the word. 

2. Meanings as applied in Greek literature: 

(1) To pluck the hair. 

(2) To twang the bowstring. 

(3) To twitch a carpenter's line. 

(4) To touch the chords of a musical instrument, that is, to make instrumental music. 

(5) To touch the chords of the human heart, that is, to sing, to celebrate with hymns of praise. 

3. Thus, according to the lexicons, here are five separate and distinct meanings of psallo (ςαιισ) 

growing out of the original idea, all of which it has borne at one time or another during the 

progress of the centuries. Now, in view of these facts, what shall we say is the meaning of this 

word? Out of five well-defined and distinct meanings, shall we select one of them, and then 

affirm, regardless of the time when used, or any other circumstance, that this is the meaning of 

the word? If so, which one of the five meanings shall it be, and why? As we have them here 

numbered, shall it be the first one? If so, why so? If not, why not? According to the highest 

standard authorities, the word at one time meant "to pluck the hair." Now, when Christians 

assemble to worship God, may they proceed, Nehemiah-like (Neh 13:25), "to pluck off their 

hair" as a part of that worship? If not, why not? Does the reader say that such an act in the 

worship of God would be silly? We reply that it would, indeed, be silly, and sinful, too, for that 

matter, but certainly not because that was not a meaning of psallo. Such worshipers could 

promptly defend themselves by appealing both to the Greek lexicons and to the Bible. They 

could show from standard Greek lexicons that "psallo" had that meaning, and that the New 

Testament authorizes them, if we may accept a coined word, to "psallo." 

The same course could be pursued with reference to the second and third meanings, which are 

"to twang the bowstring" and "to twitch a carpenter's line." Both of these were meanings of 

"psallo" vouched for by lexicons of the highest authority. May we, therefore, contend for 



twanging the bowstring and twitching the carpenter's line in the worship of God? If not, why 

not? If it be replied that these are meanings which the word had before the New Testament 

period, but that in the New Testament it has no such meaning, then we reply by admitting the 

fact, and making the point that this is precisely what is true of the fourth meaning also. This fact 

will abundantly appear as our investigation proceeds. 

In the meantime, we now see the necessity for wise discrimination in the use of lexicons, and 

that it does not follow, because a given definition of a word appears in a lexicon, that therefore 

the word always had, and still has, that meaning. 

 

 



CHAPTER III.  
THE PERIODS OF THE GREEK LANGUAGE. 

Both the time when, and the place where, a given Greek word had a given meaning, constitute 

such an important factor in the making of Greek lexicons, that Liddell and Scott found it 

necessary to place Demosthenes and Aristotle, although both of these illustrious men were born 

the same year and both died the same year, in different epochs. Of course the same formative and 

revolutionary influences, which produced such an effect on the language of strictly 

contemporaneous speakers and writers, would operate with still greater effect through the long 

process of centuries. 

In the Preface to their Greek lexicon, Liddell and Scott say: 

The date of each author's "floruit" is added in the margin; and, by oomparing this with the 

short summary of the chief Epochs of Greek literature prefixed to the Catalogue, it will 

be easy to determine the time of a word's first use, and of its subsequent changes of 

signification. It will be understood, however, that the age of a word does not wholly 

depend on that of its Author. For, first, many Greek books have been lost; secondly, a 

word of Attic stamp, first occurring in Lucian, Alciphron, or later imitators of Attic 

Greek, may be considered as virtually older than those found in the vernacular writers of 

the Alexandrian age. Further, the language changed differently in different places at the 

same time; as in the cases of Demosthenes and Aristotle, whom we have been compelled 

to place in different Epochs. And even at the same place, as at Athens, there were 

naturally two parties, one clinging to old usages, the other fond of what was new. The 

Greek of Thucydides and Lysias may be compared in illustration of this remark.--Page 

VI. 

Referring to the radical changes and modifications of the Greek language in the different epochs 

of its history, Sophocles, in the Introduction to his great lexicon, says: 

In the second century of our era the language had deviated perceptibly from the ancient 

standard. Old words and expressions had disappeared, and new ones succeeded them. In 

addition to this, new meanings were put upon old words. The syntax, moreover, was 

undergoing some changes. Further, Latinisms and other foreign idioms were continually 

creeping into the language of common life. The purists of the day made an effort to check 

this tendency, but they were steadily opposed by usage, and not infrequently by good 

sense.--Page 6. 

Then, on page 8, the same author says: 

The writers of the New Testament, and of the Apocrypha, strictly so called, were 

Hellenists. They used the Common Dialect as spoken by Jews of limited education. And 

as there was a great gulf between the doctrines propagated by the Apostles and the 

religion of the Greeks, these writers were sometimes obliged to give new meanings to old 

words and expressions. 



Edwin Hatch, in "Essays in Biblical Greek," says: 

The differences between the language of Athens in the fourth century before Christ and 

the language of the New Testament may be roughly described as differences of time and 

differences of country. I. Many differences were the natural result of the lapse of time. 

For Greek was a living language, and a living language is always in movement. It was 

kept in motion partly by causes external to itself and partly by the causes which are 

always at work in the speech of all civilized races.--Page 3. 

Explaining his purpose in giving frequently in his New Testament lexicon an exposition of 

classic usage, Thayer says: 

The frequent references in the discussion of synonymous terms, to the distinctions 

holding in classic usage (as they are laid down by Schmidt in his voluminous work) must 

not be regarded as designed to modify the definitions given in the several articles. On the 

contrary, the exposition of classic usage is often intended merely to serve as a standard of 

comparison by which the direction and degree of a word's change in meaning can be 

measured. When so employed, the information given will often start suggestions alike 

interesting and instructive.--Preface to Thayer's Lexicon, p. VII. 

I have no wish to multiply authorities beyond the legitimate demands of the case, but cannot 

resist giving the reader the benefit, in this connection, of the following significant quotation from 

the scholarly Preface to Dr. Robinson's lexicon. A careful study of this learned author's Preface 

not only throws light on the purpose of lexicons in general, but it shows the minute and extended 

labor which he bestowed upon his own lexicon. Discussing the different Epochs of the Greek 

language and the various changes and modifications to which it was subject, Dr. Robinson says: 

A full and scientific lexicon of any language embraces a wide field of inquiry. The 

scholar who would pursue the study of a language critically and philosophically, does not 

rest until be has traced each word to its origin; investigated its primitive form and 

signification; noted the various forms and senses in which it has been current in the 

different epochs and dialects of the language, and the manner and order in which all these 

are deduced from the primitive one and from each other; and last, though not least, has 

observed the relations in which it stands to other words, in constructions and phrases, and 

the various modifications which it has undergone in these respects.--Page IV. 

Finally, on page V., commenting on these general linguistic characteristics as exhibited in the 

Greek language in particular, the same author says: 

In respect to the Greek, it should be borne in mind that there are three great epochs which 

mark the progress of the language; through all or some of which, the different meanings 

and uses of a word can be traced with more or less distinctness. These are the youth, in 

the heroic or epic poems of Homer and Hesiod, with which may be joined the Ionic prose 

of Herodotus; its prime, in the palmy days of Attic elegance and purity, as exhibited in 

the great tragedians, and in the prose of Thucydides, Xenophon, Plato; and its decline, 

after the Macedonian conquest, and still later under the Roman dominion. In this latter 

period, the breaking up of the various independent states, the mingling together in armies 



of soldiers enlisted from every quarter, and the founding of colonies and large cities 

peopled with inhabitants from every part of Greece and also from foreign lands, could not 

fail to produce great changes in the languages of different communities; which, by natural 

consequence, would speedily be reflected in the language of books. Thus was formed the 

later Greek idiom (ε θνηλε δηαιεθηνο), which everywhere superseded the pure Attic; and 

of which Aristotle, Polybius, Diodorus, Plutarch, Aelian, and other later writers are the 

representatives. 

Here is the combined testimony of the distinguished scholars who occupy the highest place as 

lexicographers in the estimation of present-day scholarship, all to the effect that when and where 

a word was used, often has much to do with its meaning. Accordingly, in the study of any Greek 

word, it is of the greatest importance to keep constantly in mind what these masters of the 

classics are pleased to term the different periods of the language. These, as given by Sophocles in 

his lexicon, are as follows: 

I. The Mythical Period, the time prior to Homer. 

II. The Ionic Period, from Homer to B.C. 500. 

III. The Attic Period, from B.C. 500 to B.C. 283. 

IV. The Alexandrian Period, from B.C. 283 to B.C. 146. 

V. The Roman Period, from B.C. 146 to A.D. 330. 

VI. The Byzantine Period, from A.D. 330 to A.D. 1453. 

Other scholars, notably Liddell and Scott, vary slightly from Sophocles both as to number and 

exact time of the periods, but they are all in substantial agreement on all essential matters and 

reach, practically, the same conclusion. There is not a dissenting voice among them touching the 

existence of such well-defined periods and the necessity for recognizing them in an attempt to 

arrive at the true meaning and history of a word. We are not to suppose that attention to these 

periods or epochs in the evolution of a language will disclose sudden changes in the meaning of 

words. Long periods sometimes elapse before a word is found to have undergone a complete 

change in meaning. On this point, Sophocles deposes as follows: 

Changes in a language are not instantaneous, but come on by insensible gradations, and therefore 

it is impossible to fix the precise time of transition from one stage to another. Thus, although the 

period of the highest development of the language of Athens coincides with the Persian, 

Peloponnesian, and Macedonian troubles, we are not to infer that it began on the day after the 

burning of Sardis and ended with the death of Alexander.--Introduction to Lexicon, p. 11. 

It must now be evident to the thoughtful reader that, when the lexicons attach a given meaning to 

a word, we should still inquire, When did the word have that meaning? or, Did the word have 

that meaning at one time or place, and then cease to have it at another time or place? And 

hence, any argument based on our term psallo (ςαιισ) which does not take account of all these 

facts and considerations is unsound and misleading. 

Now, it is a significant fact that all the authors quoted by the lexicons to sustain the assumption 

that instrumental music is involved in this word, belong, with three exceptions, to periods of the 



Greek language antedating the New Testament period; and the exceptions, as we shall see later 

on in our investigation, can be accounted for on theological grounds. Including all the authors 

quoted by all the lexicons to which we have been able to find access, there are Euripides, Plato, 

Aristotle, Athenaeus, Herodotus, Ion Chius, Aristophanes, Lucian, Macho, the Septuagint, 

Dionysius of Halicarnassus, the New Testament, Josephus, and Plutarch. Here are fourteen 

authorities quoted by the various lexicons, and the entire list, with three exceptions, as previously 

stated, are embraced in the period from 450 years B.C. to 30 years B.C. This fact speaks loudly, 

and speaks with significance, provided we can properly account for the exceptions. They shall 

receive due attention later on in the investigation. 



CHAPTER IV.  
CHANGE OF MEANING IN THE HISTORY OF WORDS. 

We are now prepared for the testimony of specialists in the department of philology, and to 

witness an exemplification of the principles advanced in the preceding chapters. 

In the whole realm of philology, there is, perhaps, no fact more evident than the change of 

meaning incident to words in a living language. Just as the customs, habits, occupations, and 

usages of a people are subject to change under the influence of changing conditions and 

circumstances, so the language of a people, for similar reasons, is subject to change. In proof of 

this, and as a final preparation for the consideration of specific examples, we now introduce the 

testimony of distinguished philologists who have made the study of language a specialty, and 

whose word, therefore, is the highest authority to which we can appeal in this department. It is 

immaterial whether the authorities quoted on this point be of recent or earlier date, the only 

essential consideration being that their testimony is reliable concerning the character and genius 

of language in general. 

1. We will first hear Professor Max Müller, the brilliant lecturer on "The Science of Language" 

at the Royal Institution of Great Britain in 1861, who said: 

Every part of nature, whether mineral, plant, or animal, is the same in kind from the 

beginning to the end of its existence, whereas few languages could be recognized as the 

same after the lapse of but a thousand years. The language of Alfred is so different from 

the English of the present day that we have to study it in the same manner as we study 

Greek and Latin. We can read Milton and Bacon, Shakespeare and Hooker; we can make 

out Wycliff and Chaucer; but when we come to the English of the thirteenth century, we 

can but guess its meaning.--Science of Language, p. 34. 

The same eminent authority makes the following statement: 

The language of the Authorized Version of the Bible, though perfectly intelligible, is no 

longer the spoken language of England. In Booker's Scripture and Prayer-book Glossary 

the number of words or senses of words which have become obsolete since 1611, amount 

to 388, or nearly one-fifteenth part of the whole number of words used in the Bible.--Ibid. 

p. 35. 

This is not only strong testimony, but it gives no uncertain sound on the special point now before 

us, namely, that change of meaning in words is so common to all living languages that, on an 

average, about one word out of every fifteen in the common version of the Bible underwent a 

complete change in meaning in the course of two hundred and fifty years. 

  

2. Professor A. H. Sayce, who occupies the Chair of Comparative Philology in the University of 

Oxford, and who is the author of several interesting works on the higher criticism of the Bible, 

says: 



Language and languages are in a constant state of change: nowhere, indeed, can the 

maxim of Heraclitus, παληα 'ξεη, be better illustrated. This perpetual flux and change is 

necessitated by the very fact that language is a product and creation of the human mind. 

Thought is ever shifting, moving, developing, and so, too, is the language in which it 

seeks to embody itself.--Introduction to the Science of Language, Vol. I., p. 166. 

3. In the interesting and valuable "Lectures on the English Language" by George P. Marsh, we 

find this significant testimony: 

The changes of signification which words undergo in all languages, from mere 

exhaustion by use, is a far more extensive and important subject. "Names and words," 

says Robertson, "soon lose their meaning. In the process of years and centuries, the 

meaning dies off them like the sunlight from the hills. The hills are there, the color is 

gone."--P. 255. 

4. Benjamin W. Dwight, another master of language and literature, testifies in the following 

interesting manner: 

Words pine away and die as truly as men themselves and books. Many whole languages 

have disappeared in other days, as in every language many words are perpetually losing 

their vitality like Autumn leaves that have fulfilled their use, and, when their "occupation 

is gone," drop useless to the ground themselves.--Modern Philology, Second Series, p. 

287. 

5. To the same effect, Archbishop Trench, the renowned author of the "Study of Words," adds 

the following testimony: 

The rise and fall of words, the honor which in tract of time they exchanged for dishonor, 

and the dishonor for honor--all which in my last lecture I contemplated mainly from an 

ethical point of view--is in a merely historic aspect less remarkable. Very curious is it to 

watch the varying fortune of words--the extent to which it has fared with them as with 

persons and families; some having improved their position in the world, and attained to 

far higher dignity than seemed destined for them at the beginning, while others in a 

manner quite as notable have lost caste, have descended from their high estate to 

common and even ignoble uses. Titles of dignity and honor have naturally a peculiar 

liability to be some lifted up, and some cast down. Of words which have risen in the 

world, the French "maréchal" affords us an excellent example. "Maréchal," as Howell has 

said, "at first was the name of a smith-farrier, or one that dressed horses"--which indeed it 

is still--"but it climbed by degrees to that height that the chiefest commanders of the 

gendarmery are come to be called marshals." But if this has risen, our "alderman" has 

fallen. Whatever the civic dignity of an alderman may now be, still it must be owned that 

the word has lost much since the time that the "alderman" was only second in rank and 

position to the king.--Study of Words, pp. 208, 209. 

6. The scholarly John Peile, who was one time teacher of Sanskrit in the University of 

Cambridge, the author of a valuable Introduction to Greek and Latin Etymology, and of a more 

recent work on Philology, has given to the public, as a part of the fruit of his varied learning and 

researches, much valuable information on our theme. He devotes one chapter to "The Constant 



Change in Language;" and, after quoting a passage from Shakespeare's Macbeth, and showing 

how radically some of its words have changed in meaning, he says: 

Thus we have examined one passage, and have found in its four lines seven words which 

are either not used now at all, or are used in a different sense.... We must admit then that 

the English of today differs much from Shakespeare's English in the meaning of its 

words.--Philology, pp. 10, 11. 

7. The eminent logician, John Stuart Mill, says: 

These and similar instances in which the original signification of a term is totally 

lost--another and an entirely distinct meaning being first engrafted upon the former, and 

finally substituted for it--afford examples of the double movement which is always taking 

place in language: the counter-movements, one of Generalization, by which words are 

perpetually losing portions of their connotation and becoming of less meaning and more 

general acceptation; the other Specialization, by which other, or even these same words, 

are continually taking on fresh connotation; acquiring additional meaning by being 

restricted in their employment to a part only of the occasions on which they might 

properly be used before.--System of Logic, p. 416. 

8. Finally, from the eloquent Walter Scott we have the following significant deliverance: 

Language is unstable, liable to change and corruption. Words are constantly losing their 

primitive meaning, and by the refining and discriminating processes by which they 

multiply themselves, are constantly losing their original significance and distinctness. 

The English word "form" has repeated itself in forty different derivatives.--Messiahship, 

or Great Demonstration, p. 10. 

From such testimonies, taken directly from the writings of some of the world's most 

distinguished linguists and philologists, the conclusion follows, with overwhelming force, that 

the meaning of a word in a given language at one time may not be its meaning at another time. It 

is a fact, however, that concrete examples are worth more to the average mind, in an 

investigation like this, than abstract testimonies taken even from the world's greatest scholars. 

Hence, it is my purpose to present now, from our own language, a number of examples 

illustrating the theory of constant change in the meaning of words in all living languages which 

has been submitted and argued at some length in the foregoing pages. For this purpose, I have 

selected a list of English words whose meaning to-day was never even thought of in the earlier 

periods of the language, and whose meaning then is now obsolete. Let the reader carefully study 

the examples here submitted. 

1. The word carp. In the English of to-day, this word means "to find fault; to cavil; to censure;" 

and no writer or speaker of good English would use it now in any other sense; but in Chaucer's 

time--that is, in the latter half of the fourteenth century, it meant simply "to converse," or to 

engage in conversation. This sense is now entirely lost, and if any one should attempt to use the 

word thus to-day, be would not be understood. The word has undergone a complete change in 

meaning, and retains nothing in common with what it once was, except the bare idea of speech. 

2. The word resent. This word vividly illustrates the point before us. According to its Latin 

etymology, it literally means to exercise one's feelings in return for some kindly deed done by 



another; in other words, to express kindly feelings for favors received. Hence, when it first made 

its appearance in the history of the English language, it bore, in large measure, the meaning now 

attached to the word "reciprocate," and it was good English in the seventeenth century, as 

Archbishop Trench observes, to speak of "an affectionate 'resentment' of our obligations to God. 

But," continues the same author, "the memory of benefits fades from us so much more quickly 

than that of injuries; we remember and revolve in our minds so much more predominantly the 

wrongs, real or imaginary, men have done us, than the favors we owe them, that 'resentment' has 

come in our modern English to be confined exclusively to that deep reflective displeasure which 

men entertain against those that have done, or whom they fancy to have done, them a wrong." 

And so the only meaning which the word has to-day is "to be indignant at, to express or exhibit 

displeasure or indignation at." If an Englishman had used it in this latter sense two hundred and 

fifty years ago, he would have been unintelligible; and it is equally true that if it were used 

to-day in the sense it bore then, it would be unintelligible. 

3. The word timeserver. According to its unvarying meaning in present-day English, the very 

mention of this word suggests a person whose conduct is contemptible. Webster defines it: "One 

who adapts his opinions and manners to the times; one who obsequiously complies with the 

ruling power." And yet two hundred and fifty years ago it indicated one whose conduct was 

honorable, meaning nothing more than one "serving the time." 

4. The word candidate. This familiar word is derived from a Latin word meaning white, and in 

the mouth of either Livy or Cicero a person running for public office was called a "candidate" 

(candidatus), not because the word denotes any such fact, but from the circumstance that such 

persons, according to Roman custom, were clothed in white. But to-day this idea is so completely 

gone from the word that it is never suggested by the popular use of the term candidate, which, 

regardless of the garment worn, is simply "one who offers himself, or is put forward by others, as 

a suitable person or an aspirant or contestant for an office, privilege, or honor; as, a candidate for 

the office of governor; a candidate for holy orders; a candidate for scholastic honors."--Webster. 

In popular usage to-day the average person, when speaking of a candidate for office, never thinks 

of the white toga worn by the ancient Romans. The word no longer has this meaning, and but 

few persons, comparatively, know that it ever had such a meaning. 

5. The word animosity. In the fifteenth century this word simply meant "mere spiritedness or 

courage," and this meaning is true to the Latin origin of the term. It is from a word which denotes 

the soul, spirit, or mind, and in the verb form, to breathe; hence, it was natural that its first 

meaning should be "spiritedness or courage," a meaning still preserved in the kindred words 

"animate" and "animated;" but this meaning is now entirely gone from the word animosity, 

whose only meaning is: "Violent hatred leading to active opposition; active enmity; energetic 

dislike." 

6. The word prevent. Just as we have seen in some other examples, so in "prevent" the idea in its 

Latin original prevailed for a time. It is made up of a preposition meaning "before," and a verb 

meaning "to go;" hence, three hundred years ago it meant: "To go before; to precede; hence to go 

before as a guide; to direct;" and in the Book of Common Prayer in the seventeenth century we 

find this petition to the Lord: "We pray Thee that thy grace may always prevent and follow us." 

Of course this usage of the word would be wholly out of place and misleading to-day; yet, in the 

Common Version of the English Bible, sometimes called the Authorized or King James Version, 

which was made in A.D. 1611, it is used in precisely this sense, which, with similar examples 



and facts, constituted one of the reasons for a Revision of the English of that version. It is used in 

that version in the sense in question in the following passages: "But unto thee have I cried, O 

Lord; and in the morning shall my prayer prevent thee," Psa 88:13. "I prevented the dawning of 

the morning, and cried," Psa 119:147. "Mine eyes prevent the night watches, that I might 

meditate in thy word," Psa 119:148. "And when he was come into the house, Jesus prevented 

him, saying," etc., Mat 17:25. "We which are alive and remain unto the coming of the Lord shall 

not prevent them which are asleep." II. Thess. 4: 15. 

From the use of the word in these passages, the reader can easily see that some such term as 

"anticipate," "precede," or "go before" must be substituted for "prevent" in order to make good 

sense, because the latter, in present-day English, always means "to intercept; to hinder; to 

frustrate; to stop; to thwart." Its ancient literal meaning, which it retained for several centuries, 

has wholly disappeared, so that in the sense of "to go before" it is now never used, but invariably 

conveys the idea of hindering. 

7. The word lewd. Unless my readers have given special attention to the history of this word, 

they will no doubt be surprised to hear that it first meant the common people in distinction from 

the clergy. Remotely connected with the Greek word laos (ιανο) meaning people, it made its 

way through Old English and Anglo-Saxon as the equivalent of laical, that is, "belonging to the 

laity" in distinction from the clergy. But, as the clergy were ordinarily distinguished from the 

common people by superior learning, so the first meaning of "lewd" was: "Not clerical; laic; 

laical; hence, unlearned; simple." In this sense, it was used by Chaucer in the couplet: 

For if a priest be foul, on whom we trust, No wonder is a lewd man to rust. 

But, what a broad chasm between its meaning then, and its meaning now! It now means: "Given 

to the promiscuous indulgence of lust; dissolute, lustful; libidinous;" or, "suiting, or proceeding 

from, lustfulness; involving unlawful sexual desire; as, lewd thoughts, conduct, or language;" 

and in this sense it is universally used to-day. But it did not cross this chasm at one bound. Three 

hundred years ago, before it had acquired any of the meaning which it now has, it lingered for a 

time with the meaning: "Belonging to the lower classes, or the rabble; idle and lawless; bad; 

vicious;" and it found its way into the Authorized Version of the Bible with this meaning in Act 

17:5 --"But the Jews which believed not, moved with envy, took unto them certain lewd fellows 

of the baser sort," etc. Thus, the word was passing through a process of continuous ahange before 

it reached the meaning which clings to it to-day. 

8. The word idiot. This word furnishes a fine illustration of our principle. It is really a Greek 

word (ηδηνηεο, from ηδηνο, one's own, private), and originally meant, "one in a private station, 

opposed to one holding public office, or taking part in public affairs." It was used in this sense by 

Herodotus, Plato, Thucydides, and others. Then, it was an easy transition to the secondary 

meaning, namely, "one who has no professional knowledge, whether of politics or any other 

subject," in which sense it was used by Thucydides and others. Though the term was variously 

applied, these were its leading senses in the Greek language. After making its appearance in the 

English language, in which it is still a Greek word, merely Anglicized, it had a similar history, 

and retained, for a time, the same meanings which it had in Greek usage. These meanings, 

though current in the English of three bundred years ago, are now obsolete. According to 

Webster, the word has had the following meanings: 1. "A man in private station, as distinguished 

from one holding public office." It was thus used by Jeremy Taylor in the seventeenth century in 



the following sentence: "Humility is a duty in great ones, as well as in idiots;" and by the same 

author in the sentence: "St. Austin affirmed that the plain places of Scripture are sufficient to all 

laics, and all idiots or private persons." 2. In its second stage in English, Webster says it meant: 

"An unlearned, ignorant, or simple person, as distinguished from the educated." It was used in 

this sense by writers of English three hundred years ago. The following passage from Charles 

Blount, a deistical writer of the seventeenth century, is cited by Webster as an instance of this 

usage: "Christ was received of idiots, of the vulgar people, and of the simpler sort, while he was 

rejected, despised and persecuted even unto death by the high priests, lawyers, scribes, doctors, 

and rabbis." 

Thus far the English usage of this Anglicized Greek word, the reader can see, is parallel with its 

Greek usage; but at this point, it took on another meaning in English usage, which is: "A human 

being destitute of the ordinary intellectual powers, whether congenital, developmental, or 

accidental; commonly, a person without understanding from birth." It was, of course, an easy 

step to this last meaning, since the word had long been used to denote either a private person, 

hence one more obscure than those in public life, or an unlearned or simple person. The word has 

now entirely lost these latter meanings, and it is used almost universally to denote "a person 

without understanding from birth." The only exceptions are when it is sometimes used as a term 

of reproach. It is still in process of change, and this latter may in time become its established 

meaning. 

9. The word silly. In this term, we find illustrated the fact that, under the influence of those 

principles which in the course of time bring about changes in a language, words sometimes 

completely reverse their meaning. This very familiar word "silly" is nothing more nor less than a 

corruption of the Anglo-Saxon or Old English sælig, which meant happy or fortunate; and this 

again is from sæl, which meant good. The term is said to be akin to the Latin sollus, meaning 

"whole," and the Greek 'νινο (holos), having the same meaning. Hence, "silly" in English 

originally meant "happy, fortunate, blessed," and was so used in the fifteenth century. From this 

it came to mean "harmless, innocent;" then, "weak, helpless, frail;" and at the time of 

Shakespeare and Milton it meant "rustic, plain, simple." From this there was an easy transition to 

the present meaning of the word which, according to Webster, is: "Weak in intellect; destitute of 

ordinary strength of mind; foolish; simple;" or, "proceeding from want of understanding or 

common judgment; characterized by weakness or folly; unwise; absurd; stupid; as, silly conduct; 

a silly question." Hence, to speak of a man in the fifteenth century as "silly" was to say that he 

was happy; but to use the term now, as my readers well know, is to convey a vastly different 

meaning. 

10. The word alderman. This word, composed of the terms "elder" and "man," has retained 

almost entirely its Anglo-Saxon form. It not only meant originally "a senior or superior; a person 

of rank or dignity;" but it implied one of "superior wisdom or authority," such as princes, dukes, 

earls, and archbishops, and meant in England one who was second only to the king. Through the 

evolution of centuries, the term has lost much in prestige and dignity until an "alderman," in 

present-day English, is no more than "one of a board or body of municipal officers next in order 

to the mayor and having a legislative function." 

Now, that the Greek Language was influenced, in a marked degree, by this evolutionary 

principle is so well attested by all classes of scholars, without exception, who have spoken on the 

subject, that a few representative quotations will be all that is necessary on this point. 



Furthermore, as the present treatise is vitally concerned with the Greek of the New Testament 

period, and particularly with the fact that the language had undergone many changes at that time 

as compared with its status in the classic period, we shall quote from those who have made the 

Greek of the New Testament, and other Greek of that period, a specialty. 

  

1. Dr. George Benedict Winer, in his renowned Grammar of the Greek Testament, says: 

In the age of Alexander the Great and his successors the Greek language underwent an 

internal change of a double nature. On the one hand, a literary prose language was 

formed, which was founded on the Attic dialect, yet differed from it by adopting a 

common Greek element, and even admitting numerous provincialisms (ε θνηλε or 

ειιεληθε δηαιεθηνο). On the other hand, a popular spoken language arose, in which the 

previously distinct dialects spoken by the various Greek tribes were blended, with a 

predominance of the Macedonic variety. This latter compound, varying in some respects 

in the various provinces of Asia and Africa subjected to the Macedonian rule, constitutes 

the special foundation of the diction of the New Testament, as it does also of the 

Septuagint and Apocrypha.--New Testament Grammar, p. 20. 

2. Alexander Buttman, in his Grammar of the New Testament Greek, speaking in general terms 

of the changes that were constantly going on in the Greek language throughout its history, says: 

Frequently it has been desirable to bring into prominence the agreement between the New 

Testament language and ordinary Greek usage, particularly in those cases where such 

agreement appears rather as exceptional, and a departure from the usage of the New 

Testament elsewhere. Moreover, the usage of the classic authors themselves varies so 

much, according to time, place, subject, etc., that it could not fail often to seem 

appropriate to indicate the New Testament usage and this or that department of classic 

Greek.--Grammar of the New Testament Greek, p. 76. 

3. James Hope Moulton, in the brilliant Prolegomena of his Grammar of New Testament Greek, 

makes the following interesting statement: 

We are now ready to inquire how this Common Greek of the New Testament rose out of 

the classical language. Some features of its development are undoubted, and may be 

noted first. The impulse which produced it lay, beyond question, in the work of 

Alexander the Great. The unification of Hellas was a necessary first step in the 

accomplishment of his dream of Hellenizing the world which he had marked out for 

conquest. To achieve unity of speech throughout the little country which his father's 

diplomatic and military triumphs had virtually conquered for him, was a task too serious 

for Alexander himself to face. But unconsciously he effected this, as a by-product of his 

colossal achievement; and the next generation found that not only had a common 

language emerged from the chaos of Hellenic dialects, but a new and nearly 

homogeneous world-speech had been created, in which Persian and Egyptian might do 

business together, and Roman proconsuls issue their commands to the subjects of a 

mightier empire than Alexander's own. His army was in itself a powerful agent in the 

leveling process which ultimately destroyed nearly all the Greek dialects. The Anabasis 



of the Ten Thousand Greeks, seventy years before, had doubtless produced results of the 

same kind on a small scale.--Prolegomena, pp. 30, 31. 

The same author, in another work entitled, "An Introduction to the Study of New Testament 

Greek," says: 

It need hardly be added that gradual changes in the vocabulary were going on steadily 

through the whole period which leads up to our era. That force of spoken language which 

is always weakening old words and bringing in new expressions to be toned down in their 

turn, was acting as powerfully in Greek as it does now in English; and in the course of 

centuries the undignified or exaggerated character of a word or phrase would be entirely 

forgotten.--Introduction, p. 9. 

4. Dr. Adolph Deissman, the brilliant Professor of New Testament Exegesis in the University of 

Heidelberg, in his recent work, "New Light on the New Testament," says: 

The historical investigation of the language of the New Testament is still in its infancy, 

but we are already in a position to say that it has shown the New Testament to be, 

speaking generally, a specimen of the colloquial form of late Greek, and of the popular 

colloquial language in particular.--New Light on the New Testament, p. 34. 

5. Charles Louis Loos, Professor (Emeritus) of the Greek Language and Literature in 

Transylvania University, who has been a successful student and teacher of both New Testament 

and classic Greek for more than half a century, in an able article on New Testament Greek in the 

Christian Quarterly Review, says: 

But by far the most important changes and which interest us most, are those which refer 

to new or modified meanings given to already existing and current Greek words, whether 

in the old classic or in the new postclassic Greek. It is these changes which especially 

concern us in the study of the New Testament.--Quarterly for 1884, p. 21. 

Now in the light of the well-established principles of philology which have been disclosed in this 

chapter, my readers must be prepared to see not only the reasonableness of our contention that 

psallo (ςαιισ) has had widely different meanings in the different periods of its history, but also 

how and why it is that the lexicons tell us, as we have seen, that it means to pluck the hair, to 

twang the bowstring, to twitch a carpenter's line, to touch the chords of a musical instrument or 

to make instrumental music, and to touch the chords of the human heart or to sing. They can also 

see that just as the English words "resent," "candidate," "animosity," "prevent," "lewd," "silly," 

"idiot," and many others, once had meanings that are now entirely obsolete and not even known 

to the average speaker or writer of English to-day, so the Greek word psallo (ςαιισ) once meant 

to pluck the hair, twang the bowstring, twitch a carpenter's line, and to touch the chords of a 

musical instrument, but had entirely lost all of these meanings before the beginning of the New 

Testament period, and that, therefore, the word is never used in the New Testament nor in 

cotemporaneous literature in any of these senses. At this time, it not only meant to sing, but that 

is the only sense in which it was used, all the other meanings having entirely disappeared. 



CHAPTER V.  
PSALLO AS AFFECTED BY THE LAW OF EVOLUTION WITH 

MORE FROM THE LEXICONS. 

We have seen that the philological principles presented in preceding chapters are characteristic 

alike of all living languages, and hence that the Greek language is no exception to the rule. In 

further confirmation of this fact, we now propose to show, from the highest lexical authority, that 

these principles are particularly exemplified in the word psallo (ςαιισ). 

In the Preface to their renowned lexicon, referring to the different periods covered by the authors 

they cite, Liddell and Scott, to quote in part their language again, say: "The date of each author's 

'floruit' is added in the margin; and by comparing this with the short summary of the chief 

Epochs of Greek Literature prefixed to the Catalogue, it will be easy to determine the time of a 

word's first usage, and of its subsequent changes of signification;" and, with still greater 

significance, they declare that "the Language changed differently in different places at the same 

time," in proof of which they found themselves compelled, as we have already observed in 

another chapter, to place Demosthenes and Aristotle in different Epochs. 

LEXICON EVIDENCE 

Hence, from all the facts now before us, even granting that the word psallo (ςαιισ) was used in 

a given sense at one time, it would not follow that the same idea was perpetuated in the word 

without change. Whether it was or was not so perpetuated, is a question for decision upon its 

own merits. What, now, are the facts relating to this point? Is there any evidence that psallo 

(ςαιισ) was, in any way, affected by these evolutionary principles? We shall allow the Lexicons 

themselves to answer: 

1. The Greek lexicon of Sophocles, himself a native Greek and for thirty-eight years Professor of 

the Greek Language in Harvard University, covers all of the Roman period and the Byzantine 

period down to the end of the eleventh century, in all more than twelve hundred years' history of 

the language from B.C. 146 to A.D. 1100. As the basis of his monumental work, this profound 

and tireless scholar examined, as we have found by actual count, 146 secular and 77 

ecclesiastical authors of the Roman period, and 109 secular and 262 ecclesiastical, modern 

Greek, and scholastic authors of the Byzantine period, a grand total of 594 authors and covering 

a period of more than twelve hundred years, and he declares that there is not a single example 

of psallo (ψαλλω) throughout this long period involving or implying the use of an 

instrument, but says that it meant always and everywhere "to chant, sing religious hymns." 

2. The Greek lexicon of Thayer which, by the unanimous testimony of modern scholarship, now 

occupies the very highest place in the field of New Testament lexicography, although specially 

devoted to New Testament Greek, often gives the classical meaning of words. Accordingly, in 

harmony with the classical lexicons, as we have already seen, he says the word meant to pluck or 

pull, as the hair; to twang the bowstring; to touch the chords of a musical instrument, and hence 



to play instrumental music; but, in citing authorities in confirmation of these meanings, it is a 

significant fact that he is compelled, with the other lexicographers, to go back to the same 

periods of the language prior to New Testament times to which they appealed for the same 

purpose, and he cites some of the same authorities cited by Liddell and Scott; but when this 

prince of New Testament lexicographers comes to the New Testament period, he omits all of 

these meanings, and limits it to touching the chords of the human heart, saying that it means 

"in the New Testament to sing a hymn, celebrate the praises of God in song." Then, as if to 

put an end to the controversy, the great lexicon of Sophocles, devoted exclusively to the Roman 

and Byzantine periods, and thus covering the entire period of New Testament and patristic 

literature, says he found not a single example of the word having any other meaning. 

We may now regard it as an established fact, vouched for by the very highest lexical authority., 

that in the course of centuries the term psallo (ςαιισ) underwent several complete changes in 

meaning, although, as we have already seen, its one radical idea, "to touch," runs through all its 

varied uses and applications--and that at the opening of the New Testament period, its ancient 

meanings, to pluck or pull the hair, to twang the bowstring, and to touch the chords of a musical 

instrument, were as completely gone from the word as "to be happy" is now gone from the word 

"silly," or "private citizen" from the word "idiot." 

We here introduce some illustrative examples of the use of psallo outside of the New Testament 

and after it had acquired the meaning simply to sing, and we select them from the Christian 

Fathers. Chrysostom and Theodoret lived, respectively, during the latter half of the fourth 

century and the first half of the fifth century, A.D., the former having been born in Antioch, 

Syria, in the year 347, and the latter having been born in the same city about the year 387, or 

hear the close of the fourth century. Commenting on Eph 5:19, Chrysostom says: 

Dost thou wish, he says, to be cheerful? Dost thou wish to employ the day? I give the 

spiritual drink; for drunkenness even cuts off the articulate sound of our tongue; it makes 

us lisp and stammer, and distorts the eyes, and the whole frame together. Learn to sing, 

psalms (καζε ςαιιεηλ), and thou shalt see the delightfulness of the employment. For they 

who sing psalms (νη ςαιινληεο) are filled with the Holy Spirit, as they who sing (νη 

αδνληεο) Satanic songs are filled with an unclean spirit. What is meant by, with your 

hearts to the Lord? It means, with close attention and understanding. For they who do not 

attend closely merely sing ('αιπσο ςαιινπζη), uttering the words, whilst their heart is 

roaming elsewhere.--The Nicene and Post-Nicene Fathers, Vol. XIII., Homily XIX., p. 

138.  

We accept the foregoing translation with the observation that, to be uniform, psallo, in all of its 

occurrences in the passage, should be rendered the same way. In the first and second, it is 

rendered "sing psalms;" and in the third, "sing." However, the fact of simply singing is preserved 

in each instance, and this is the vital point. 

Now, here is an instance of the use of psallo in which the context clearly shows that it can have 

no other meaning but to sing. After saying, "They who do not attend closely, merely 'psallo'" 

('αιπσο ςαιινπζη), he adds the explanatory clause, "uttering the words" (ηα 'ξεκαηα 

θζεγγνκελνη), showing, beyond all just ground for doubt, that, with Chrysostom, "to psallo" was 

to use the organs of speech, which, of course, might be going on while the "heart is roaming 



elsewhere;" but that, to be acceptable, it must be such an "uttering of words" as touches the 

chords of the heart, or comes from the heart. 

We have a similar example from Theodoret. This eminent ecclesiastic of the fifth century, 

commenting on Eph 5:19, says: 

For not only does he make melody (ςαιιεη) in his heart who moves his tongue, but he 

who excites his mind to the understanding of the things said.--Commentary on Ephesians, 

London Edition, 1870.  

Thus, according to Theodoret, "to psallo" is to "move the tongue"--that is, to utter words in song, 

and so to utter them as to excite the mind "to the understanding of the things said." This is in 

perfect accord with Paul's use of the word in New Testament times when he says: "I will sing 

(ςαισ) with the understanding (ησ λνη) also.  

Here we have clear and conclusive proof that in the New Testament period and at the time of 

Theodoret, nearly five hundred years later, the word meant simply to sing. This is the reason why 

the lexicon of Sophocles covering these periods, but not the classic period, gives no other 

definition of the word. 

Hence, the conclusion is inevitable that one would be just as consistent to take the position that 

"silly" now means "to be happy," and that "idiot" means a "private citizen," and then, in proof of 

it, to appeal to these definitions as given in the English dictionaries, as one is to take the position 

that psallo (ςαιισ) in the New Testament means to play instrumental music, and then, in proof 

of it, to appeal to this definition as given in the Greek dictionaries. If not, why not? The cases are 

precisely parallel. We are simply confronted with the fact that the greatest New Testament Greek 

Lexicon in existence gives "to play on a stringed instrument" as a meaning of psallo (ςαιισ) 

precisely as the greatest English dictionary in existence gives "happy" and "fortunate" as 

meanings of "silly," and "private citizen" as a meaning of "idiot." 

It goes without saying, therefore, that those who quote Greek lexicons on psallo (ςαιισ), or any 

other word with a similar history, without carefully observing this distinction are both confusing 

and misleading in their use of such authorities; and yet this is precisely what is sometimes done 

in the case of this particular word. We have ready at hand a remarkable and significant instance 

in illustration. Professor Clinton Lockhart, who at the time referred to was a Professor in Drake 

University, but is now President of Christian University; J. B. Briney, at the time Editor of the 

Christian Companion; and W. K. Homan, at the time Editor of the Christian Courier, furnish a 

remarkable coincidence in their manner of quoting from Thayer's Greek Lexicon on this word. 

We first give Thayer's definition of psallo (ςαιισ) in full, which is as follows: 

Ψαιισ (from ςασ, to rub, wipe; to handle, touch); a. to pluck off, pull out: εζεηξαλ, the 

hair. b. to cause to vibrate by touching, to twang; specifically ρνξδελ, to touch or strike 

the chord, to twang the strings of a musical instrument so that they gently vibrate; and 

absolutely to play on a stringed instrument, to play the harp, etc.; Septuagint for niggēn 

and much oftener for zimmēr to sing to the music of the harp; in the New Testament to 

sing a hymn, to celebrate the praises of God in song. 

That is his definition verbatim and in full, without giving his list of references to either the 

classic authors or the New Testament. 



Now, for the coincidence before mentioned. Professor Lockhart quoted Thayer's definition as 

follows: 

Thayer's Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament (the latest and largest New 

Testament lexicon in the English language): "Psallo--from psao, to rub, wipe; to handle, 

touch; to pluck off, pull out the hair; to cause to vibrate by touching; to twang; especially 

to touch or strike the chord; to twang the strings of a musical instrument; to play the harp, 

etc. Septuagint, for niggēn, piel form of nagan, and much oftener for zimmēr, piel form of 

zamar--to sing to the music of the harp."--Stark-Warlick Debate, p. 99. 

He omitted the phrase, "in the New Testament…" 

Editor Briney quoted it as follows: 

What is the meaning of the term psallo? As applied to music, Thayer's Greek-English Lexicon of the New 

Testament, gives the following answer: "To play a stringed instrument, to play the harp; to sing to the 

music of the harp; to sing a hymn, to celebrate the praise of God in song."--Christian Companion, February 

15, 1905, p. 4. 

He omitted the phrase, "in the New Testament…" 

Editor Homan quoted it as follows: 

Professor Carr denies that psallo of itself carries the idea of an instrumental 

accompaniment to the singing. Well, the determination of this point is not essential to the 

settlement of the right to use the instrument, but it so happens that Professor Carr is at 

variance with the leading commentators and Greek lexicons.... Thayer's New Testament 

Lexicon: "Psallo: to rub, to wipe; to handle, to touch; to pluck off, pull out; to cause to 

vibrate by touching; to twang, to touch or strike the chord, to twang the strings of a 

musical instrument so that it shall gently vibrate, and in an absolute sense to play on a 

stringed instrument, to play the harp, etc. To sing to the music of the harp, to sing a 

hymn, to celebrate the praises of God in song.,'--The Christian Courier, February 14, 

1907, p. 6. 

He omitted the phrase, "in the New Testament." 

Now, this omitted phrase, when left where Thayer placed it, marks the boundary line between 

what he gives as the classical meanings of psallo, on the one hand, and its New Testament 

meaning, on the other: in the former he includes pulling out the hair and instrumental music as 

once signified by the word; in the latter he leaves out these meanings entirely. It is therefore 

unfortunate to omit the phrase when attempting to give Thayer's definition of psallo since this 

very material and significant distinction made by the author cannot otherwise be seen. 

Leonard F. Bittle, for a number of years Editor of the Octographic Review, was a fine Greek 

scholar and gave much attention to this particular word. After extended research in the literature 

of the subject, he wrote the following as his deliberate conviction and conclusion: 

Psallo, according to the best authorities, is derived from psao, and is in fact merely a 

strengthened form of this root word. Robinson in his Greek and English Lexicon of the 

New Testament gives this account of it: "Psallo, future psalo (psao) to touch, to twitch, to 



pluck, e. g. the hair or beard, psall' etheiran (pluck up the beard) Aeschyl. Pers. 1062; 

also a string, to twang, e. g. the string of a bow, toxon neuran psallein [to draw the 

bowstring.] Eurip. Bacch. 784." 

This definition, in which the older and the later lexicographers agree with Robinson, shows that 

in its radical or primary sense the word psallo has no reference to music. But from drawing the 

chord of a bow to striking the strings of a harp was an easy transition, so psallo came at length to 

denote the latter act especially. 

But as singing usually accompanied the playing of the harp the word psallo was made to include 

the vocal music also. And the transition did not stop here. The word psallo began to be used 

without reference to the instrument, and became a synonym of ado, I sing. 

So Thomas Sheldon Green, in his New Testament Lexicon, after noticing the primary and secondary meanings of 

psallo, adds this definition: "In the New Testament to sing praises, Rom 15:9; 1Co 14:15; Eph 5:19; Jam 5:13." 

That this view of the matter is correct needs not many words to prove. Still for the sake of the 

doubting reader, we shall offer sundry reasons showing that the apostles, and other early 

Christians used psallo in the limited sense of singing or making vocal melody. 

1. In the two parallel passages in which Paul exhorts his brethren to use psalms and hymns 

and spiritual songs instead of bacchanalian--odes common among the heathen--he 

expresses himself thus: "Be not drunk with wine wherein is excess, but be filled with the 

Spirit: speaking (lalountes) to yourselves in psalms and hymns, and spiritual songs, 

singing (adontes) and making melody (psallontes) in your heart to the Lord," Eph 5:19. 

"Let the word of Christ dwell in you richly in all wisdom; teaching and admonishing one 

another in psalms, and hymns and spiritual songs, singing (adontes) with grace in your 

hearts to the Lord." Col 3:16. 

 

2. The Revised Version has "singing and making melody with your heart to the Lord." This 

is a better rendering, and excludes the idea of instrumental music entirely. Indeed the 

Common Version also excludes it. In writing to the Colossians Paul omits "making 

melody" (psallontes) and uses singing (adontes) only. The latter word includes the 

former, for singing is speaking words a musical tone. 

 

3. They who say that psallo in the apostolic epistles means singing with the harp, and thus 

sanctions the use of other instruments in worship take upon themselves the burden of 

proving that the primitive disciples universally, deliberately, and persistently disobeyed a 

plain commandment of the Lord,--that Paul told these disciples to play on the harp and 

they never did so in their assemblies. 

 

4. The assumption that psallo means to play on the harp does not sanction the use of an 

entirely different instrument like an organ or French horn any more than the fact that 

Christ broke bread at the Passover sanctions the use of beef or pork in the Lord's Supper. 

When the Savior says, Remember me in the breaking of bread they disobey Him who try 

to remember Him sacramentally in the eating of meat. So if Paul says, Play on the harp, 



they set at naught his counsel who play on something else. To sum up--In its primary 

sense psallo had no reference to music at all, but meant merely to touch or twitch or pull; 

then it was used to denote the drawing of the bowstring in shooting arrows; afterwards it 

was restricted to making music on a harp by touching its strings; then it was applied to 

singing with the accompaniment of harp-music; finally it was used to denote singing 

psalms without any instrument save the organs of speech. In this last and latest sense it is 

used exclusively in the New Testament, and occurs only five times--Rom 15:9; 1Co 

14:15 (twice); Eph 5:19; and Jam 5:13. 

From the verb psallo, I sing, comes the noun psalmos, a psalm. This name was at first given to 

any poem sung to the notes of the harp. It was afterwards applied to the poem itself without 

reference to the instrument. 

In the New Testament it is used five times in the singular number--Luk 24:44; Act 13:33; 1Co 

14:26; Eph 5:19; and Col 3:16; and two times in the plural,--Luk 20:42; and Act 1:20. Each time 

it denotes a sacred poem, but in what way this differed from a hymn or song is not 

clear.--Octographic Review. 

Before leaving the lexicons, it is deemed proper to state, in this connection, that a number of 

unavailing attempts have been made, by overzealous advocates of instrumental music, to break 

the force of the great lexicons of Sophocles and Thayer on the meaning of psallo. George P. 

Slade, whose tract on the meaning of this Greek verb was published thirty years ago, soon after 

the appearance of Sophocles' great work, made an attempt to elicit from the learned author of the 

lexicon, who was then still living, something that would break or modify the force of what the 

lexicon says on this word; but the attempt met with a signal failure. For some reason, Brother 

Slade withheld from his tract his note of inquiry, and gave out only a part of the noted linguist's 

reply, which was as follows: 

Cambridge, February 1, 1880. 

Rev. G. P. Slade. 

Dear Sir: My lexicon is intended for those who wish to read the authors of the Roman 

and Byzantine periods of the language. It presupposes a good knowledge of the preceding 

periods (Alexandrian, Athenian, Ionic).... 

Yours truly, 

E. A. Sophocles. 

--Search for Truth Concerning Instrumental Music, p. 21. 

The dots at the close of the foregoing note indicate that something is omitted, but it may be 

safely assumed that Brother Slade omitted nothing that would favor the use of instrumental 

music in the worship. Hence, as the matter stands, the reply of the eminent Harvard Professor 

gave forth nothing in support of any other meaning of psallo than that given in his lexicon. 

But Brother Slade makes this comment: "The Lexicons previously quoted embrace all periods of 

the dead language; Sophocles' Lexicon presupposes this knowledge, and no one would expect to 



find it in his Lexicon." But any one, who thinks properly, "would expect to find," in a lexicon 

made for a given period, the full and complete meaning assigned to a word which it really had 

during that period. It would be a poor lexicon that did not do this. The statement in Sophocles' 

note that his lexicon "presupposes a good knowledge of the preceding periods" merely means 

what it says, and it certainly does not say, and does not mean, that the definitions of words in his 

lexicon are not correct and complete for the periods which it covers. And here is a most 

significant fact. If Sophocles' lexicon were a general lexicon of the Greek Language, such as that 

of Liddell and Scott, and were not confined to certain periods of the language, we might expect 

to find, and doubtless would find in it, the same classical meanings of psallo, such as to "pull the 

hair," "to twang the bowstring," "to twitch a carpenter's line," and "to make instrumental music," 

as are found in Liddell and Scott and other lexicons of similar scope. But the lexicon of 

Sophocles is limited to the Roman and Byzantine periods, including, in fact, only so much of the 

latter as to the end of the eleventh century, A.D. In other words, it covers the period from B.C. 

146 to A.D. 1100. But we have already seen that before the beginning of the Roman period, i. e. 

B.C. 146, the above-mentioned classical meanings were no longer current in the language, and of 

course a lexicon limited to a time when psallo had no such meanings could not correctly say that 

it had them at that time. For this reason, they do not appear in Sophocles' lexicon at all. 

We close this line of evidence with the strong testimony of Dr. James Begg who, in his work 

entitled, "The Use of Organs," says of the word psallo: 

This attempt to fix the meaning of the word as implying playing instead of singing, as 

used by the New Testament writers, was thoroughly set aside by Dr. Porteous, by a 

variety of evidence, one part of which is thus concluded: "From these quotations from the 

Greek fathers, the three first of whom flourished in the fourth century--men of great 

erudition, well skilled in the phraseology and language of Scripture, perfectly masters of 

the Greek tongue, which was then written and spoken with purity in the countries where 

they resided; men, too, who for conscience' sake would not handle the word of God 

deceitfully, it is evident that the Greek word ςαιισ signified in their time singing with 

the voice alone. In regard to the verb itself, besides the passage in James and in Eph 5:19, 

just referred to, ςαιισ only occurs three times in the New Testament; twice (1Co 14:15), 

where its use absolutely excludes instrumental music, and must imply singing inspired (?) 

songs or psalms--'I will sing with the spirit, and I will sing with the understanding also;' 

and once (Rom 15:9), 'As it is written, For this cause I will confess to thee among the 

Gentiles, and sing unto thy name.' It is interesting to notice that the latter passage is 

exactly copied from the Septuagint (Psa 18:49), and this affords striking proof of the 

correctness of the rendering for which we are now contending. As thus quoted by the 

apostle, we have an inspired rendering into the Greek verb ςαιισ of a Hebrew word 

which is usually translated 'sing praises' or 'sing psalms.' 'Singing psalms' was the only 

authorized vocal praise of the church of old. The question now, as every one knows, is 

not about the roots or the original meaning of words, but about the sense in which they 

were used by the inspired writers; ςαιισ never occurs in the New Testament, in its 

radical signification, to strike or play upon an instrument."--Cited by Girardeau, "Music 

in the Church," pp. 116-118. 

 

  



 

 For the benefit of any reader who may desire it, we here transcribe the Greek of the passage from 

Chrysostom--"Βνπιεη, θεζηλ, επθαηλεζζαη; Βνπιεη ηελ 'εκεξαλ αιηζθεηλ; Εγσ ζνη δηδνκη πνηνλ πλεπκαηηθνλ. 'Η γαξ 

κεζε θαη ηελ επζεκνλ εθθνπηεη θσλελ ηεο γισζζεο ηεο 'εκεηεξαο ςειιηδεηλ, παξαζθεπαδνπζα, θαη νθζαικνπο θαη 

παληα 'απισο δηαζηξεθνπζα. Μαζε ςαιιεηλ, θαη νςεη ηνπ πξαγκαηνο ηελ 'εδνλελ. Οη ςαιινληεο γαξ πλεπηακνο 

πιεξνπληαη αγηνπ, σζπεξ νη αδνληεο ηαο ζαηαληθαο σδαο, πλεπκαηνο αθαζαξηνπ. Τη εζηηλ, ' ελ ηαηο θαξδηαηο 'πκσλ 

ησ θπξησ; Τνπηεζηη, κεηα ζπλεζεσο πξνζερνληεζ· νη γαξ νπ πξνζερνληεο, ακπισο ςαιινπζη, ηα 'ξεκαηα 

θζεγγνκελνη, ηεο θαξδηαο 'ξεκβνκελεο εηεξσζη."--Chrysostom's Homilies on Ephesians, 5: 19, London Edition, 

1852. 

 The following is the original of the passage: "Τε θαξδηα γαξ ςαιιεη 'ν κε κνλνλ ηελ γισηηαλ θηλσλ, αιια θαη ηνλ 

λνπλ εηο ηελ ησλ ιεγνκελσλ θαηαλνεζηλ δηεγεηξσλ.--London Edition, 1870. 

 ςαισ ησ πλεπκαηη, ςαισ δε θαη ησ λνη.--1Co 14:15. 

 The same phrase used by Thayer, and for the same purpose. 



CHAPTER VI.  
PSALLO WITH A SIGNIFICANT PARALLEL. 

In our familiar words "touch" and "strike" which, according to the testimony of all the lexicons, 

exactly express the radical and primary meaning of psallo (ςαιισ), there is an almost exact 

parallel in their usage in English Literature with the usage of psallo (ςαιισ) in Greek Literature. 

In Webster's twelfth and thirteenth definitions of "touch," he gives: "to play on; as, to touch an 

instrument of music; to perform, as a tune; to play." In justification of this, he gives us Milton's 

rhythmic line: "They touched their golden harps," and the graphic words of Sir Walter Scott: "A 

person in the royal retinue touched a light and lively air on the flageolet." Then, to the same 

point are the words of England's greatest bard: "Soft stillness and the night become the touches 

of sweet harmony," meaning, of course, the musical notes or sounds of sweet harmony. Under 

the word "strike," the phrase, "to strike up," is defined by the same world-renowned authority as 

meaning "to commence to play, as a musician; to begin to sound, as an instrument." 

Now, out of the eighteen meanings of the word "touch," and the twenty-one of the word "strike," 

as given by this standard authority, how are we to determine the meaning of these terms when we 

meet them in literature? Shall we select one meaning and force it upon the word whenever and 

wherever we find an example of it to the exclusion of all the other meanings? If not, why not? 

For instance, because I find that the English word "touch," like the Greek ςαιισ, means to play 

on an instrument of music, shall I conclude that wherever I find an occurrence of the word, I 

have found instrumental music? If so, then when we read in the daily papers, or in some book, 

that an orator delivered a touching discourse, the good ship Germania touched at Queenstown, or 

of John Dryden's advice to an artist, "Never give the least touch with your pencil till you have 

well examined your design," we must understand, of course, that the orator made instrumental 

music with his discourse, that the Germania made instrumental music at Queenstown, and that 

the one-time poet laureate of England advises the artist not to make instrumental music with his 

pencil till he has well examined his design! This is precisely the course of reasoning pursued by 

those who fallaciously conclude that because they find the word psallo (ςαιισ) in the New 

Testament, they have necessarily found instrumental music. Why not conclude, as intimated in a 

previous chapter, that they have found "plucking the hair," "twanging the bowstring," or 

"twitching the carpenter's line?" The word has had all these meanings, and the standard lexicons 

so declare. Such reasoning violates one of the fundamental principles of all interpretation in at 

least two particulars: 1. It ignores the fact that words not only often completely change their 

meaning in the course of time, but often have a variety of applied meanings at the same time. 2. 

It is in total disregard of the context, a principle, the importance of which is recognized by all 

reliable authorities in exegesis. Governed by these sound principles of interpretation, no one ever 

has any difficulty in understanding the words "touch" and "strike" in English literature, nor the 

word psallo (ςαιισ) in Greek literature. 

From the premises thus far submitted, even if it were a fact that the word under review had not 

undergone any change of meaning at the opening of the New Testament period, still those who 

claim that a given passage authorizes instrumental music because it contains the word psallo 

(ςαιισ), are guilty of the petitio princippii, or the fallacy of begging the question. They assume 



the very point in dispute by assuming that the use of a musical instrument inheres in the word. 

No lexicographer known to the author has ever so claimed. The fallacy which lurks here has 

done much mischief, and the author respectfully engages here and now to expose it with a simple 

statement of incontestable facts. 

We here introduce another interesting parallel. In the light of usage as reflected in the lexicons, 

the instrument no more inheres in psallo (ςαιισ) than water does in baptizo (βαπηηδσ). In fact, 

at this point there is an interesting analogy between the two words. You can baptize without 

water, and you can psallo without an instrument of music. Βαπηηδσ means to dip or immerse, 

regardless of the particular element in which the action takes place, and the word ςαιισ means 

to touch or strike, regardless of the particular object touched or struck. These are the inherent 

ideas in these words running through all their varied uses, and they are the key to the meaning in 

every instance whether the word be used literally or metaphorically. Water does not inhere in 

βαπηηδσ, nor does an instrument of music in ςαιισ. When we meet with the word βαπηηδσ in 

Greek literature we have to learn from the context, or from some other source than the word 

itself, what the element is in which the action takes place. It may be water, it may be fire, it may 

be the Holy Spirit, it may be suffering, or it may be some other element, the element itself never 

inhering in the word. So precisely when we meet with the word ςαιισ, the word itself does not 

indicate the object touched, or the instrument used. It may be the hair or beard, it may be a 

carpenter's line, it may be a bowstring, it may be a harp or other instrument of music, or, 

metaphorically, it may be the human heart. If we psallo with a bowstring, that is the instrument; 

if with a carpenter's line, that is the instrument; if with a harp, guitar, or organ, that is the 

instrument; and if with the human heart, that is the instrument. 

Thus, the context of a word, or the time when, and sometimes the place where, it was used, is 

often the only means of determining its import; and, touching the New Testament usage and 

meaning of psallo in particular, it specifically says that Christians are to "psallo with the heart" 

(ςαιινληεο ηε θαξδηα 'πκσλ, making melody with your heart, Eph 5:19). This is the only 

"psalloing" mentioned in its inspired pages, and therein incorporated as a part of Christian 

worship. 



CHAPTER VII.  
FACTS ACCOUNTING FOR DIFFERENCES AMONG THE 

LEXICOGRAPHERS. 

In the light of such an array of facts as we now have before us, the very pertinent question arises, 

Why are there any differences at all among the lexicographers? We reply, for the same reason, 

and in precisely the same way, that we find differences among them on βαπηηδσ. In fact, this 

word and the word ςαιισ, between which we have already seen an interesting analogy, present 

an equally interesting parallel in the treatment which they have received at the hands of the 

theological world. This may be seen from the following considerations: 

1. There are no differences among lexicographers and theologians as to the classical 

meaning of either of these words. They all agree that βαπηηδσ in classic Greek meant 

to dip or immerse, and that from the time of Aristophanes B.C. 450 to that of 

Dionysius, of Halicarnassus, a period of about four hundred years, the word ςαιισ 

meant to pluck, as the hair or beard, to twang the bowstring, to twitch a carpenter's 

line, and to touch the chords of a musical instrument. 

 

2. In like manner, they all agree that, at the opening of the New Testament period, 

ςαιισ had come to mean to sing, and that it is so used in the New Testament. 

 

3. The one point of divergence is that some of them have ventured to say that the word, 

in the New Testament, involves the use of the instrument; yet the very highest 

authorities among them in New Testament Greek and all other Greek covering the 

New Testament period--authorities devoted exclusively to the Greek of that period, 

declare that, in the New Testament and in all patristic literature, it meant simply to 

sing. 

Now, for a significant coincidence. It so happens that those lexicographers who have ventured 

to say that ςαιισ, in the New Testament, means to make instrumental music, are the very same 

lexicographers who have ventured to say that βαπηηδσ means "to pour." The four illustrious 

names which appear on this roll are Henry George Liddell, Robert Scott, John Parkhurst, and 

Edward Robinson, the first three of whom were of the Church of England, and the last a 

Presbyterian. The religious bodies with which these scholars were affiliated were prominent in 

their advocacy of pouring and sprinkling for baptism, and equally so in their use of instrumental 

music in the worship. Liddell and Scott would doubtless never have thought of "pour" as a 

meaning of βαπηηδσ had it not been for their position and practice in the theological world. In the 

first London and first American edition of their lexicon they gave "to pour upon" as a meaning 

of βαπηηδσ, but in the very next edition they expunged this definition as inadmissible, and it has 

remained expunged from all subsequent editions even down to the Eighth, which is the last and 

greatest edition of their famous work. But if they could be influenced, on theological grounds, to 

introduce, as a meaning of βαπηηδσ, that which was really never its meaning in any age, how 



much more would they be liable, on the same grounds, to introduce, as a meaning of ςαιισ, that 

which was at one time one of its meanings? So thoroughly was Mr. Robinson under this 

influence that, failing to find in the classics any support for his theological position on βαπηηδσ, 

he sought to find it in New Testament examples of the word which he fancied were not suitable 

to the idea of immersion; but in this effort to save his theology, he had to sacrifice his logic, for 

even granting that some passage is not suitable to the idea of immersion, it would certainly not 

follow that it favored either pouring or sprinkling. All this only shows that great learning in the 

languages combined with vast research in Biblical literature does not always overcome 

theological bias. The latter has unfortunately played its part in translations of the Bible, in 

commentaries, in histories, and sometimes in lexicons. 

Finally, if the word ςαιισ had been subjected to the same searching and widespread 

investigation to which the theological world has subjected βαπηηδσ, I have not the remotest doubt 

that the classical lexicons, when they come to New Testament Greek and all other Greek of the 

same period and of all subsequent periods, would expunge the idea of a musical instrument from 

ςαιισ just as Liddell and Scott, as we have seen, were compelled to expunge "pour" as a 

meaning of βαπηηδσ. This conclusion finds strong confirmation in the fact that Joseph Henry 

Thayer, the author of the New Testament lexicon which, by the unanimous decision of 

present-day scholarship, stands not only at the head, but far above all other authorities in the 

special field of New Testament lexicography, was a Congregationalist; but, nevertheless, 

refused, as some others failed to do, to be influenced by theological considerations, and so put 

down, in his now famous lexicon, a faithful record of the true meaning of both these words. 



CHAPTER VIII.  
SCOPE OF THE DIVINE COMMAND AUTHORIZING MUSIC 

IN THE WORSHIP OF GOD. 

There are two kinds or classes of commands in the Holy Scriptures which are equally obligatory 

upon the children of God. For all practical purposes, we may distinguish them as Generic and 

Specific. In the sense here intended, a generic command is a command authorizing the 

performance of some act without giving directions as to the manner or method of its 

performance, while a specific command carries with it the manner or method of its performance. 

We shall see, however, that generic commands may become specific, and specific commands 

may become generic, according as they may be viewed in one relation or another. To illustrate: 

"Go" is a generic command, but either "ride" or "walk" is specific, each of them indicating a 

particular way or method of going. Furthermore, while in its relation to "go," the term "ride" is 

specific, still it is generic when viewed in relation to the different ways of riding, such as on 

boat, in a railway car, in a buggy, on horseback, etc. Thus, riding is both a genus and a species--a 

species when viewed in relation to "going," but a genus when viewed in relation to the different 

coordinate ways of riding. 

The same principle of division and classification may be exemplified and illustrated in the 

animal kingdom. The term quadruped, for example, denotes a species of animal, but it denotes a 

genus in relation to horse. As a genus, it embraces the horse, cow, sheep, deer, and all other 

four-footed animals, but the term horse is more specific and embraces only a certain kind of 

four-footed animal, while animal, as a genus, embraces man and all other living beings of every 

variety. 

The following diagram will illustrate the principle here before us: 

ANIMAL 
 

Quadruped 

 
Biped 

Horse Cow 
 

Sheep 
 

Dog, etc. 
 

Man Bird, etc. 
 

Different 

varieties 
 

Different 

varieties 
 

Different 

varieties 
 

Different 

varieties 
 

Different races 
 

Different varieties 
 

Now, from what has been said, and in the light of the foregoing diagram, it can readily be seen 

that if God should command His children to offer an animal sacrifice without any further 

specification, the command could be obeyed to the very letter of the law by offering any one of 

many kinds of animals. But, if the command should be more specific by naming quadruped as 

the particular kind of animal to be offered, while this would exclude all animals without four 

feet, it could, nevertheless, be strictly obeyed by offering any one of many kinds of four-footed 

animals. And if the command should proceed further on the descending scale and specify cow or 

ox as the animal to be offered, the circle or limits within which the command could be obeyed 

would be still further narrowed, and would exclude, not only all animals in general without four 



feet, but even all that have four feet except the cow or ox which, in that case, would be the 

particular four-footed animal named. Finally, if the command should descend to a still lower 

species and name a lamb one year old, or a red heifer without spot, as the animal to be offered, as 

was the case in some of the Old Testament sacrifices, the command would exclude all animals of 

every kind such as the horse, reindeer, sheep, or cow except the red heifer without spot and the 

lamb a year old. Even a heifer and a lamb, in such a case, would not do unless of the color and 

age prescribed. Quadruped, as the name signifies, includes all animals with four feet whether it 

be the horse, cow, sheep, goat, dog, deer, bear, buffalo, elephant, camel, or what not; but horse 

only includes every variety or species of horse, and cow every variety or species of cow. 

If the illustration of our principle were taken from the vegetable kingdom, it would exhibit the 

aame facts and lead to the same conclusion. For example, tree, as a genus, includes all kinds of 

trees on the face of the whole earth, but oak is only a certain species of tree. When we view oak 

as a genus, it includes, not all kinds of trees, but all kinds of oak, such as Black oak, Bur oak, 

Chestnut oak, Line oak, Post oak, Red oak, Spanish oak, Water oak, White oak, Willow oak, etc. 

Under tree, as a genus, would range, as coördinate species, oak, maple, pine, cedar, ash, birch, 

hickory, poplar, olive, dogwood, elm, etc. Any one of these species viewed as a genus would 

include only its own particular kind, and would exclude everything belonging to any other one of 

the several coördinate species. For example, Maple would include Common Maple, Sugar 

Maple, Water Maple, and every other kind of Maple, but it would include nothing belonging to 

Oak, Pine, Ash, Birch, or any other coördinate species. The following diagram will illustrate the 

principle: 

 

TREE 
 

Oak 
 

Maple 
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White, black, red, live, 

post, etc. 
 

Common, sugar, water, 

etc. 
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Now, in view of this principle of generalization and division, it must be evident to the reader that 

any generic command of God involving merely tree for any purpose, could be kept strictly to the 

letter of the requirement by using any one of the many kinds of trees; whereas, if He should 

specifically command the use of oak, while this command could be literally kept by the use of 

any one of the several species of oak as well as another, still it could not be kept by using maple, 

pine, ash, or any other coordinate species, or species of any other order. If God should say "tree" 

without further specification, then any kind of tree would fill the requirement, but if he should 

say "oak," then any kind of tree would not fill the requirement. If He should say "pine," then not 

only would it follow that any kind of tree would not do, but oak with all of its varieties would not 

do; nothing short of that particular kind of tree called "pine" would meet the demands of such a 

case. When God called Noah to make the Ark of gopher wood, that command excluded all kinds 

of wood except gopher. Of course if there were different varieties of gopher, any one or all of 

them could be used without transcending the limits of the divine command. However valuable 

other kinds of wood might be in the construction of the Ark, not one of them could be lawfully 

used under the directions which the Lord gave Noah. Not a single board, plank, beam, post, bar, 

or any other kind of piece of any other kind of wood could be used in making the Ark, except 



gopher. God said: "Make thee an Ark of gopher wood" (Gen 6:14). That settled the question 

once and forever with a man of Noah's faith and loyalty; and hence, the directions having been 

strictly followed, the historian says of this pious patriarch: "Thus did Noah; according to all that 

God commanded him, so did he" (Gen 6:22). 

But it is equally evident that, if God had simply commanded Noah to make an Ark without 

specifying the kind of timber to be used, he would have been at liberty to use any kind whatever 

of which an Ark could be made. But if he had said, "Make it of oak," this would have excluded 

every other species of tree, such as pine, cedar, maple, etc.; yet he would have been at liberty to 

use any of the several kinds of oak; but if He had said, "Make it of White oak," then not only no 

other kind of tree outside of the oak family could have been lawfully used, but not even any of 

the oak family except White oak--the kind specified. In brief, if we would obey God, we must do 

the thing which God says, and not something else. "Ye are my friends, if ye do the things which I 

command you," Joh 15:14. 

Now, I have been at particular pains to present somewhat at length this matter of generalization 

and division because of the vital and far-reaching principle involved. The sacredness and 

importance of this principle have been confirmed in every age of God's dealings with man from 

the day when Adam was placed in Eden to the close of John's vision on Patmos; and all that has 

been said in this chapter, in illustration of it, is to pave the way for the effort, now to be made, to 

ascertain the scope and meaning of the divine command which authorizes us to use music in the 

worship of God. That we may appreciate the principle in its application to this particular subject, 

let us suppose that God had merely commanded His people, in general terms, to make music in 

His praise. Now, keeping in view the principle of division and classification already before us, 

"music" is a generic term, and includes, not only all vocal and all instrumental music, but all the 

parts of both kinds, and all of the many kinds of instrumental music. Again, we may illustrate 

this important principle in a diagram, such as the following: 

MUSIC 

 

Vocal 

 

Instrumental 

 

 
Flute, guitar, harp, organ, piano, violin, banjo, 

tamborine, etc. 

 

Soprano, tenor, alto, bass 

 

Soprano, tenor, alto, bass 

 

 

Accordingly, if the command authorizing music in the worship of God had been given in the general terms just 

supposed, the conclusion would be inevitable that whether the music were vocal or instrumental, or whether it were 

on one kind of instrument or another, would be wholly immaterial, since each and all alike are embraced in the 

generic term "music;" and if we were making either vocal or instrumental music, or making the latter on any one or 

more of the numerous kinds of instruments, we would, in each and every case, be obeying the divine command. 

Reverting, for the moment, to our principle as formerly illustrated, we are commanded to "go" to men with the 

gospel; and whether we walk or ride, or whether we ride in one or another of the numerous ways of riding, we are, 



in each and every case, obeying the divine command to "go." But if we were commanded to "walk" to men with the 

gospel, all methods of going otherwise would be excluded, and we would be compelled to walk if we obeyed the 

command. 

The same principle applies in precisely the same way to the religious organization under which, 

and through which, God's children are to work. If He had merely commanded them to work 

without giving them an organization through which, and under which, to work, with its divinely 

appointed board of supervisors and managers to look after the work, then they could obey the 

command by forming for themselves an organization for that purpose and appointing a board of 

supervisors to look after the work. But the Lord has given them an organization, and has 

specifically named its board of overseers and managers. 

Now, turning to the word of God with renewed attention to our main theme, we find that 

Christians are nowhere commanded merely to make music in the praise of the Lord. This shows 

that it is not merely music that God wants in the worship, and that, if He wants music at all, it 

must be music of a special kind. Having seen that no generic term authorizing both vocal and 

instrumental music is used in the New Testament, we proceed now to the first division on the 

descending scale of classification and inquire, is there any term used which is more specific and 

which limits the music to one of these kinds, and if so, to which kind? It must be evident to every 

thoughtful person that, in a case of two or more coördinate species, if God limits His command 

to one of the species, we do not obey that command when we use another; and if God has limited 

His directions for music in the worship to one of different coördinate kinds, we cannot be loyal 

to His directions without we limit our practice in the same way. If, for example, He has used a 

term or terms which mean instrumental music, then we are not following His directions when we 

sing or make vocal music; and, in like manner, if He has used a term or terms which mean vocal 

music, we are not following His directions when we make music of another kind. We inquire, 

then, what are the terms used? One fact is already settled, which the reader will please bear in 

mind, viz., both kinds are not commanded, for no generic term embracing both is used. 

We now appeal, in the language of the ancient prophet, "to the law and to the testimony" (Isa 

8:20), and the answer given by inspired men comes with no uncertain sound. The reader will 

please carefully note the terms used which indicate music. "And when they had sung a hymn, 

they went out unto the mount of Olives," Mat 26:30. "About midnight Paul and Silas were 

praying and singing hymns unto God, and the prisoners were listening to them," Act 16:25. "As 

it is written, Therefore will I give praise unto thee among the Gentiles, and sing unto thy name," 

Rom 15:9. "I will pray with the spirit, and I will pray with the understanding also; I will sing 

with the spirit, and I will sing with the understanding also," 1Co 14:15. "Speaking one to another 

in psalms and hymns and spiritual songs, singing and making melody with your heart to the 

Lord," Eph. 5: 1.9. "Let the word of Christ dwell in you richly; in all wisdom teaching and 

admonishing one another with psalms and hymns and spiritual songs, singing with grace in your 

hearts unto God," Col 3:16. "Is any among you suffering? let him pray. Is any cheerful? let him 

sing praise," Jam 5:13. 

Thus, as expressed in the English language, the term "sing" is the term which is used by the Holy 

Spirit in giving directions as to the kind of music to be made in the praise of God. So certainly, 

therefore, as the term "sing" means to make vocal music, so certainly is vocal music the music 

which is divinely authorized for use in Christian worship. Of course in order to be logical at this 



point, as the author is well aware, it must be assumed that "sing" is a correct rendering of the 

original word or words used by the Holy Spirit, but he does not pause to discuss this question 

here since it is abundantly treated in other parts of this work. On the hypothesis, therefore, that 

"sing" is a correct rendering of the original, which is supported by the King James translators of 

1611, the Revisers of 1881, and the very highest present-day authority, we are now prepared to 

appreciate the argument based upon this word. 

We may observe, first of all, that whatever is necessarily involved in the command to sing is 

divinely authorized. For example, pitching the voice is necessarily involved in this command, 

and hence pitching the voice is divinely authorized. The reader will please note the fact that 

pitching the voice, in this case, is not a matter of indifference which may be had or omitted as 

one may like in obeying the command to sing, but it is an indispensable thing in singing--a thing 

without which singing cannot be had, without which the divine command cannot be obeyed. 

Pitching the voice is, therefore, divinely authorized in the divine command to sing. 

Now, from these premises, it necessarily follows that, if there are different ways of pitching the 

tune, any one or all of them are divinely authorized, unless it be true that God has named some 

special way for it to be done. If He has, then we must do it that way if we would obey God. But 

we find no such special way of pitching the tune divinely ordained; and hence, being divinely 

commanded to sing, which necessarily involves pitching the tune, we are, therefore, by this very 

term, divinely authorized to pitch the tune, and to pitch it in any way by which it can be done, 

provided the particular way selected does not contravene God's law at some other point. 

In Mat 26:30, as we have seen, we are informed that the Master and His disciples "sung a hymn;" 

in Act 16:25 that "Paul and Silas were praying and singing hymns unto God;" and in Eph 5:19 

and Col 3:16, that "psalms, hymns, and spiritual songs" are the compositions to be used in 

"singing with grace in the heart unto God." Now, we not only learn here the character of 

compositions in general which Christians are to use in their worship, but we are told in particular 

that such compositions must be "spiritual." Here, now, is a new element, a new restriction or 

limitation introduced which must be observed in obeying the admonition to sing unto God. We 

are not merely commanded to "sing songs," but they must be "spiritual songs." Hence, although 

Christians, as we have seen, are admonished to sing, yet they may sing and not only not be 

obeying the divine admonition, but may be in actual disobedience to God. They cannot observe 

the divine admonition without singing songs, but they may sing songs without observing the 

divine admonition, The latter not only requires that they sing songs, but that they sing "spiritual 

songs." 

Again, from the passages under review, we discover still another restriction or limitation. In their 

"singing unto God," Christians are to "speak one to another," and to "teach and admonish one 

another." From this it follows that the singing must be so conducted that those engaged in it not 

only "speak one to another," but so speak as to "teach and admonish one another." This clearly 

and definitely presents one of the divine purposes of the music appointed for Christian worship. 

It is to be music that instructs, music which communicates ideas from one to another, and which 

admonishes those engaged in it to right living. Nothing must interfere with this divine purpose. 

Any music which fails at this point, and to whatever extent it thus fails, is not pleasing to God, 

not being embraced within, but plainly excluded from, the scope of the divine command. 

Sometimes even vocal music, when those making it attempt to be artistic and entertaining rather 

than instructive and edifying, is such a failure. 



Finally, the fact must never be overlooked that mere music, however artistic, bewitching, and 

enchanting, is not what the Lord ordained for His sublimely simple and holy worship. From all 

the testimony now before us, it clearly follows that music is not wanted by the Lord at all, except 

to assist in conveying and impressing thought, and music in Christian worship must be of this 

kind if those engaging in it would please Him. The spiritual compositions which we have seen 

Christians may sing in the worship of God are set to music, because the music impresses the 

thought. Hugh Reginald Haweis, in "Music and Morals," says: 

As emotion exists independently of Thought, so also does Music. But Music may be 

appropriately wedded to Thought. It is a mistake to suppose that the music itself always 

gains by being associated with words, or definite ideas of any sort. The words often gain 

a good deal, but the music is just as good without them. I do not mean to deny that 

images and thoughts are capable of exciting the deepest emotions, but they are inadequate 

to express the emotions they excite. Music is more adequate, and hence will often seize 

an emotion that may have been excited by an image, and partially expressed by 

words--will deepen its expression, and, by so doing, will excite a still deeper emotion. 

That is how words gain by being set to music.--Music and Morals, p. 35. 

Hence, by means of the music ordained for Christian worship, the thought in the teaching and 

admonition is impressed and the worshipers are edified. 



CHAPTER IX.  
PSALLO IN THE SEPTUAGINT WITH THE BEARING OF THE 

REVISED VERSION ON THE QUESTION. 

It is the purpose in this chapter to examine the argument based on the Septuagint use of psallo, 

and to note the bearing of the Revised Version on the issue. We choose to consider the latter first 

in order. 

It will be readily admitted by all candid and well-informed persons that, in the British and 

American Revision of the Authorized Version of the Holy Scriptures, is represented the world's 

ripest scholarship. Many persons, otherwise intelligent and well informed, are not aware of the 

magnitude of the task which was undertaken by these masters of language and literature, and 

they are, therefore, without any adequate conception or just appreciation of the character and 

degree of learning necessary for the work. 

As the scholarship represented in this immense work has an indirect but vital and important 

bearing upon the leading question discussed in this volume, I invite the reader's attention to some 

interesting facts connected with it before considering the argument based on the Septuagint use 

of psallo. 

Even the half dozen men with whom the great enterprise originated about forty years ago, 

together with the thirty-nine scholars invited by the Convocation of Canterbury to assist in the 

work, constituted a company of men whose scholarship and varied learning were sufficient to 

command the respect and admiration of the literary world; but when this number was 

subsequently augmented by another list of names with equally brilliant attainments, which 

brought the whole number of Revisers to sixty-seven on the British side, and which has since 

been known as the English Company of Revisers, there was a body of men which, for broad and 

varied learning in the field of Biblical research, was perhaps seldom ever equalled and never 

surpassed. 

But this is not all. Soon after the work of forming the English Company was well under way, its 

promoters decided to invite the coöperation of certain eminent American scholars; and, 

accordingly, there were appointed in this country two Companies corresponding to the two 

English Companies,--one for the Old Testament and the other for the New, the late William 

Henry Green, of Princeton, Chairman of the former, and the late Theodore D. Woolsey, 

Ex-President of Yale University, Chairman of the latter. In all, there were, on the British side, 

thirty-seven members of the Old Testament Company, and thirty of the New Testament 

Company; and on the American side, fifteen in the Old Testament Company, and nineteen in the 

New Testament Company, making a grand total, including all on both sides of the Atlantic, of 

one hundred and one scholars. Vacancies caused by death or resignation during the fourteen 

years spent on the work were filled by the appointment of other eminent scholars of like 

attainments. 



Now, the bearing of the course pursued in the Revision by this distinguished array of scholars on 

the issue now before us, is significant and far-reaching. Without a single exception, they all 

belonged to religious bodies which use instrumental music in the worship, and if they could 

consistently have given the practice any support in their revision of the old version, or in making 

a new translation of any particular passages, they would most assuredly have done so. Popular 

sentiment and popular practice were both in favor of it; and if the word psallo bore any meaning 

in New Testament times favorable to the practice, we may rest assured that they would have 

taken advantage of the fact. 

On precisely the same principle, all the King James Translators and the great majority of the 

Revisers, belonging to religious bodies which practice pouring and sprinkling for baptism, would 

in both cases have translated the term baptizo in a way to support their practice if their 

scholarship had permitted them to do so. They knew that the word had no such meaning; and 

hence, as they could not correctly translate it so as to support their practice, they would not 

translate it so as to condemn it, and so they decided merely to Anglicize it, and did not translate 

it at all. 

But the case concerning the meaning of psallo is even stronger than that concerning the meaning 

of baptizo. Not simply a majority of the religious bodies represented by the Revisers, but all of 

them use instrumental music in the worship. Hence, so far as theological reasons were 

concerned, everything was in favor of rendering psallo so as to uphold the practice, and no 

conceivable consideration would have kept them from doing so, if it could have been done with 

any show of consistency. But, after spending fourteen years of arduous labor on the Old and New 

Testaments before bringing their task to completion, what is their verdict? What do these 

distinguished scholars say is the meaning of psallo in the New Testament? Did they venture to 

say that the word, in any instance, means to play an instrument of music? They did not. In not a 

solitary instance of the use of this word by any writer of the New Testament do they tell us it has 

such a meaning. Why is this? Why did they not tell us, in substance, that it means "to play a 

stringed instrument with the fingers?" For the support of such a rendering, they could have 

appealed to the great lexicon of Liddell and Scott--the very highest extant authority in classic 

Greek--for they specifically give this, in so many words, as one of the meanings of the term. Can 

any thoughtful person fail to see that, in such a case, with every other consideration 

overwhelmingly in favor of such a rendering, nothing would ever have kept the Revisers from it 

except their unquestioned knowledge of the meaning of psallo in the New Testament period? No 

honest and intelligent witness will testify in court against his own interests and desires, except by 

the inexorable demands of truth and consistency. 

Now, so far were these scholars from translating the word as meaning to play an instrument, or 

even by any other term directly or indirectly favoring such a meaning, they translate it, as the 

King James Translators had done, in all of its five occurrences, with one exception, by the verb 

to sing. The one exception is Eph 5:19 where they translate it, "making melody," but the context 

of the passage, as the Revisers rightly recognize, defines the "melody" to be "in" or "with the 

heart," which is simply a figurative expression for singing. This passage furnishes a fine 

illustration of the antithesis between the original classic use of psallo, and the use which it had 

come to have before the opening of the New Testament period. The Greek participial clause: 

"ςαιινληεο ελ ηε θαξδηα 'πκσλ ησ Κπξησ," correctly rendered in the Revised Version, "making 

melody with your heart to the Lord," institutes a vivid contrast and antithesis between the melody 



made during the classic period by literally striking the chords of a musical instrument, and that 

made during the later period by figuratively striking the chords of the human heart. In the 

language of the lamented Robert Milligan, perhaps the equal in scholarship of any man of his 

day and country: "The antithesis here is certainly very marked, and seems to be intentional and 

significant."--Scheme of Redemption, p. 386. 

We conclude that, so far as the work of the Revisers is concerned, the English-speaking world, 

with the Revised New Testament as their guide, would never once think of instrumental music in 

the worship of a church of Christ. 

But we are here informed that, notwithstanding the conclusion to which we are led by the 

brilliant array of scholarship represented by the Canterbury Revisers, we are, nevertheless, 

confronted with the fact that the Septuagint--the Greek version of the Old Testament made at 

Alexandria--which represents another array of scholarship, uses the term psallo as a translation 

of certain Hebrew words which all scholars admit mean to play an instrument of music, and that, 

therefore, psallo must mean the same thing. We shall now undertake to expose the fallacy which 

lurks in this argument, and to show that those who make it not only gain nothing, but lose much, 

when they attempt to trace psallo by the circuitous route that leads through the Greek of the 

Septuagint back to the original Hebrew. 

We introduce this phase of the subject with a quotation from Professor Clinton Lockhart, of 

Christian University. Answering the question, "Can you tell me the passages in the Septuagint 

where psallo occurs, and the Hebrew of which it is a translation, and the definition of the same?" 

he makes the following reply: 

In the following passages psallo is a translation of zamar, which means to play an 

instrument or to sing with instrumental accompaniment: Jdg 5:3; 2Sa 22:50; Psa 7:17; 

Psa 9:2; Psa 9:11; Psa 18:49; Psa 21:13; Psa 27:6; Psa 30:4; Psa 30:12; Psa 33:2; Psa 47:6 

(four times), Psa 47:7; Psa 57:8-9; Psa 59:17; Psa 61:8; Psa 66:2; Psa 66:4 (twice); Psa 

68:4; Psa 68:32; Psa 71:22-23 (tells how); Psa 75:9; Psa 98:4-5; Psa 101:1; Psa 104:33; 

Psa 108:1-2; Psa 105:2; Psa 135:3; Psa 138:1; Psa 144:9; Psa 146:2; Psa 147:7; Psa 

149:3; Psa 92:1. To play is a translation of nagan, which means to strike strings, to play 

on an instrument, but does not mean to sing. (1Sa 16:16-17; 1Sa 16:23; 1Sa 19:9; 2Ki 

3:15; Psa 33:3 --second verb.) 

Then, commenting on certain Hebrew words, he further says: 

Shir everywhere means simply to sing, to chant. The noun from shir and shirah means a 

song, a hymn. The finite verb meaning simply to sing is nowhere translated psallo, but 

the participle once (Psa 68:25) is so translated. Zamar, found only in the piel form, 

zimmēr, means to touch the chords of an instrument, to play, to sing with an instrument, 

and, when done in honor of some person, to celebrate.--Stark-Warlick Debate, p. 98. 

Thus, he tells us that zamar means "to sing with instrumental accompaniment," and that "to play 

is a translation of nagan, which means to strike strings, to play on an instrument, but does not 

mean to sing," and we accept both of these statements as correct. He then says: "Shir everywhere 

means simply to sing, to chant," and we accept this statement also as correct. Hence, according 

to these statements and admissions, we have the fact that nagan always means to play an 



instrument, but never means to sing; that zamar means to sing, though it also means to sing with 

instrumental accompaniment; and that shir always means simply to sing, and never means to 

play an instrument. 

We now state, as recognized by Professor Lockhart, that psallo appears in the Septuagint as a 

translation of all of these words--nagan, zamar, and shir: once for shir; a few times for nagan; 

and, as Thayer's lexicon says, "much oftener for zamar." 

It is, therefore, pertinent to ask, if nagan always means to play on an instrument, and never 

means to sing, and zamar, though meaning to sing with instrumental accompaniment, yet means 

also simply to sing or to sing praises--being rendered in this last sense almost uniformly in the 

Revised Version--and shir means nothing but to sing, how can psallo stand in the Septuagint as 

the representative of all these words? The answer is ready at hand. It is simply because of the 

fact, abundantly shown elsewhere in this work, that psallo, for several centuries before the 

beginning of the Christian era, was undergoing a process of change in meaning; and the 

Septuagint version, which was made about two hundred years before Christ, was therefore made 

while this process was going on. We have already seen, from the standard Greek lexicons, that 

all the stages of meaning through which the word passed are distinctly recognized and put down 

by the authors of these lexicons. Summed up by Leonard F. Bittle, as quoted elsewhere in this 

work, they are as follows: 

In its primary sense, psallo had no reference to music at all, but meant merely to touch or 

twitch or pull; then it was used to denote the drawing of the bowstring in shooting 

arrows; afterwards it was restricted to making music on a harp by touching its strings; 

then it was applied to singing with the accompaniment of harp-music; finally it was used 

to denote singing psalms without any instrument save the organs of speech. In this last 

and latest sense it is used exclusively in the New Testament. 

The reader will please note carefully, as well stated in the foregoing extract, the different stages 

of meaning which the word had at different times. 

Now, while it is a fact that, out of the fifteen occurrences of nagan in the Hebrew Bible, psallo is 

given as its representative in the Septuagint in about ten of them, it is also a fact that, out of the 

forty-seven occurrences of zamar, psallo is given as its representative in the great majority of 

them, and one time it is given as the representative of shir, which never means anything but to 

sing. Psallo had not lost all of its classical meaning when the Septuagint was made, and this fact 

will account for its use a few times to represent nagan; but it is also a fact that the particular 

Hebrew verb (zamar), for which psallo is used oftener in the Septuagint than for any other 

Hebrew word, not only means to sing without any instrumental accompaniment at all, but this 

meaning was so well established that frequently when it was used in connection with 

instrumental accompaniment a separate word was used to denote the instrument both in the 

Hebrew Bible and in the Septuagint. This is true in Psa 33:2; Psa 98:5; Psa 147:7; Psa 149:3. 

The author freely concedes that zamar meant to play an instrument of music, just as psallo in 

classic Greek meant the same thing; but, that its prevailing idea in the Hebrew Bible is "to sing" 

or "to sing praises," is abundantly recognized in the lexicons as well as in the Revised Version. 

We here note what the Hebrew lexicons say of this word: 



1. Fuerst's Hebrew and Chaldee Lexicon defines it thus: 

1. To buzz, to hum, i. e. to sing. 2. Figuratively, to sing with the accompaniment of an 

instrument, i. e. to play; then to praise, to celebrate, to dance, to leap, as far as song was 

the main thought in the act. Piel 1. to sing, used of the voice, along with shir, Psa 27:6; 

Psa 57:8; Psa 105:2 and ranan Psa 98:4 with which it is identical; Septuagint humnein. 

Specifically to celebrate, i. e. to glorify one in song, to praise, to extol, particularly God. 

2. to play, with Be of the instrument, as Psa 33:2; Psa 98:5; Psa 149:3, properly to 

accompany the song with instruments, as was customary in ancient times; Septuagint 

psallein (properly to finger, to touch). 

2. Gesenius' Hebrew and English Lexicon says: 

To touch or strike the chords of an instrument, to play, Greek psallein; and hence to sing, 

to chant, as accompanying an instrument. With dative of person to or in honor of whom, 

that is, to celebrate. Sometimes with Be of instrument. 

Note that, after he gives "Greek psallein" as its equivalent, he adds: "and hence to sing, to 

chant," showing clearly the conception which this eminent Hebraist had of the meaning which 

psallo was then coming to have. 

3. The recent Hebrew and English Lexicon of Brown, Driver, and Briggs--a work exhibiting 

painstaking and extended research--says: 

Make music in praise of God--make music, melody;--1. of singing to God. 2. of playing 

musical instruments. 

Of the noun, zimrah, the same authority says: 

Melody, song, in praise of--1. of instrumental music. 2. of singing. 

4. Parkhurst's Hebrew and English Lexicon says: 

To sing, or utter harmoniously, as a psalm or the like, pruned, as it were, from all 

irregular and discordant sounds. 

  

5. Bagster's Hebrew-English Lexicon says: 

Cut, prune, Piel, he sang, with Be; celebrated the praises of, with Le.  

In recognition of the prevailing meaning thus vouched for by the lexicons, the Revised Version, 

as also to some extent the King James Version, renders zamar simply to "sing praises." The 

following passages may be consulted in illustration: Jud. 5: 3; 2Sa 22:50; Psa 7:17; Psa 9:2; Psa 

27:6; Psa 30:4; Psa 47:6; Psa 59:17; Psa 61:8; Psa 75:9; Psa 101:1. In these, and many other 

passages, the expressions, "sing praise" and "sing praises," both represent zamar in the original. 

We are now warranted in certain conclusions concerning the Septuagint: 



1. The use of psallo in that version to represent different Hebrew words varying in 

meaning from that of playing on a musical instrument to singing with instrumental 

accompaniment, and then to singing without any instrument at all except the organs 

of speech, is in harmony with, and partly confirmatory of, the position that the word 

was then in process of change. It should be remembered, as before observed, that the 

Septuagint was made two hundred years before Christ and psallo had not yet 

altogether changed from its classical meaning, though it was even then rapidly taking 

on the meaning simply "to sing." 

 

2. The fact that it was then in process of change, and that at the opening of the New 

Testament period two hundred years later this change had been completely effected 

so that it had come to mean simply to sing, is a complete exposure of the fallacy of 

resorting to the Septuagint for support for any other meaning in the New Testament. 

As observed in another chapter, this course with psallo is precisely on a par with the 

course of those who might assert that "silly" means to be "fortunate" or "happy," and 

then resort to Chaucer to prove it! 

  

 

 See Chapter VII. for facts accounting for their testimony touching its New Testament meaning. 

 The Hebrew Inseparable Proposition for "in" or "with." 

 Alluding to the root-meaning of zamar, to "prune" or "cut off." 

 The Hebrew Inseparable Preposition for "to" or "unto." 



CHAPTER X.  
APOSTOLIC EXAMPLE AND INSTRUMENTAL MUSIC. 

In the search for divine authority for instrumental music in Christian worship, its apologists 

sometimes attempt to find it in the example of some of the Apostles. It is claimed that inspired 

Apostles, and particularly Peter and John, worshiped God under Christ with instrumental music, 

and that, therefore, we have apostolic example for the practice in Christian worship. 

Let it be cheerfully conceded, first of all, that if this claim be founded in fact--if, indeed, we have 

apostolic example for the practice, then all opposition to it should cease; for, if we are not to 

follow the leadership of inspired Apostles in our efforts to worship and serve God, then we are in 

hopeless confusion, and it is needless to look anywhere else for guidance. 

But what are the facts about this important claim? "To the law and to the testimony," shall be our 

appeal. The claim in question is based upon the conduct of Peter and John as recorded in the 

third chapter of the book of Acts. It is alleged that, when these Apostles went into the temple at 

the hour of prayer, they went for the purpose of engaging in the worship as there conducted, and 

that they did engage in said worship; that instrumental music was used in that worship; and 

hence that the use of such music in Christian worship has on it the stamp of apostolic approval. 

It is much easier to affirm than to prove; and we now propose to show that the foregoing string 

of assertions, so far as the one essential thing to be proved is concerned, are utterly without 

foundation in fact. Even those statements in the list which are true, (and some of them are true), 

have nothing whatever to do with the point at issue, have not, in fact, the remotest bearing on it, 

so that the case is not affected by them one way or another. It is amazing to see how even strong 

men, when committed to the defense of what they cannot prove, will resort to a process of 

reasoning which assumes or takes for granted the very thing which they have set out to prove. 

This effort to find support in apostolic example for instrumental music in Christian worship is a 

conspicuous illustration of this fact. In his debate with Brother W. W. Otey in 1908, Brother J. B. 

Briney stated the case as follows: 

Not only before the day of Pentecost, but afterwards Peter and John were going up into 

the Temple at the ninth hour of the day, and there were these instruments of music, and 

that these men went up there to participate in those devotions where these instruments 

were being used, it seems to me, does not admit of reasonable doubt, and yet, 

notwithstanding the fact that the Savior was there in his lifetime, and notwithstanding the 

fact that the Apostles frequented that Temple and participated in those thanks and 

adoration and praise, yet not one line or one word or one sentence ever fell from Apostle, 

Prophet or Christ in condemnation of that practice.--Otey-Briney Debate, p. 44. 

We desire now to analyze and examine these statements, and especially their logical bearing 

upon the point in dispute. They are four in number, as follows: (1). "Peter and John were going 

up into the Temple at the ninth hour of the day." (2). "There were these instruments of music." 

(3). "That these men went up there to participate in those devotions where these instruments 

were being used, it seems to me, does not admit of reasonable doubt." (4). "Notwithstanding the 



fact that the Apostles frequented that Temple, and participated in those thanks and adoration and 

praise, yet not one line or one word or one sentence ever fell from Apostle, Prophet or Christ in 

condemnation of that practice." 

Now, suppose "Peter and John were going up into the Temple at the ninth hour;" and suppose it 

is true that "there were these instruments of music;" and suppose, furthermore, that "not one line 

or one word or one sentence ever fell from Apostle, Prophet or Christ in condemnation of that 

practice,"--suppose all this is true, still we are confronted with the stubborn fact that, so far as the 

one point here at issue is concerned, everything depends upon whether the thing assumed in 

number 3 is true or false. But the unvarnished fact here is that what is assumed in number 3 is 

nothing more nor less than a bald and groundless assumption with not one word, fact, or 

intimation in the entire record that proves it. The very thing to be proved is coolly assumed and 

reasoned on as a settled fact. The author of the statement himself approaches it rather cautiously. 

He only says "it seems to" him that Peter and John "went up there to participate in those 

devotions where these instruments were being used;" but where is the proof of it? And why 

should it "seem" so in the absence of proof? The very utmost that can here be claimed is that the 

point assumed is a mere inference, but by no means a necessary inference. There is not one word 

in the whole record that says they were going into the Temple for that purpose, and not a single 

fact from which it is a necessary inference. Moreover, not only is all this true, but there are clear 

and indisputable facts in the record which show conclusively that Peter and John went into the 

Temple for a very different purpose. We now appeal to the record for a verification of this point, 

and we begin with the third chapter of Acts. 

1. It is clearly stated in the record that Peter and John went up into the Temple at the 

hour of prayer, Act 3:1. There is, therefore, no room for dispute on this point. 

 

2. But what did they go for? Everything hinges here. Now, if there could have been no 

other purpose in going into the Temple at that hour except "to participate in those 

devotions," then the fact of their going thither at that hour would, of course, be proof 

of the point in dispute; but this is not only not true, but the record plainly and 

specifically states a different purpose for which the Apostles went into the Temple. 

That this purpose may be clearly seen, we will now examine the facts in detail. 

 

a. Beginning with the third chapter of Acts, we find, first of all, that, as "Peter and 

John were going up into the Temple," they found the lame man whom the people 

"laid daily at the door of the Temple which is called Beautiful, to ask alms of 

them that entered into the Temple," vv. 1, 2. 

 

b. This lame man "seeing Peter and John about to go into the Temple, asked to 

receive an alms," v. 3. 

 

c. Then followed the miracle of healing. The Apostle said: "Silver and gold have I 

none; but what I have, that give I thee. In the name of Jesus Christ of Nazareth, 



walk," v. 6. 

 

d. Being immediately healed, the lame man stood, and began to walk; and he entered 

with them into the Temple, walking, and leaping, and praising God," v. 8. 

 

e. When the people saw what was done, "they were filled with wonder and 

amazement at that which had happened unto him," and they all "ran together unto 

them in the porch that is called Solomon's," vv. 10, 11. 

 

f. At this juncture Peter, promptly seizing the opportunity, delivered a strong and 

convincing sermon, proclaiming the death, burial, and resurrection of Jesus of 

Nazareth, and thus set forth the new order of worship and service to God which 

had come to supersede the service belonging to the Temple, vv. 12-26. 

 

g. This at once produced a clash between Peter and John on the one hand, and the 

Temple authorities on the other, the latter "being sore troubled because they 

taught the people, and proclaimed in Jesus the resurrection from the dead;" and 

the extent to which the devotees of the Temple worship were stirred up is seen in 

the fact that they at once had Peter and John arrested and put in prison, 4: 1-3. 

 

h. The next important fact in Luke's record of these interesting proceedings is his 

statement of the effect of Peter's sermon upon the people, when he says: "Many of 

them that heard the word believed; and the number of the men came to be about 

five thousand," v. 4. 

 

i. Following Luke in his continuous narrative of apostolic proceedings in and about 

the Temple, he says that "by the hands of the Apostles were many signs and 

wonders wrought among the people; and they were all with one accord in 

Solomon's porch. But of the rest durst no man join himself to them; howbeit the 

people magnified them; and believers were the more added to the Lord, 

multitudes both of men and women," 5: 12-14.  

 

j. We now reach the climax of proof touching the purpose for which the Apostles 

went into the temple, when we are informed by Luke that, as the result of their 

labors thus far in the Temple, "the high priest rose up, and all they that were with 

him (which is the sect of the Sadducees), and they were filled with jealousy, and 

laid hands on the Apostles, and put them in public ward," whereupon "an angel of 

the Lord by night opened the prison doors, and brought them out and said, Go ye, 

and stand and speak in the Temple to the people all the words of this Life; and 

when they heard this, they entered into the Temple about daybreak, and taught." 

On the following day, thinking their prisoners were secure within the prison, "the 



high priest came, and they that were with him, and called the council together, 

and all the senate of the children of Israel, and sent to the prison-house to have 

them brought. But the officers that came found them not in the prison; and they 

returned, and told, saying, The prison-house we found shut in all safety, and the 

keepers standing at the doors; but when we had opened, we found no man 

within." The captain of the Temple and the chief priests were dumfounded at this 

unexpected turn in the current of events, and while they were perplexed over the 

situation, "there came one and told them, Behold, the men whom ye put in the 

prison are in the Temple standing and teaching the people," vv. 17-25.  

 

k. Finally, when they were again arrested and brought before the council for trial, 

the high priest said: "We strictly charged you not to teach in this name; and 

behold, ye have filled Jerusalem with your teaching, and intend to bring this man's 

blood upon us," to which the resolute Apostles replied: "We must obey God rather 

than men;" and after being beaten by the council and charged "not to speak in the 

name of Jesus," Luke informs us that they "departed from the presence of the 

council, rejoicing that they were counted worthy to suffer dishonor for the Name." 

He then adds the significant statement that "every day, in the Temple and at 

home, they ceased not to teach and to preach Jesus as the Christ," vv. 27-42. 

Now, in the light of this array of facts, the purpose for which the Apostles went into the Temple 

is so clearly set forth that it amounts to nothing short of a demonstration. The angel of the Lord 

said: "Go ye, and stand and speak in the Temple to the people all the words of this Life." Luke 

tells us that they promptly entered into the Temple "and taught." An unnamed person came and 

reported to the council: "Behold, the men whom ye put in the prison are in the Temple standing 

and teaching the people." On the very occasion when Peter and John went into the Temple at the 

hour of prayer, while the object of their going is not stated by Luke in immediate connection 

with his statement of the fact that they went into the Temple, yet a little further on in his 

narrative he gives it by giving what they did in the Temple. He not only informs us that they 

preached to the people there assembled, but he gives substantially a part of the powerful and 

effective sermon delivered by Peter on the occasion by which he converted many persons to the 

Christian faith. And finally, to put the matter beyond all doubt and disputation, Luke states the 

fact that "every day, in the Temple and at home, they ceased not to teach and to preach Jesus as 

the Christ." 

Now, not only do we have all this plainly in the record, but there is not one word that says they 

"went up there to participate in those devotions." Yea, more; not only is there not a word in the 

record that says they went there to engage in the Temple worship, but there is not a word that 

says they went there to worship at all. The record specifically gives a different purpose which led 

them into the Temple, namely, to introduce the new faith and the new order of worship under 

Christ. Moreover, as a matter of fact, this new faith and the new order of worship, which we have 

now seen they went into the Temple to introduce, would completely change and supersede "those 

devotions" belonging to the Temple service, except in so far as they contained something which 

the Lord incorporated in the new order. The record distinctly shows that they went there to teach 

the word of God, to preach the new faith and establish the new order of worship, and they went 

to the Temple because they could there find the people many of whom would be ready and 



willing to hear their message, just as, on precisely the same principle, they subsequently went 

into the synagogues of the Jews throughout the Roman empire to preach the same new faith and 

establish the same new order of worship under Christ. 

We are, therefore, irresistibly led to the conclusion that whoever, in order to find support for 

instrumental music in Christian worship, appeals to the fact that the Apostles went into the 

Jewish Temple where such music was used in the Jewish worship, appeals to a record that does 

not contain a single statement, fact, or word in support of the practice. 



CHAPTER XI.  
THE HARPS AND HARPERS OF REVELATION. 

Even if "the four living creatures and the four and twenty elders" who "fell down before the 

Lamb" with the "one hundred and forty-four thousand standing on mount Zion," and the 

"victorious" hosts "standing by the sea of glass" in the vision of John on Patmos, did use not only 

harps, but all other kinds of musical instruments in the praise of God, it would not logically 

follow, as the thoughtful and well informed will admit, that therefore such instruments may be 

used by Christians in the worship of God here on earth, any more than it would follow, from the 

fact that such instruments were used in the Jewish worship, that therefore they may be used in 

Christian worship; and it is no part of my purpose here to attempt to defend a point which is so 

self-evident and so well established. 

But, there is another and radically different use made in modern times of these "harpers harping 

with their harps," to which I invite attention, and which it is the purpose here to examine with 

care. The terms to be examined are contained in the following passages: "And when he had taken 

the book, the four living creatures and the four and twenty elders fell down before the Lamb, 

having each one a harp, and golden bowls full of incense, which are the prayers of the saints. 

And they sing a new song, saying, Worthy art thou to take the book, and to open the seals 

thereof; for thou wast slain, and didst purchase unto God with thy blood men of every tribe, and 

tongue, and people, and nation," Rev 5:8-9. "And I saw, and behold, the Lamb standing on the 

mount Zion, and with him a hundred and forty and four thousand, having his name, and the name 

of his Father, written on their foreheads. And I heard a voice from heaven, as the voice of many 

waters, and as the voice of a great thunder; and the voice which I heard was as the voice of 

harpers harping with their harps; and they sing as it were a new song before the throne, and 

before the four living creatures and the elders; and no man could learn the song save the hundred 

and forty and four thousand, even they that had been purchased out of the earth," Rev 14:1-3. 

"And I saw as it were a sea of glass mingled with fire; and them that come off victorious from 

the beast, and from his image, and from the number of his name, standing by the sea of glass, 

having harps of God. And they sing the song of Moses the servant of God, and the song of the 

Lamb," Rev 15:2-3. 

Now, it is alleged that, while the Greek word ode (σδε), which is the word used in Eph 5:19 and 

Col 3:16 and translated "song," and in the verb form "to sing," does not convey, in and of itself, 

the idea of instrumental music, yet when we go to these passages just cited in Revelation where 

the same word is used, we find that when they "sang the ode," they used harps, and that 

therefore, when we sing the ode, as we are authorized in Eph 5:19 and Col 3:16 to do, we also 

may use harps, or other instruments. That the logic of this position may be seen as set forth by 

those who avow it, we quote here the following comment on these passages by Brother J. B. 

Briney in the Otey-Briney debate: 

How are they singing this ode? How are they rendering this song? They are rendering it 

in connection with harps, that is, in connection with instruments of music. Now, says the 

Apostle, sing the ode, and I turn over here and I find out that those who sang the ode did 

it in connection with the harp and other instruments of music, and thus God's approval 



rests upon it. * * * There it is, my friends, singing the song of Moses, because Moses was 

the type of Christ, singing the song of the Lamb, who was Christ, and they did that in 

connection with the use of harps and other instruments of music. Now, if we are 

authorized to sing psalms, and we find out that those who sang the psalms did so in 

connection with instruments of music, and if we are admonished to sing the ode, and we 

find out that those who sang the ode did it in connection with instruments of music, and 

that God approved it, who shall say nay?--pp. 47, 48. 

We now propose a respectful examination of this logic together with the facts in the case, and 

then we may be better prepared to say "who shall say nay." 

1. Answering the questions, "How are they singing this ode? How are they rendering this song?" the author of 

this logic says: "They are rendering it in connection with harps." Well, what if they are? What if they are 

rendering it in connection with harps and every other kind of musical instrument that was ever made? They 

are not a church of Jesus Christ. They are not an assembly of Christians worshiping God here on earth 

during the Christian dispensation; and hence nothing that they are doing, that is, simply because they are 

doing it, can be properly quoted as an example governing the worship of such an assembly of Christians. 

Who, then, are these persons mentioned in Revelation, and where are they? John tells us that they are 

"before the throne and before the Lamb, arrayed in white robes, and palms in their hands;" that "the four 

living creatures and the four and twenty elders" with "many angels round about the throne" are among 

them; that they have "come out of the great tribulation" having "washed their robes and made them white in 

the blood of the Lamb;" and that "they shall hunger no more, neither thirst any more; neither shall the sun 

strike upon them, nor any heat; for the Lamb that is in the midst of the throne shall be their Shepherd, and 

shall guide them unto fountains of waters of life; and God shall wipe away every tear from their eyes." 

 

These are some of the terms in which John introduces us to this celestial company. The idea of quoting 

what they are doing and setting it forth as an example governing the worship of a church of Christ here on 

earth, is certainly wide of the mark. Be it said, once for all, that, on the hypothesis that there is a literal 

material "sea of glass mingled with fire," and that these are literal material harps, if God sees proper to have 

such instruments of music in His worship in heaven, nobody, of course, should object to it, and no loyal 

child of God would object to it. Neither would such a child of God object to it in His worship here on earth, 

if He should see proper to have it there. 

 

2. The author of the logic now under review, referring to these "harpers harping with their harps" in heaven, 

says: "Thus God's approval rests upon it." Certainly "God's approval rests upon it" in that worship, 

precisely as, at the same time and in the same worship, "God's approval" rested upon "golden bowls full of 

incense," "a golden censer," and "the golden altar which was before the throne" where "the smoke of the 

incense, with the prayers of the saints, went up before God." Hence, according to the logic now under 

examination, a church of Jesus Christ is divinely authorized to have "golden bowls full of incense," "a 

golden censer," and a "golden altar," to set them up in the place of worship, and there burn incense on the 

golden altar in the worship of God. If not, why not? If any stickler for divine authority should call in 

question the use of golden bowls full of incense, a golden censer, a golden altar, and the burning of incense 

in the worship of God to-day, the author of this logic could promptly say: "There it is, my friends, singing 

the song of Moses, because Moses was the type of Christ, singing the song of the Lamb, who was Christ, 

and they did that in connection with the use of" golden bowls, a golden censer, a golden altar, and the 

burning of incense, "and if we are admonished to sing the ode, and we find out that those who sang the ode 

did it in connection with" golden bowls, a golden censer, a golden altar, and the burning of incense, "and 

that God approved it, who shall say nay?" From the premises laid down, this conclusion inevitably follows, 



and there is no escape from it. 

 

3. We will now examine the Greek word σδε (ode), which is the word used in connection with what is related 

of the harps and harpers in Revelation. It is alleged as we saw in the foregoing comment, that because 

harpers harping with their harps are mentioned in Revelation in connection with those who sang the ode in 

that heavenly worship, therefore, when we sing the ode in Christian worship here on the earth, which the 

Scriptures tell us to do, we may harp with harps, or use other instruments of music. The assumption is that 

the word "ode" carries with it the idea of the harp or other such instrument, and that the case of the harpers 

in Revelation shows us how to "render the ode," namely, by accompanying it with harps or other such 

instruments of music. 

Now, this is purely a groundless assumption, in support of which there is not a solitary fact in 

Revelation or elsewhere in the Scriptures, nor anything in the definition of the word. We can 

settle this point by appealing to the Greek scholars who have defined the word for us. 

(1). Thayer defines σδε, the noun, as follows: "a song, lay, ode; in the Scriptures a song in praise 

of God or Christ." He defines αδσ, which is the same word in the verb form, as follows: "to sing, 

chant." 

(2). Sophocles defines σδε: "ode, song." He defines the verb simply: "to sing." 

(3). Robinson: "σδε an ode, song, e. g. in praise of God;" the verb: "to sing, with Dative of 

person to sing to any one, in his praise and honor." 

(4). Liddell And Scott: "σδε a song, lay, ode; song, singing." The verb: "to sing; hence, all kinds 

of vocal sounds, to crow, as cocks, twitter as swallows, hoot as owls, croak as frogs, etc.; also of 

other sounds, to twang, of the bowstring; to whistle, of the wind through a tree; to ring, of a stone 

when struck; to sing to one; to sing, chant." 

It is needless to quote other authorities. These are sufficient to show, beyond all successful 

contradiction, that this term, in the noun form in the Scriptures, always means simply a song, an 

ode, and in the verb form, to sing, to chant. It has no other meaning, conveys no other idea. The 

definitions given by these lexicons simply exhaust the word of all the meaning it has in the word 

of God, and there can be no other meaning in connection with it without using additional words 

to convey that meaning. It is true that in connection with the use of this word in Revelation, we 

find other ideas, namely, harps and harping, but it is also true that in each and every case, there is 

an additional and different word to convey the additional idea. If the word θηζαξα (kithara), 

meaning a harp, or some other word with that meaning, had not been used, no such idea as 

"harp" would be in the passage. It would never have been dreamed of from the mere use of the 

word σδε (ode); and if the word θηζαξσδνο (kitharodos), meaning a harper, had not been used, 

the idea of "harper" would not be in the passage, nor would it be even remotely suggested by the 

word σδε; and, in like manner, if the word θηζαξηδσ (kitharizo), or its equivalent, had not been 

used in the passage, the idea of harping would not have been thought of, except as suggested by 

the words meaning "harp" and "harper." The term σδε (ode) suggests no such idea. 

Now, what are the facts about the use of this word (σδε, ode), and the harps and harpers 

mentioned in the book of Revelation? Nothing more nor less than simply this, namely, the 

harpers and the harping with the words which signify them, and the singers and the singing with 



the words which signify them, are merely found in use at the same time and place and in the 

same worship; but certainly it does not follow from this that the one implies the other, or that 

where we may find the one to be authorized by the Lord, the other is also so authorized. Of 

course both may be so authorized, but we may never rightly so conclude unless both are 

specified. The one does not involve or imply the other. It so happens that both are found to be 

used in the instance of worship which the book of Revelation mentions as taking place after the 

close of the Christian dispensation, just as both are found to have been in use in the Jewish 

worship before the Christian dispensation began; but we do not find both in use by divine 

authority during the Christian dispensation; and this is precisely the point on which the whole 

issue turns. During this dispensation, the Lord has abundantly authorized His children to sing the 

ode in His worship, but He has nowhere authorized them to play the kithara in that worship. We 

find odes, and the singing of odes, but no kithara, nor the playing of the kithara. When the Lord 

says ode, He does not mean kithara; and, according to the definition of these terms by lexical 

scholarship, ode never implies kithara. As we have already seen, kithara (harp) and ode may be 

found together in the same worship, but always because each, independently of the other, is 

specifically named and thus authorized to be there, and never because either involves or implies 

the other. Hence, to argue that, because we find both at a given time in a given worship, we may, 

therefore, have both at any other time in any other worship when and where only one of them is 

specified, is, to say the least of it, a figment, pure and simple, without a single fact in either 

philology or the Bible to sustain it. When the advocates of a cause are forced to resort to such 

reasoning in order to find a shadow of support for it, simply because they cannot resort to 

anything better, there is good ground for the presumption that there is, in reality, nothing to 

sustain it. Hence, with due consideration for the views and feelings of those who have hitherto 

been led to think otherwise, I respectfully add that this, it seems to me, is the only rational 

conclusion that can be reached in regard to this modern claim concerning the harps and harpers 

of Revelation. 



CHAPTER XII.  
THE CLAIM CONCERNING CLEMENT AND AMBROSE. 

Among the various resorts of modern apologists for instrumental music in the worship, is the 

claim that it was so used in the fourth century by the celebrated Ambrose of Milan, and even as 

early as the close of the second century by Clement of Alexandria. This claim is put forth in the 

effort to break, or at least modify, the force of the position that instrumental music was never 

used in Christian worship till about the sixth or the seventh century, and that there was no 

general use of it till several hundred years after that time. 

Be it remembered, first of all, that even were this claim established by clear and indisputable 

facts, it would prove nothing at all, so far as divine authority is concerned, which is the point at 

issue. It would only prove that this innovation was introduced at an earlier date than is usually 

assigned to it; only this, and nothing more. In fact, so far as the real issue is concerned, whether 

it was introduced by Ambrose in the fourth century or by Clement in the second century; or, 

indeed, whether it was introduced in the first century or the twentieth century, makes no 

difference whatever in principle, so long as it remains a fact that it was introduced after the days 

of Inspiration. If the practice is shown to be without divine authority, then the only point which 

its opponents are under logical obligation to prove is fully established, no matter when nor by 

whom it was introduced. 

But, the use which has been made of this claim both in books and in periodical literature in 

recent years has led the present author to make a careful examination of the subject of music as 

treated in the literature of the early centuries; and he has been unable to find anything whatever 

which can be relied on as proof that either Ambrose or Clement ever said or did anything that 

justifies the claim in question. In fact, there is ground for serious doubt, as we shall see, whether 

Clement ever used the language which has been attributed to him, and the writers who have 

made the claim concerning Ambrose have failed, as far as we have been able to see, to produce 

any proof of their claim. 

It is the purpose in the present chapter, to present the facts in the case, and then submit the 

question to the candid decision of the reader. 

1. THE CLAIM AS TO AMBROSE. 

This celebrated church "father" and Bishop of the cathedral church of Milan, who was born A.D. 

340, and died A.D. 397, was a great musician, the so-called "Ambrosian chant" being named in 

his honor. Now, it is not only claimed that he used instrumental music in the worship, but the 

claim is sometimes accompanied with the assumption that its use, even at that early period, was 

looked upon as a mere matter of course and met with no opposition. While, of course, the mere 

fact that a given fact is not mentioned by reliable historians in connection with Ambrose is not 

proof that he did not teach it, still it creates a presumption in favor of the position that he did not, 

and the burden of proof rests upon those who set up the claim that he did. Now, in the present 

case, we merely contend that the evidence that he did so teach is not conclusive. 



We now invite attention to the facts in the case. Sir John Hawkins, an author whom we have 

quoted elsewhere in this work, and who lived no farther back than the eighteenth century, is the 

authority that is relied on as proof of the aforesaid claim. We already have his admission (See 

Chap. XIV., page 151 of this work) that in the primitive church, when the worship was under the 

supervision and guidance of inspired men, only vocal music was used in the praise of God. 

Remember, too, as just stated, that Sir John Hawkins lived no farther back than the eighteenth 

century. To be exact, he was born in London, England, and lived from 1719 to 1789 after the use 

of instrumental music in the worship, with many other perversions of the ancient order, had 

become general. Moreover, he threw himself, with all the strength he could command, on the 

side of those favoring the practice, and he would not likely omit, from his general history of 

music, any available proof that would, in his judgment, sustain that side of the question; yet the 

following is the sum of his testimony on this point: 

Though it is uncontroverted that Vitalianus introduced the organ into the service of the 

Romish church, yet the use of instruments in churches was much earlier; for we are told 

that St. Ambrose joined instruments of music with the public service in the cathedral 

church of Milan, which example of his was so approved of, that by degrees it became the 

general practice of other churches, and has since obtained in almost all the Christian 

world besides. Nay, the antiquity of instrumental church music is still higher, if we may 

credit the testimony of Justin Martyr and Eusebius, the latter of whom lived fifty, and the 

former two hundred years before the time of St. Ambrose.--General History of Music, 

Vol. I., p. 147. 

But, "we are told" by whom? Not a word of proof is adduced. So far as the author has been able 

to ascertain, not a single quotation is made. We simply have the mere and unsupported statement 

of Sir John Hawkins who, though he no doubt made the statement honestly, nevertheless had no 

record, it seems, to which he could appeal as proof of his assertion. Moreover, when he adds that 

"the antiquity of" this practice "is still higher, if we may credit the testimony of Justin Martyr and 

Eusebius," why did he not quote their "testimony" to that effect, if they left any such testimony 

on record? 

Since reading this assertion from Sir John Hawkins in his General History of Music, and 

examining every place in that large work in which, as it appears to us, he would likely quote such 

testimony from these authors, and failing to find a single quotation from them in support of his 

assertion, the author, simply to test its correctness and get at the facts, has taken the pains to read 

carefully every line of the undisputed works of Justin Martyr, his "First Apology," his "Second 

Apology," and his "Dialogue with Trypho the Jew," and there is not a solitary word of such 

"testimony" anywhere in these works. Moreover, during the same time and for the same purpose, 

the author has read every line of the ten Books of the Ecclesiastical History of Eusebius, the 

work in which he would most likely record such "testimony," if he recorded it anywhere at all, 

and not a line of such "testimony" does this famous work contain. We simply add that, if these 

men left on record a single word favoring the use of instrumental music in Christian worship, we 

have so far been unable to find it. But this is not all. If they left on record any such "testimony" 

as Sir John Hawkins intimates, then not only has the present author, but the world's historians, 

encyclopedists, and annotators of every class have failed to discover it. With all due respect, 

therefore, to his learning in the musical lore of the ages, we believe Sir John Hawkins' statement 

is founded in a misconception of facts. 



But how shall we account for such a statement from a reputable writer? On the ground of 

tradition and rumor. On the hypothesis that there was such a tradition and rumor current at the 

time, it is easy to see how even a reputable writer, as eager to uphold instrumental music in the 

worship as Sir John Hawkins is known to have been, would seize the opportunity to bolster the 

practice by saying "we are told that St. Ambrose joined instruments of music with the public 

service," and in so saying he would tell the truth. Moreover, as already conceded, we cannot 

know, so far as the present author has seen anything to the contrary is concerned, that Ambrose 

did not do what is alleged of him. There were other equally gross departures from the primitive 

order that are known to have been adopted even before that time, such as infant baptism, and 

pouring and sprinkling for baptism. The McClintock and Strong Cyclopedia not only speaks, in 

general terms, of "heresy largely pervading the church and making rapid headway" at that very 

time, but it specifies "the appointment of singers as a distinct class of officers in the church" with 

"the consequent introduction of profane music;" and why should not instrumental music have 

been introduced if the carnal wishes of the people called for it? In view of such facts and 

tendencies at the time, it would certainly not be a matter of surprise if it were discovered that 

instrumental music had also been introduced. We only make the point here that the evidence thus 

far adduced in support of the claim is not only not conclusive, but points decidedly to the 

conclusion that Ambrose, at any rate, never introduced it. In fact, the McClintock and Strong 

Cyclopedia says: 

Neither Ambrose, nor Basil, nor Chrysostom in the noble encomiums which they 

severally pronounced upon music, make any mention of instrumental music.--Vol. VI., p. 

759, Art. Music. 

2. THE CLAIM AS TO CLEMENT. 

Before presenting the body of the text from Clement containing the famous passage in dispute, 

we here quote the opening sentence of the passage separately for examination upon its own 

merits. The following is the original of this sentence: Καλ πξνο θηζαξαλ εζειεζεο ε ιπξαλ αδεηλ 

ηε θαη ςαιιεηλ, κσκνο νπθ εζηηλ. It may be rendered as follows: And if you wish to sing and 

make melody to the harp and the lyre, there is no blame. 

Now, with no other light on the case except that thrown on it by these bare words themselves, we 

submit that it would be utterly impossible to tell whether the author of the passage meant that 

these instruments might be used by Christians in the worship of God, or as a mere entertainment 

outside of that worship. The passage itself does not specify either, while the context is decidedly 

in favor of the latter view. In fact, there is much in the context that is wholly out of harmony with 

the view that he meant the worship of God; and this position is so well sustained by the entire 

drift of thought in Clement that Joseph Bingham, the eminent author of "Antiquities of the 

Christian Church," unhesitatingly says: 

He speaks not of what was then in use in Christian churches, but of what might lawfully 

be used by any private Christians, if they were disposed to use it; which rather argues that 

instrumental music, the lute and the harp, of which he speaks, was not in use in the public 

churches.--Antiq. of the Christian Church, Vol. 2, p. 485. 



But this is not all. The utterances of Clement both in the context and elsewhere are so clear, 

outspoken, and strong against the use of such instruments in any kind of temperate feast or 

assembly, that some eminent scholars are pronounced in the conviction that the passage now 

under review is, beyond all doubt, an interpolation. Johann Caspar Suicer, a noted Latin writer of 

the seventeenth century, who is the author of a Theological Thesaurus in two large quarto 

volumes, is very positive in his advocacy of this position. After calling attention to the place in 

Clement up to which the language, in his judgment, is genuine, he describes what follows as 

unquestionably an interpolation, using the strong and significant word, "assumentum," which 

means one thing sewed on to another, and may be well rendered by the word "patch." He says it 

is "diametrically opposed to the foregoing." "Neither," he adds, "do I see with what reason they 

are joined to the preceding by θαλ." Then, after pointing out, in the alleged spurious passage, "a 

most irrelevant question and one worthy only of a Cabalist," he says: "It is foreign also to the 

piety of Clement that the ζθνιηνλ instituted for drinking companies, to be sung in the convivial 

feasts of the Gentiles, is said to have been made 'Εβξαηθσλ θαηα εηθνλα ςαικσλ. As if he 

[Clement] did not know that Psalms, not 'wine songs,' i. e. convivial songs, as the ζθνιηα are, 

although they [i. e. Psalms] were recited at the close of the Supper, Mat 26:30,--I say that so 

great a profanation of the Psalms is most severely condemned by God in the third 

[commandment] of the Decalogue and Amo 5:23; Amo 6:5-6." Continuing his argument further 

on, he adds: "In order, then, that we may expedite the matter at last: That whole chapter of 

Clement seems to be ended with Οπηνο 'εκσλ 'ν θσκνο 'ν επραξηζηνο." Then, after citing certain 

incongruous and hence evidently spurious expressions, he asks: "By what reason would he, from 

the example of the Greeks, teach that the singing is to be done to the lyre? For in other parts 

everywhere he rejects [disapproves] that kind of voluptuous music, and the psaltery of David he 

adapts [accommodates] to us allegorically." In confirmation of this statement, he makes certain 

quotations from Clement, among which is the following from Book VI. of his "Stromata:" 

"Superfluous music is to be rejected, because it breaks and variously affects the mind, so that 

sometimes it is indeed mournful, sometimes unchaste and inciting to licentiousness, sometimes 

frenzied and insane." Then, from Book II. of his "Paedagogos:" "These instruments are to be 

banished from sober [temperate] feasts, which are suitable rather for beasts than for men, and for 

those men who are estranged from reason." After submitting a number of such statements from 

Clement, all of which are incongruous with the idea that he favored instrumental music in 

Christian worship, Suicer draws this pointed conclusion: "Nothing therefore has Clement written 

which would favor organs and their present-day use even the least, yea directly the 

contrary."--Suicer's Thesaurus, Vol. 2, p. 502. 

In confirmation of the reasonableness of the view advocated in the foregoing,--at any rate, to 

show that Clement did not teach the use of instrumental music in Christian worship, we now 

reproduce the entire chapter in which the disputed passage or alleged interpolation occurs. It is 

Chapter IV. of Book II. in the work of Clement entitled "Paedagogos," or "The Instructor." We 

submit the English translation given in Volume II. of the "Ante-Nicene Fathers," under the 

editorship of Alexander Roberts and James Donaldson and styled the "American Reprint of the 

Edinburgh Edition." On pages 248 and 249 of this work, under the heading, "How to Conduct 

Ourselves at Feasts," the chapter in question appears in full, and is as follows: 

Let revelry keep away from our rational entertainments, and foolish vigils, too, that revel 

in intemperance. For revelry is an inebriate pipe, the chain of an amatory bridge, that is, 

of sorrow. And let love, and intoxication, and senseless passions, be removed from our 



choir. Burlesque singing is the boon companion of drunkenness. A night spent over drink 

invites drunkenness, rouses lust, and is audacious in deeds of shame. For if people 

occupy their time with pipes, and psalteries, and choirs, and dances, and Egyptian 

clapping of hands, and such disorderly frivolities, they become quite immodest and 

intractable, beat on cymbals and drums, and make a noise on instruments of delusion; for 

plainly such a banquet, as seems to me, is a theater of drunkenness. For the apostle 

decrees that, "putting off the works of darkness, we should put on the armor of light, 

walking honestly as in the day, not spending our time in rioting and drunkenness, in 

chambering and wantonness." Let the pipe be resigned to the shepherds, and the flute to 

the superstitious who are engrossed in idolatry. For, in truth, such instruments are to be 

banished from the temperate banquet being more suitable to beasts than men, and the 

more irrational portion of mankind. For we have heard of stags being charmed by the 

pipe, and seduced by music into the toils when hunted by huntsmen. And when mares are 

being covered, a tune is played on the flute--a nuptial song, as it were. And every 

improper sight and sound, to speak in a word, and every shameful sensation of 

licentiousness--which, in truth, is privation of the sensation--must by all means be 

excluded; and we must be on our guard against whatever pleasure titillates eye and ear, 

and effeminates. For the various spells of the broken strains and plaintive numbers of the 

Carian muse corrupt men's morals, drawing to perturbation of mind by the licentious and 

mischievous art of music. 

The Spirit, distinguishing from such revelry the divine service, sings, "Praise Him with the sound of trumpet;" for 

with sound of trumpet he shall raise the dead. "Praise Him on the psaltery;" for the tongue is the psaltery of the 

Lord; "And praise Him on the lyre." By the lyre is meant the mouth struck by the Spirit, as it were by a plectrum. 

"Praise Him with the timbrel and the dance," refers to the Church meditating on the resurrection of the dead in the 

resounding skin. "Praise Him on the chords and organ." Our body He calls an organ, and its nerves are the strings by 

which it has received harmonious tension, and when struck by the Spirit, it gives forth human voices. "Praise Him 

on the clashing cymbals." He calls the tongue the cymbal of the mouth, which resounds with the pulsation of the 

lips. Therefore He cried to humanity, "Let every breath praise the Lord," because He cares for every breathing thing 

which He hath made. For man is truly a pacific instrument; while other instruments, if you investigate, you will find 

to be warlike, inflaming to lust, or kindling up amours, or rousing wrath. In their wars, therefore, the Etruscans use 

the trumpet, the Arcadians the pipe, the Sicilians the pectides, the Cretans the lyre, the Lacedaemonians the flute, the 

Thracians the horn, the Egyptians the drum, and the Arabians the cymbal. The one instrument of peace, the word 

alone by which we honor God, is what we employ. We no longer employ the ancient psaltery and trumpet, and 

timbrel, and flute, which those expert in war and contemners of the fear of God were wont to make use of also in the 

choruses at their festive assemblies; that by such strains they might raise their dejected minds. 

But let our genial feeling in drinking be twofold, in accordance with the law. For, "if thou shalt 

love the Lord thy God" and then "thy neighbor," let its first manifestation be toward God in 

thanksgiving and psalmody, and the second toward our neighbor in decorous fellowship. For 

says the apostle, "Let the word of the Lord dwell in you richly." And this word suits and 

conforms himself to seasons, to persons, to places. In the present instance He is a guest with us. 

For the apostle adds, "Teaching and admonishing one another in all wisdom, in psalms, and 

hymns, and spiritual songs, singing with grace in your heart to God." And again, "Whatsoever ye 

do in word or deed, do all in the name of the Lord Jesus, giving thanks to God and His Father." 

This is our thankful revelry. And even if you wish to sing and play to the harp or lyre, there is no 

blame. Thou shalt imitate the righteous Hebrew king in his thanksgiving to God. "Rejoice in the 

Lord, ye righteous; praise is comely to the upright," says the prophecy. "Confess to the Lord on 



the harp; play to Him on the psaltery of ten strings. Sing to Him a new song." And does not the 

ten-stringed psaltery indicate the word Jesus who is manifested by the element of the decad? And 

as it is befitting, before partaking of food, that we should bless the Creator of all; so also in 

drinking it is suitable to praise Him on partaking of His creatures. For the psalm is a melodious 

and sober blessing. The apostle calls the psalm "a spiritual song." 

Finally, before partaking of sleep, it is a sacred duty to give thanks to God, having enjoyed His 

grace and love, and so go straight to sleep. "And confess to Him in songs of the lips," he says, 

"because in His command all His good pleasure is done, and there is no deficiency in His 

salvation." Further among the ancient Greeks, in their banquets over the brimming cups, a song 

was sung called a skolion, after the manner of the Hebrew psalms, all together raising the pean 

with the voice, and sometimes also taking turns in the song while they drank healths round; 

while those that were more musical than the rest sang to the lyre. But let amatory songs be 

banished far away, and let our songs be hymns to God. "Let them praise," it is said, "His name in 

the dance, and let them play to Him on the timbrel and psaltery." And what is the choir which 

plays? The Spirit will show thee: "Let His praise be in the congregation (church) of the saints; let 

them be joyful in their King." And again He adds, "The Lord will take pleasure in His people." 

For temperate harmonies are to be admitted; but we are to banish as far as possible from our 

robust mind those liquid harmonies, which, through pernicious arts in the modulation of tones, 

train to effeminacy and scurrility. But grave and modest strains say farewell to the turbulence of 

drunkenness. Chromatic harmonies are therefore to be abandoned to immodest revels, and to 

florid and meretricious music. 

Now, without entering into the merits of Suicer's arguments in proof that the passage is spurious, 

or those of Bingham in proof that it does not refer to worship, I here submit a collation of facts 

from that part of the chapter which is unquestionably genuine and which show, beyond all cavil, 

that Clement either did not intend, by the passage in dispute or by any other statement, to 

countenance the use of instrumental music in Christian worship, or he positively contradicts 

himself one or the other. That he did oppose, in strong and unmistakable terms, such use of 

instrumental music, may be clearly seen from the following facts, which my readers can verify 

for themselves by looking carefully over the chapter quoted: 

1. Such instruments as the pipe and flute are "more suitable to beasts than men," are 

incompatible with "the temperate banquet," and are, therefore, "to be banished from" such 

assemblies. 

2. He refers to such music as "licentious and mischievous" and advocates its exclusion from 

temperate feasts on the ground that Christians should guard against whatever pleasure titillates 

eye and ear." 

3. Although he quotes David's command to praise the Lord with the trumpet, the psaltery, the 

lyre, the timbrel and dance, chords and organ, and clashing cymbals, yet he immediately follows 

it with a symbolic explanation of the whole thing by saying that, with Christians, "the tongue is 

the psaltery of the Lord," "the mouth" is "the lyre," praising on "the timbrel and dance refers to 

the church meditating on the resurrection of the dead," and the human "body" is the "organ" and 

its "nerves are the strings." 



4. After saying that "man is truly a pacific instrument," he says "other instruments, if you 

investigate, you will find to be warlike, inflaming to lust," and he then mentions the different 

kinds of instruments employed by the warlike nations among the ancients. 

5. Then, in contrast with this variety of carnal instruments used by different belligerent nations, 

he not only says that "the word alone" is "the one instrument of peace" by which Christians 

"honor God," but he specifically declares that they "no longer employ the ancient psaltery, and 

trumpet, and timbrel, and flute" which "contemners of the fear of God were wont to make use 

of." 

Now, in view of such an array of incontrovertible facts, let us ask, in all sincerity, would any 

rational and pious mind utter such statements as the foregoing, and then teach, in the same 

breath, that men may, with propriety, use instrumental music in the worship of God? All right 

reason refuses to believe it. Moreover, even if it be admitted that the alleged spurious passage 

was written by Clement, it is still a fact that, while, in it, he is represented as saying "play to Him 

on the psaltery of ten strings," yet, in the very same connection, he is represented as giving it all 

a symbolic turn by asking: "Does not the ten-stringed psaltery indicate the word Jesus?" In the 

language of A. Cleveland Coxe, author of Notes on Clement of Alexandria, who, commenting on 

the opening sentence of the passage in dispute, says: "Here instrumental music is allowed, 

though he turns everything into a type." But, in view of all his utterances, both figurative and 

unfigurative, it is simply impossible to interpret Clement in support of instrumental music in 

Christian worship without involving him in unaccountable self-contradiction. No man, with the 

intelligence, learning and piety for which the eminent Alexandrian was noted, and at whose feet 

the learned and renowned Origen once sat as a pupil, would be guilty of such gross inconsistency 

and absurdity. 

We conclude, therefore, and with good reason, that those who resort to Ambrose and Clement for 

support of the practice in question are leaning on a broken stick. 

 

  

 

 This sentence begins the disputed passage. 

 This is what Suicer pronounces "a most irrelevant question and one worthy only of a Cabalist." No doubt the reader 

will agree with this criticism. 



CHAPTER XIII.  
MUSIC AMONG THE JEWS--A PARALLEL CONTROVERSY. 

It is a well-known fact that the absence of instrumental music from the Jewish worship as that 

worship obtained in the synagogue of New Testament times, has often been used, and very 

properly so, as favoring the opposition to the practice among Christians. The force of this 

argument is derived from the fact, generally understood and admitted, that the worship of the 

church of Christ was patterned after that of the Jewish synagogue. Chambers' Encyclopedia bears 

the following testimony: 

On the connection between the Jewish synagogue and the Christian church, and their respective 

rites and modes of worship, we cannot here enlarge. This much, however, we may say, that it is 

obvious to the most superficial observation that the principal practices of the latter belong, with 

certain modifications, to the former; and it has been conjectured that even the melodies of certain 

hymns still sung in the Roman churches are to be traced to the temple and the synagogues. It is, 

moreover, well known that the early Christian churches were entirely organized after the pattern 

of the synagogues.--Vol. IX., p. 254. 

It is no part of my purpose in this chapter to present a general history of music among the Jews, but rather to present 

the leading facts of an interesting and instructive parallel controversy over the music question that has gone on 

among the Jews simultaneously with that, on the same subject, among Christians. Few persons, comparatively, are 

aware of the extent to which this same disturbing question has been a bone of contention among the Jewish people, 

or of the bitterness, strife and division which it has caused among them. In fact, while the controversy among 

Christians has been more widespread than among Jews, yet among the latter it has been equally bitter and relentless, 

leading, in some instances, to open rupture of fellowship and a final appeal to the civil courts to determine the 

question of property rights. In these respects, the reader will be impressed with the striking parallel between the 

course of Israel's descendants in regard to this vexed question, and the unfortunate and sometimes disgraceful 

proceedings which have frequently marked the course of professed Christians over the same matter. 

Be it observed, first of all, that instrumental music was no part of the worship in the ancient 

Jewish synagogue. It was never used in that worship. It is as much of an innovation in the 

synagogue worship of modern times as it is in the worship of the church of Christ. That it was 

used in the worship of what is called Judaism proper, that is, in the ancient temple worship, is a 

fact freely admitted by both Jews and Christians. Moreover, it is a significant fact that, just as 

Christians charge their fellow-Christians with judaizing or imitating the Jews when they 

introduce instrumental music into the worship of the church, so Jews charge their fellow-Jews 

with imitating the Christians when they introduce that practice into the worship of the 

synagogue. When that learned Roman Catholic theologian and scholastic doctor of the thirteenth 

century, Thomas Aquinas, quoted elsewhere in this work, said: "Our church does not use musical 

instruments, as harps and psalteries, to praise God withal, that she may not seem to Judaize" 

(Bingham's Antiq. Vol. 2, p. 483, London Ed.), little did he dream that, in a few centuries, this 

secularizing innovation would gain such a footing among Christians that those Jews, remaining 

loyal to their ancient synagogue worship, would have occasion to charge their fellow-Jews, who 

might adopt it, with imitating Christians! But this is precisely the state of things that has come to 

pass. 



That my readers may have before them the facts concerning this interesting charge and 

counter-charge between Christians and Jews, with also a statement of the controversy among the 

latter, I here insert some extracts from the Jewish Encyclopedia, a learned and voluminous work 

brought out in recent years under the editorship of Isidore Singer. From these extracts, the reader 

will see when the disturbing practice in question was first introduced into the synagogue 

worship, and also the confusion, strife and division which it created. This learned Jewish 

authority testifies as follows: 

1. The modern organ in Reform Synagogues as an accessory of worship was first introduced 

by Israel Jacobson at Berlin in the new house of prayer which he opened for the Shabu'ot 

festival, June 14, 1815. It aroused great indignation and opposition on the part of the rest 

of the community, a successful appeal being made to Emperor Frederic William III. to 

close the place, on the plea that the Reform schism was detrimental to the established 

rights of the Jewish Church, and was especially disturbing to the Jewish congregation of 

Berlin. The house was closed December 6, 1815. The members of the Reform party 

succeeded in building and dedicating their first temple on October 18, 1818, at Hamburg, 

where they set up a fine organ, but employed a non-Jewish organist. * * * The objectors 

based their prohibition of the organ in the synagogue on the following grounds: (1) 

Playing on musical instruments is prohibited on Sabbaths and holy days, and even to 

engage a non-Jew to play for Jews on Sabbath is considered a "shebut" or disturbance of 

the Sabbath rest; (2) music, except at marriage ceremonies, is generally prohibited, in 

token of mourning for the destruction of Jerusalem; (3) Jewish divine services must not 

be made to imitate the customs of the Christian Church.--Jewish Encyclopedia, Vol. IX., 

p. 432. 

 

2. Among the Reform congregations in the United States the organ was first introduced in 

1840 in Temple Beth Elohim at Charleston, S. C., under Rabbi Gustav Posnanski, by a 

vote of 46 against 40 of the older members, who objected to the innovation and who in 

1844 carried the matter into the courts. The decision was against the minority, who 

appealed the case; and the higher court affirmed the decision in 1846. In the opinion, 

written by Judge Butler, the court held that, being unable to decide the merits of this 

religious controversy, it must rely upon the judgment of the majority of the congregation 

(text of decision in Ezra's Collection, "The Jews of South Carolina," article VIII., "The 

Organ in the Synagogue"). The minority finally withdrew and organized a separate 

congregation.--Ibid. pp. 432, 433. 

 

3. Instrumental music is quite a modern feature in synagogal worship. Owing to the 

rabbinical "fence" which prohibited the use of an instrument on Sabbath and festivals 

because of the probability that it would require tuning or other preparation, it is still 

avoided by conservative congregations on those days. Much controversy has raged about 

this point in Jewish as in other communities. The earlier hesitation of the church to adopt 

the organ because it was "a Jewish instrument" has been reproduced in the assumption of 

many Jews that it was specifically a Christian one. It is still banned by rigid adherents to 

old ways; but in ordinary conservative congregations it is unhesitatingly employed at 

weddings and other services on week days.--Ibid. p. 134. 



On the general character of Hebrew music, the American Cyclopedia says: 

The Hebrew music, both vocal and instrumental, is constantly referred to in the Bible, 

and especially in the Psalms, and yet we have no certain knowledge as to its character. It 

was probably founded on the music of the Egyptians, and it is conjectured that one of the 

results of the Egyptian training which Moses received was the introduction into the 

Hebrew service of the music of the Egyptian priesthood. But no melodies that have come 

down to us can be identified as those used in the temple service. That the singers were a 

body by themselves under leaders, and that the singing was done by alternate choirs as 

was later the case with the primitive Chrisiians, is well known. That they had various 

instruments, both wind and stringed, is also known.--Vol. XII. p. 87, Art. Music. 

On the same subject, the Schaff-Herzog Encyclopedia deposes as follows: 

The cultivation of sacred music, which was commenced under Samuel, especially 

through the establishment of the school of the prophets (1Sa 10:5; 1Sa 19:19-20), reached 

its height under David, who, encouraged and assisted by the choir of the prophets (2Ch 

29:25), was not only an expert in song and music himself, but also an inventor of musical 

instruments, as may be seen from Amo 6:5.--Vol. 2, p. 1598, Art. Music and Musical 

Instruments. 

Piety and religious devotion were prominent graces among the ancient Hebrews, a fact well 

attested by their conduct even as exiles in a foreign land, as exhibited in the following inspired 

poem: 

 By the rivers of Babylon, There we sat down, yea, we wept, When we remembered Zion. Upon the 

willows in the midst thereof We hanged up our harps. For there they that led us captive Required of us 

songs, And they that wasted us, Required of us mirth, saying, Singing us one of the songs of Zion. How 

shall we sing Jehovah's song In a foreign land? If I forget thee, O Jerusalem, Let my right hand forget her 

skill. Let my tongue cleave to the Roof of my mouth, If I remember thee not; If I prefer not Jerusalem 

Above my chief joy.--Psa 137:1-6.  

It was this beautiful sentiment of devotion to Jehovah, and to the worship of Jehovah, which, 

after their return from the Babylonish captivity, led to the erection of numerous synagogues 

throughout Palestine and in all other countries whither the Jews were dispersed. Of these 

synagogues and the use made of them, George P. Fisher says: 

The centers of Jewish instruction and worship were the synagogues, which sprung up 

during and after the Exile. They were found not only in Palestine, but also in all the 

towns of the Roman Empire of any considerable size, where Jews resided. The buildings 

were plain, rectangular edifices, either placed on an eminence or marked by a pole rising 

from the roof. The synagogues were under the management of "elders." In them, on the 

Sabbath, all faithful Jews met for prayer, and to hear and to study the law.--History of the 

Christian Church, pp. 15, 16. 

As elsewhere observed, the order of organization and worship in the synagogue became the 

model for organization and worship in the church of Christ. Smith's Dictionary of the Bible says: 



It will be enough, in this place, to notice in what way the ritual, no less than the 

organization, was connected with the facts of the New Testament history, and with the 

life and order of the Christian Church. Here, too, we meet with multiplied coincidences. 

It would hardly be an exaggeration to say that the worship of the Church was identical 

with that of the Synagogue, modified (1) by the new truths, (2) by the new institution of 

the Supper of the Lord, (3) by the spiritual Charismata.--Vol. IV., pp. 3136, 3137. 

Thus, we see that, greatly similar in organization and worship, the Synagogue and the Church 

have had similar fortunes in battling against innovation; and whatever else may be thought of the 

vivid parallel between the Jewish and Christian communities on the music question, the reader 

must be deeply impressed with the similarity of effort on the part of conservatives in both cases 

to preserve inviolate the divine order as it came from inspired men. 

 

  

 

 Ecclesia nostra non assumit instrumenta musica, sicut citharas et psalteria, in divinas laudes, ne videatur 

Judaizare.--Quaets. xci., Art. ii. 

CHAPTER XIV.  
TESTIMONY OF SPECIALISTS, ENCYCLOPEDISTS, 

HISTORIANS, AND COMMENTATORS. 

Our general theme has elicited attention from all classes of Biblical writers in all ages, and the 

mass of literature which has accumulated on the subject, in ancient and modern times, is an 

irrefutable proof of the importance attached to it in different ages by competent critics. In an 

effort to present, within reasonable limits, a fair consensus of judgment among those who have 

spoken, it is not always an easy task to decide what to introduce and what to omit; but it is the 

aim, in the present chapter, to give representative statements from specialists, encyclopedists, 

historians, and commentators who, although occupying different fields of research, nevertheless 

speak with great unanimity when they have occasion to discuss our theme. We shall now hear 

from them in their own language, and in the following order: 

I. SPECIALISTS. 

We present, first of all, the testimony of a group of scholars properly termed specialists in the 

music realm. It may be observed, in passing, that all of those here presented, without exception, 

as far as we have been able to ascertain, favored the use of instrumental music in the worship, 

but were compelled, for truth's sake, to speak as they have spoken, and their testimony is, 

therefore, the more valuable. 



1. Dr. Frederic Louis Ritter, Director of the School of Music at Vassar College, in his "History of 

Music from the Christian Era to the Present Time," says: 

We have no real knowledge of the exact character of the music which formed a part of 

the religious devotion of the first Christian congregations. It was, however, purely vocal. 

Instrumental music was excluded, at first, as having been used by the Romans at their 

depraved festivities; and everything reminding them of heathen worship could not be 

endured by the new religionists. As late as the fourth century, St. Hieronymus says, 

speaking of the degraded state of Roman spectacles, "A Christian maid should not know 

what a lyre or flute is, nor what their use is." This strict confinement to purely vocal 

music was, however, more adhered to in the churches of the Occident; for in the Orient, 

with the multiplication of Christian congregations, the custom of introducing 

instrumental music in the church service, after the manner of the heathen, became more 

and more general.--P. 28. 

2. Edward Dickinson, Professor of the History of Music, in the Conservatory of Music, Oberlin 

College, says: 

While the Greek and Roman songs were metrical, the Christian psalms were antiphons, 

prayers, responses, etc., were unmetrical; and while the pagan melodies were always sung 

to an instrumental accompaniment, the church chant was exclusively vocal. Through the 

influence of this double change of technical and aesthetic basis, the liturgic song was at 

once more free, aspiring, and varied than its prototype, taking on that rhythmic flexibility 

and delicate shading in which also the unique charm of the Catholic chant of the present 

day so largely consists. 

In view of the controversies over the use of instrumental music in worship, which have 

been so violent in the British and American Protestant churches, it is an interesting 

question whether instruments were employed by the primitive Christians. We know that 

instruments performed an important function in the Hebrew temple service and in the 

ceremonies of the Greeks. At this point, however, a break was made with all previous 

practice, and although the lyre and flute were sometimes employed by the Greek 

converts, as a general rule the use of instruments in worship was condemned. Many of 

the fathers, speaking of religious song, make no mention of instrunients; others, like 

Clement of Alexandria and St. Chrysostom, refer to them only to denounce them. 

Clement says: "Only one instrument do we use, viz. the word of peace wherewith we 

honor God, no longer the old psaltery, trumpet, drum, and flute." Chrysostom exclaims: 

"David formerly sang in psalms, also we sing today with him; he had a lyre with lifeless 

strings, the church has a lyre with living strings. Our tongues are the strings of the lyre, 

with a different tone, indeed, but with a more accordant piety." St. Ambrose expresses his 

scorn for those who would play the lyre and psaltery instead of singing hymns and 

psalms; and St. Augustine adjures believers not to turn their hearts to theatrical 

instruments. The religious guides of the early Christians felt that there would be an 

incongruity, and even profanity, in the use of the sensuous nerve-exciting effects of 

instrumental sound in their mystical, spiritual worship. Their high religious and moral 

enthusiasm needed no aid from external stimulus; the pure vocal utterance was the more 

proper expression of their faith.--Music in the History of the Western Church, pp. 54-55. 



3. John Spencer Curwen, member of the Royal Academy of Music and President (in 1880) of the 

Tonic Sol-fa College, London, bears the following testimony: 

Men still living can remember the time when organs were very seldom found outside the 

Church of England. The Methodists, Independents, and Baptists rarely had them, and by 

the Presbyterians they were stoutly opposed. But since these bodies began to introduce 

organs, the adoption of them has been unchecked. Even the Presbyterians are giving 

away, and if we read the future by the past, we can hardly doubt that, in a few years, 

unaccompanied singing will very seldom be heard. Yet, even in the Church of England 

itself, organs did not obtain admission without much controversy.--Studies in Worship 

Music, p. 179. 

From the testimony of this eminent authority, the reader can see that all denominations have had 

the same experience with this innovation. They opposed it at first, but by and by yielded to the 

popular clamor for it. Moreover, it must be apparent to the thoughtful that one clear statement 

from the New Testament authorizing the practice, or one example of its use by any church under 

apostolic leadership, would have forestalled all the controversy, and set the question at rest. The 

same is true of pouring or sprinkling for baptism. One clear utterance of inspired men, 

authorizing the practice, or one example of it under their leadership would have forestalled all 

controversy and set the question at rest. The reason why singing and immersion are not in 

controversy is because there is divine authority for them; but for instrumental music in worship, 

and pouring and sprinkling for baptism, there is simply no divine authority; and hence, so long as 

either is practiced and contended for, so long will there be controversy and division even to the 

end of time. 

On the overestimated value of the organ in worship, this same eminent authority, although 

decidedly in favor of the instrument as thus used, gives the following frank and impartial 

testimony: 

The organ is spoken of as "the king of instruments," "the church orchestra," etc. Its 

undoubtedly fine qualities are praised to such an extent that its defects are forgotten. It is, 

however, highly important that we should impartially weigh its strong and weak points. 

Its most serious defect for the purpose of congregational music is want of accent. It 

cannot give more stress to one note than to another, and the very name in music for a tone 

which is equally loud during its whole length is "organ tone." Singing led by an organ 

always becomes monotonous and heavy and loses its accent. The crescendo and 

diminuendo of the swell organ must not for a moment be confused with what is here 

meant by accent.--Same Work, pp. 184, 185. 

Finally, on page 186 of the same work, we have the very best that this master of music can say in 

defense of the organ in worship, as follows: 

The real value of the organ, when properly used, is that it floods the building with sound, 

so that timid worshipers are encouraged to sing. They are encouraged because they do not 

hear their own voices, and because it is easier to sing when the way is smoothed by 

instrumental accompaniment. The musical effect, also, is improved by the organ; harsh 

and loud voices are leveled; the interstices, as it were, are filled up, and the 

congregational voice is rounded into harmonious unity. 



That which "floods the building with sound" and prevents the worshipers from "hearing their 

own voices," not only cannot help in obeying the command to "teach and admonish one another" 

in song, but hinders from obeying it. 

4. Adolph Bernard Marx, at one time Professor of Music in the University of Berlin, and the 

author of several works on vocal and instrumental music, speaking of the character of organ 

music, says: 

The want of elasticity in organ tone is most noticeable in this, that consecutive sounds are 

not only not merged and blended as is the case with stringed and wind instruments and 

the singing voice, but that they admit no crescendo or decrescendo, no change from forte 

to piano, except through what can be obtained from various registering of the whole. 

Every sound of the organ, the softest as well as the strongest, is hard and unchangeable 

like a column, and is, in spite of its natural strength and sweetness, lifeless. While, on the 

other hand, all living things are forever changing, transforming, waxing and waning, 

consolidating, inflecting, and even testify to their vitality by sinking and rising again, thus 

claiming our immediate sympathy as the echoes of the pulsation of our own mind. In this 

respect, therefore, the organ is unsympathetic and foreign to our innermost life, of which, 

as of all other life, the chief characteristic is motion and change. In every voice, in every 

combination of voices, the organ gives us the same unchanged expression, and every 

individual sound from first to last is unvarying and rigid, however soft and sweet its 

material may be. This is the unsympathetic and nonhuman, because unliving, aspect of 

this instrument, so admired in other respects.--Quoted in Studies in Worship Music, p. 

185. 

5. Samuel Willoughby Duffield, author of "Latin Hymn Writers and Their Hymns," himself an 

ardent advocate of instrumental music in worship, says: 

Another question now meets us, and one of some importance: Did the early Christians 

employ any musical instrument? In reply, it can be noted that ςαιιεηλ, "to make 

melody," is usually taken to refer to a musical accompaniment. In Rom 15:9 it is a 

quotation from Psa 18:50, where it means, "I will sing psalms." In 1Co 14:15 ("I will sing 

with the spirit, and I will sing with the understanding also") and in Jam 5:13 ("Is any 

merry? let him sing psalms") we have nothing decisive except that we know that the 

Jewish method of "singing psalms" was to the accompaniment of musical instruments. 

Thus, with all these texts before us, we are not able either to affirm or deny the fact. The 

reference of Paul (1Co 14:7) to the pipe (απινο, flute) and harp (θηζαξα, lute) gives us no 

assistance. The "harp" of Rev 5:8; Rev 14:2; Rev 15:2, is the cithara or lute again, but 

neither does this tell us what the early Christians did or did not do. The inference is pretty 

strong that they avoided some things that were Jewish--and instrumental music was a 

marked feature in the Jews' worship--but it is plain that (as with the Sabbath question) 

there was a great deal of blending at the edges between the two dispensations.--Latin 

Hymn Writers and Their Hymns, p. 67. 

6. Frank Landon Humphreys, author of "The Evolution of Church Music," gives this testimony: 

One of the features which distinguishes the Christian religion from almost all others is its 

quietness; it aims to repress the outward signs of inward feeling. Savage instinct, and the 



religion of Greece also, had employed the rhythmic dance and all kinds of gesticulatory 

motions to express the inner feelings, some of them entirely unsuitable to purposes of 

worship. The early Christians discouraged all outward signs of excitement, and from the 

very beginning, in the music they used, reproduced the spirit of their religion--an inward 

quietude. All the music employed in their early services was vocal, and the rhythmic 

element and all gesticulation were forbidden.--Evolution of Church Music, p. 42. 

7. Sir John Hawkins. This noted specialist in the department of the history of music, another 

strong advocate of instrumental music in the worship, testifies as follows: 

With respect to the music of the primitive church, though it consisted in the singing of 

psalms and hymns, yet was it performed in sundry different manners; that is to say, 

sometimes the psalms were sung by one person alone, the rest hearing with attention; 

sometimes they were sung by the whole assembly; sometimes alternately, the 

congregation being for that purpose divided into separate choirs; and, lastly, by one 

person, who repeated the first part of the verse, the rest joining in the close 

thereof.--History of Music, Vol. I. p. 108. 

According to this authority, though the singing was "performed in sundry different manners," yet 

it was all singing, and no instrumental music. 

II. ENCYCLOPEDISTS. 

Under this head, we present the testimony of scholars whose business it is to make an impartial 

record of facts concerning the great variety and multiplicity of subjects embraced within their 

scope. Considering their ability and eminence, what they say is certainly significant; and we will 

now hear from them in the following order: 

1. The American Cyclopedia: 

Pope Vitalian is related to have first introduced organs into some of the churches of 

western Europe, about 670; but the earliest trustworthy account is that of the one sent as a 

present by the Greek emperor Constantine Copronymus to Pepin, king of the Franks, in 

755.--Vol. 12, p. 688. 

2. Schaff-Herzog Encyclopedia: 

In the Greek Church the organ never came into use. But after the eighth century it 

became more and more common in the Latin Church; not, however, without opposition 

from the side of the monks. Its misuse, however raised so great an opposition to it, that, 

but for the Emperor Ferdinand, it would probably have been abolished by the Council of 

Trent. The Reformed Church discarded it; and though the Church of Basel very early 

reintroduced it, it was in other places admitted only sparingly, and after long 

hesitation.--Vol. 2, p. 1702. 

3. The New International Encyclopedia: 



The organ is said to have been first employed in the church during the time of Pope 

Vitalian I. (c. 666 A.D.). Pepin placed the Constantine organ in the church of St. 

Corneille at Compiègne, and Charlemagne had one made at Aix-la-Chapelle, a model of 

the one at Compiègne--Vol. XIII., p. 446. 

  

4. McClintock and Strong's Cyclopedia: 

The Greek word ςαιισ is applied among the Greeks of modern times exclusively to 

sacred music, which in the Eastern Church has never been any other than vocal, 

instrumental music being unknown in that Church, as it was in the primitive Church. Sir 

John Hawkins, following the Romish writers in his erudite work on the History of Music, 

makes pope Vitalian, in A.D. 660, the first who introduced organs into churches. But 

students of ecclesiastical archaeology are generally agreed that instrumental music was 

not used in churches till a much later date; for Thomas Aquinas, A.D. 1250, has these 

remarkable words: "Our Church does not use musical instruments, as harps and 

psalteries, to praise God withal, that she may not seem to Judaize." From this passage we 

are surely warranted in concluding that there was no ecclesiastical use of organs in the 

time of Aquinas. It is alleged that Marinus Sanutus, who lived about A.D. 1290, was the 

first that brought the use of wind organs into churches, and hence he received the name of 

Torcellus. In the East, the organ was in use in the emperor's courts, probably from the 

time of Julian, but never has either the organ or any other instrument been employed in 

public worship in Eastern churches; nor is mention of instrumental music found in all 

their liturgies, ancient or modern.--Vol. VIII., p. 739. 

5. Chambers' Encyclopedia: 

The organ is said to have been first introduced into church music by Pope Vitalian I. in 

666. In 757, a great organ was sent as a present to Pepin by the Byzantine emperor, 

Constantine Copronymus, and placed in the church of St. Corneille at Compiègne.--Vol. 

VII., p. 112. 

6. A Concise Cyclopedia of Religious Knowledge: 

Instrumental accompaniments date back from the days of St. Ambrose, and some also 

accredit him with the introduction of antiphonal singing, while others give it to St. Hilary, 

of Poitiers, who borrowed it from the practice of the Eastern Church.--Page 649. 

Then, under the article "organ," on page 683, the same work further says: 

The organ has never been used among the Greeks. From the time of Charlemagne organs 

seem to have come more and more into use in the West, though protests were made 

against them, and the monks were very averse to their use. At the Reformation they were 

discarded, being considered "the vilest remnants of Popery;" but they were reintroduced 

at the Council of Basel. 

7. Johnson's Universal Cyclopedia: 



The organ is said to have been introduced into the church by Pope Vitalian in the seventh 

century, but its employment in church services probably dates from a much earlier 

period. Organs were certainly used in churches very commonly in the time of the 

Carlovingians. We read of organs being sent to King Pepin and Charlemagne as presents 

by the Byzantine emperors.--Vol. VI., p. 335. 

8. Encyclopedia Britannica: 

Though the church from time to time appropriated the secular art forms from their rise to 

their maturity, its chief authorities were always jealous of these advances, and issued 

edicts against them. So in 1322 Pope John XXII. denounced the encroachments of 

counterpoint, alleging that the voluptuous harmony of 3ds and 6ths was fit but for 

profane uses.--Vol. 17, p. 84, Art. Music. 

9. Fessenden's Encyclopedia: 

1. Vocal music. This species, which is the most natural, may be considered to have 

existed before any other. It was continued by the Jews and it is the only kind that is 

permitted in the Greek and Scotch churches or with few exceptions, in dissenting 

congregations in England. The Christian rule requires its use both for personal and social 

edification, Eph. v., Col. iii. The vocal music of the imperial choristers in St. Petersburg 

incomparably surpasses in sweetness and effect the sounds produced by the combined 

power of the most exquisite musical mistruments. 2. Instrumental music is also of very 

ancient date, its invention being ascribed to Tubal, the sixth descendant from Cain. That 

instrumental music was not practiced by the primitive Christians, but was an aid to 

devotion of later times, is evident from church history.--P. 852, Art. Music. 

10. London Encyclopedia: 

Pope Vitalianus in 658 introduced the organ into the Roman Churches to accompany the 

singers. Leo II. in 682 reformed the singing of the psalms and hymns, accommodating the 

intonation of them to the manner in which they are sung or performed at the present 

day.--Vol. 15, p. 280, Art. Music. 

11. Biblical Encyclopedia, on Eph 5:19 and Col 3:16 : 

Psalms, either the psalms of the Old Testament, or a sacred song similar to them in 

character. Hymns, Christian songs of praise. And songs, perhaps songs of a more personal 

character, like Simeon's Nunc dimittis, or Paul's swan song (2Ti 4:6-8). Singing and 

making melody with your heart to the Lord, the heart moving devoutly with the voice. * * 

* The design of public worship may be learned from the word worship itself. 1. There is 

in the constitution of our nature a necessity for the expression of emotion. 2. Audible 

worship is enjoined. 3. We have divine example--Jesus prayed audibly--and sang with 

His disciples at the last Supper. 4. There is apostolic example. 5. We have the example of 

the early church, and of the universal church to this day. 6. Without audible prayer and 

praise there can be no social worship. * * * Teaching and admonishing one another. The 

spiritual importance of Christian hymnody comes out impressively here. It is no mere 

luxury of devotion, certainly no mere musical pleasure; it is an ordained vehicle of 

instruction and warning. * * * On one of the days when President Garfield lay dying at 



the seaside, he was a little better, and was permitted to sit by the window, while Mrs. 

Garfield was in the adjoining room. Love, hope, and gratitude filled her heart as she sang 

the hymn commencing, "Guide me, O Thou great Jehovah!" As the soft and plaintive 

notes floated into the sick chamber, the President turned his eyes up to Dr. Bliss, and 

asked, "Is that Crete?" "Yes," replied the Doctor; "it is Mrs. Garfield." "Quick, open the 

door a little," anxiously responded the sick man. Dr. Bliss opened the, door, and after 

listening a few moments Mr. Garfield exclaimed, as the large tears coursed down his 

sunken cheeks, "Glorious, Bliss, isn't it?"--Vol. V. pp. 283, 332. 

12. The Catholic Encyclopedia: 

To praise God in public worship through songs or hymns in the widest meaning of the 

word (see hymns) is a custom which the primitive Christians brought with them from the 

synagogue. For that reason the ecclesiastical songs of the Christians and the Jews in the 

first centuries after Christ are essentially similar. They consisted mainly of the psalms 

and the canticles of the Old and New Testaments.--Vol. VII., p. 597. 

It is a remarkable fact, particularly noted, as we have seen, by a number of the foregoing 

encyclopedias, that the Greek Church, which has continued to speak the Greek language to the 

present day, has always rejected pouring and sprinkling for baptism, and the use of instrumental 

music in the worship; and they do this, being perfectly familiar with the words baptizo (βαπηηδσ) 

and psallo (ςαιισ) as used both in the New Testament and in Modern Greek in which these 

words are still current. This fact is certainly a significant comment on the meaning of these 

words. Modern Greek is the language still spoken by native Greeks, many of whom have come, 

in recent years, to the United States, especially to the larger cities. A number of them have 

located in Louisville, Ky., and they still use these words as meaning, respectively, to dip and to 

sing.  

III. HISTORIANS. 

We next introduce that large and interesting class of witnesses--ecclesiastical or church 

Historians, whose province it is to furnish a faithful record of facts connected with religious 

affairs as they have transpired since the establishment of the church. 

1. Eusebius. This author, who lived during the latter part of the third and first part of the fourth 

century, is styled, by way of preëminence, the father of ecclesiastical historians. He makes a 

number of references to the simplicity which characterized the lives and worship of the early 

Christians. Referring to the famous letter of Pliny the Second to the emperor Trajan informing 

him about the Christians, he says: 

At the same time he informed him that as far as he had ascertained, they did nothing 

wicked or contrary to the laws; except that they rose with the morning sun, and sang a 

hymn to Christ as to a God.--Eccles. Hist., Book III., Chap. 33. 

2. Neander: 

Church psalmody, also, passed over from the synagogue into the Christian Church. The 

Apostle Paul exhorts the primitive churches to sing spiritual songs. For this purpose were 



used the psalms of the Old Testament, and partly hymns composed expressly for this 

object, especially hymns of praise and of thanks to God and to Christ, such having been 

known to Pliny, as in customary use among the Christians of his time.--General Church 

History, Vol. I., p. 414. 

3. Mosheim: 

The Christian worship consisted in hymns, prayers, the reading of the Scriptures, a 

discourse addressed to the people, and concluded with the celebration of the Lord's 

Supper.-Eccl. Hist., Vol. I., p. 303. 

Referring to the changes that took place even before the close of the fourth century, the same 

authority says: 

The public prayers had now lost much of that solemn and majestic simplicity, that 

characterized them in the primitive times, and which were, at present, degenerating into a 

vain and swelling bombast.--Vol. I., p. 304. 

4. Henry Hart Milman: 

Like the rest of the service, the music of the church no doubt grew up from a rude and 

simple, to a more splendid and artificial form. The practice of singing hymns is coeval 

with Christianity; the hearers of the apostles sang the praises of God; and the first sound 

which reached the Pagan ear from the secluded sanctuaries of Christianity was the hymn 

to Christ as God. * * * The first change in the manner of singing was the substitution of 

singers, who became a separate order in the church, for the mingled voices of all ranks, 

ages, and sexes, which was compared by the great reformer of church music to the glad 

sound of many waters.--Hist. of Christianity, Vol. iii., pp. 406, 409. 

5. J. E. Riddle: 

In the first ages of the Christian Church the psalms were always chanted or sung. In the 

Apostolical Constitutions (Book ii 57), we find it laid down as a rule that one of the 

officiating ministers should chant or sing (ςαιιεησ) the psalms ('πκλνπο) of David, and 

that the people should join by repeating the ends of the verses. And this regulation is 

repeated and explained by other writers.--Christian Antiquities, p. 384. 

In the same work, writing on "organs," the same author says: 

These instruments of music were introduced into the Christian church about the ninth 

century. They were unknown alike to the early church, and to all the ancients. * * * The 

large wind organ was known, however, long before it was introduced into the churches of 

the west. It appears, from the testimony of Augustine and others, that it was known in 

Africa and Spain, as early as the fifth and sixth centuries. The first organ used in a church 

was one which was received by Charlemagne as a present from the emperor Constantine 

Michael. * * * In the east, organs were never approved as instruments of sacred music, 

nor did the use of them continue without opposition in the west.--Ibid. pp. 734-736. 



6. Johann Joseph Ignatius Döllinger, who, during his life, held the chairs of Theology and 

Church History, respectively, in the Royal University of Munich and the University of Bonn, and 

who is said to have been the greatest Catholic writer of the nineteenth century, says: 

The mass of the catechumens began with the singing of psalms: in the Latin Church, and 

in the liturgy of the Constitutions, it commenced with the lecture from the sacred 

Scriptures, between the parts of which, verses of the psalms were sung, which were 

thence called responsaries. Pope Celestine I. first introduced into the west, probably after 

the example of St. Ambrose, the custom of reciting a psalm at the beginning of the mass. 

In the first ages the psalms were sung by the whole assembly standing; after the fourth 

century the practice introduced by St. Ambrose from the east was adopted in the west, by 

which the psalms were sung in alternate chant by the congregation, divided into two 

choirs. The melodies in which they were sung were simple, almost recitative; but at the 

end of the fourth century, a more artificial song was introduced into some churches as in 

that of Milan.--History of the Church, Vol. II., pp. 307, 308. 

7. Heinrich Ernst Ferdinand Guericke, once Professor in the University of Halle and author of "A 

Manual of Church History and "Antiquities of the Church," says: 

The example of Christ and His Apostles (Mat 26:30, and Act 16:25), and also their 

precepts (Jam 5:13; Eph 5:19; Col 3:16), justify us in considering the custom of singing 

hymns to be very ancient indeed in the Christian Church. The practice of singing such 

spiritual songs is said to have been fostered and promoted by so early an authority as 

Ignatius of Antioch; and it was practiced not only for private edification, but also for the 

purposes of public worship (Plinii. Epist. ad Traj. X. 96), who mentions not only the 

practice, but also the subject-matter of the hymns.--Antiq. of the Church, pp. 202, 203. 

8. Lyman Coleman, an eminent Presbyterian author and noted for vast learning and accurate 

scholarship, says: 

The organ constituted no part of the furniture of the ancient churches. The first instance 

on record of its use in the church, occurred in the time of Charlemagne, who received one 

as a present from Constantine Michael, which was set up in the church at 

Aix-la-Chapelle. The musicians of this city, and of Mentz, learned to play on the organ in 

Italy, from. which it appears that they were already known in that country.--Antiquities of 

the Christian Church, p. 192. 

9. Alzog, the eminent Catholic Scholar and Church Historian of the University of Freiburg, 

though favoring the use of instrumental music in worship, nevertheless bears testimony which 

shows its corruption of the original practice. He says: 

St. Ambrose and St. Gregory rendered great service to church music by the introduction 

of what are known as the Ambrosian and Gregorian chants. The latter, composed of notes 

of equal duration (cantus firmus, Romanus), is, in many respects, very similar to our 

present choral chant. The Ambrosian chant, with notes of unequal duration, has more the 

character of a recitative. The Gregorian chant, so dignified and solemn, was taught and 

brought to perfection in a school founded by the excellent Pope from whom it derives its 

name, whence it gradually spread through the whole church. Ecclesiastical chant, 



departing in some instances from the simple majesty of its original character, became 

more artistic, and, on this account, less heavenly and more profane; and the Fathers of the 

Church were not slow to censure this corruption of the old and honored church song. 

Finally, the organ, which seemed an earthly echo of the angelic choirs in heaven, added 

its full, rich, and inspiring notes to the beautiful simplicity of the Gregorian 

chant.--Universal Church History, Vol. I., pp. 696, 697. 

10. George Park Fisher, Professor of Ecclesiastical History in Yale University, in his "History of 

the Christian Church," says: 

Church music, which at the outset consisted mainly of the singing of the psalms, 

flourished especially in Syria and at Alexandria. The music was very simple in its 

character. There was some sort of alternate singing in the worship of Christians, as it is 

described by Pliny. The introduction of antiphonal singing at Antioch is ascribed by 

tradition to Ignatius. * * * The primitive Church music was choral and congregational. 

Hilary, and in the early part of the period, Gregory the Great, were influential in 

improving church music. The Arians and other heretics embodied their doctrines in 

verses to be sung. It was to counteract this influence that Chrysostom caused antiphonies 

and doxologies to be sung in processions. In the West, Ambrose, in his contest with the 

Arians, taught his congregation to sing antiphonal hymns. The most famous composers 

were Ephraëm Syrus, Hilary of Poictiers, and Ambrose. There was some opposition to 

the use of such hymns, on the ground that they were not taken from the Scriptures; and 

this could only be overcome by age and usage.--pp. 65, 121. 

11. Thomas Stackhouse, eminent historian of the Church of England and author of a "New 

History of the Holy Bible," gives in this work the following testimony: 

In all the books of the Old Testament, there is not the least hint given us of any musical 

instruments employed in funerals. We read indeed of a good deal of mourning for the 

dead, of mourners hired on purpose, and of the dismal ditties which these people sung, to 

excite sorrow in others: but the use of music was reckoned an incongruous thing, and 

nowise comporting with the solemnity of this sad season. Among heathen authors there is 

frequent mention made of it, as a thing long in use both with the Greeks and Romans; and 

therefore we may presume, that from these nations it was that the Jews borrowed, and 

adopted it into their funeral ceremonies.--Vol. 5, pp. 426, 427. 

12. Dr. Karl August Hase, Professor of Theology at the University of Jena and a voluminous 

author, though in favor of the instrument in worship, testifies to the constant opposition to all 

instrumental music of every kind as follows: 

The outward forms of religion became gradually more and more imposing. From the 

ancient temples the incense and many ancient customs of heathenism were transferred to 

the churches. By the use of tapers and perpetual lamps, the solemnity of nocturnal 

festivals was combined with the light of day. * * * Soon after, in face of continual 

opposition to all instrumental music, the organ (νξγαλνλ), worthy of being the invention 

of a saint who had listened to the minstrelsy of angels, was brought to Italy from 

Greece.--History of the Christian Church, p. 153. 



13. Johann Karl Ludwig Gieseler, eminent as a Professor at the Universities of Bonn and 

Göttingen and celebrated as a church historian, describing the simplicity of the service in the 

primitive church, says: 

They assembled for worship in private houses; in cities the churches were often divided 

into several societies each having its particular place of meeting. In the assemblies the 

exercises consisted in reading the Scriptures of the Old Testament, explanation of what 

had been read, exhortation, singing, and prayer (Col 3:16; 1Ti 4:13). The letters of Paul, 

too, were read and sent from one church to another (Col 4:16; 1Th 5:27). The 

communion was with them an actual evening meal (αγαπε) vid. 1Co 

11:20.--Ecelesiastical History, Vol. I. pp. 58, 59. 

14. Charles John Vaughan, of the Church of England, member of the New Testament Revision 

Committee and the author of a work entitled "The Church of the First Days," describing the 

simple and impressive service of song among the primitive Christians in times of persecution, 

says: 

The well-known words, And at midnight Paul and Silas in their dungeon prayed and 

sang praises unto God, have a sweet music in them for anxious and troubled souls. The 

thought of those songs in the night; verses, perhaps, from our own sacred Book of 

Psalms, so full of appropriate words for the prisoner and the captive; of those prayers in 

the jail at Philippi, which have been the example and model of so many Christian 

confessors and martyrs in all times in their long hours of patient suffering for the truth's 

sake; may well both encourage and shame us; encourage us by its testimony to the living 

grace of Christ, and yet shame us by the comparison of our luxurious softness with their 

noble endurance and their bold confession. The prisoners heard them. The original 

language says, were listening to them. Strange unwonted sounds must those have been, 

those prayers and hymns, in a heathen prison: well might they listen!--Vol. II., pp. 308, 

309. 

15. John Fletcher Hurst, in his "History of the Christian Church," says: 

The singing was simple, and modeled after the Jewish psalmody. The lower clergy were 

almost universally the precentors, for the singing of the congregation was regarded as 

such an integral part of the divine service that only clerical officers should direct it. The 

music was at no time, and in no place, regarded as the prerogative of the singers. That 

only was held to be sacred music which the congregation could participate in, either 

responsively or continuously. The two churches most noted for sacred music in the early 

period were Antioch in Syria, and the Italian Church of Milan, where Ambrose created 

the later psalmody of the Western Church. The music of the church was at first simple, 

but to the old melodies were now added new words, which in many instances found their 

way into the public services, and had a tendency to displace the older psalmody. * * * 

The churches soon adopted an elaborate ceremonial. The hymns of Ephraim the Syrian, 

of Hilary of Pictavium, and of Sedulius, showed traces of the artificiality which now 

disturbed every factor in the service of the church. The bombastic rhetoric which had 

ruled in the Roman world since the death of Cicero was now introduced into the Christian 

pulpit, and the congregation burst forth in applause extravagant enough for a welcome to 



a chief returning from the conquest of a new province. The assertion of the secular spirit 

was prompt and thorough.--Vol. I., p. 357. 

16. John Kurtz, a German Lutheran scholar and a great church historian, says: 

At first church music was simple, artless, recitative. But the rivalry of heretics forced the 

orthodox church to pay greater attention to the requirements of art. Chrysostom had to 

declaim against the secularization of church music. More lasting was the opposition of 

the church to the introduction of instrumental accompaniment.--Church History, Vol. I., 

p. 376. 

The same author, commenting on the great revolution in church music that had taken place by 

the opening of the nineteenth century, says: 

Church music, too, now reached its lowest ebb. The old chorales were altered into 

modern forms. A multitude of new, unpopular melodies, difficult of comprehension, with 

a bold school tone were introduced; the last trace of the old rhythm disappeared, and a 

weary monotony began to prevail, in which all force and freshness were lost. As a 

substitute, secular preludes, interludes, and concluding pieces were brought in. The 

people often entered the churches during the playing of operatic overtures, and were 

dismissed amid the noise of a march or waltz.--Vol. III., p. 153. 

17. Edmond de Pressense, pronounced by competent judges an able scholar and a brilliant 

historian, says: 

The church does not remain satisfied, as at first, with singing the psalms. Christian 

feeling finds expression in its own spiritual song. This utterance, like prayer and the work 

of edification, proceeds in the first instance from individual inspiration. "If any man hath 

a psalm," says the apostle, "let him speak," Eph 5:19; Col 3:16; 1Co 14:26. Here the 

reference is evidently to a new song given by inspiration of the Spirit of God to one in the 

assembly.--The Early Years of Christianity, p. 372. 

18. Philip Schaff, the distinguished President of the American Company of New Testament 

Revisers, and one of the greatest scholars of the nineteenth century, in his "History of the 

Christian Church," says: 

The use of organs in churches is ascribed to Pope Vitalian (657-672). Constantine 

Copronymos sent an organ with other presents to King Pepin of France in 767. 

Charlemagne received one as a present from the Caliph Haroun al Rashid, and had it put 

up in the cathedral of Aix-la-Chapelle. * * * The attitude of the churches toward the 

organ varies. It shared to some extent the fate of images except that it never was an object 

of worship. * * * The Greek Church disapproves the use of organs. The Latin Church 

introduced it pretty generally, but not without the protest of eminent men, so that even in 

the Council of Trent a motion was made, though not carried, to prohibit the organ at least 

in the mass.--Vol. IV., p. 439. 

19. Joseph Bingham, the well-known author of "Antiquities of the Christian Church," and said to 

be one of the greatest scholars the Church of England has ever produced, says: 



Music in churches is as ancient as the apostles, but instrumental music not so. 

 Then, after noting the use of organs in the churches of the thirteenth century, he says: 

The use of the instrument, indeed, is much ancienter, but not in church service. * * * In 

the Western parts, the instrument was not so much as known till the eighth century; for 

the first organ that was ever seen in France was one sent as a present to King Pepin by 

Constantinus Copronymus, the Greek emperor (an. 766). * * * But, now, it was only used 

in princes' courts, and not yet brought into churches; nor was it ever received into the 

Greek churches, there being no mention of an organ in all their Liturgies, ancient or 

modern.--Works, Vol. 2, pp. 482-484, London Ed. 

20. James Craigie Robertson, Professor of Church History in King's College, London, testifies 

concerning early church music as a means of instruction, as follows: 

Psalmody formed a large portion of the early Christian worship. It consisted partly of the 

Old Testament psalms, and partly of hymns composed on Christian themes; and both in 

the church and among heretical sects it was found a very effective means of impressing 

doctrines on the minds of the less educated members.--History of the Christian Church, 

Vol. I., p. 166. 

21. William Jones, the Church Historian, noting the fact that the primitive Christians received 

from the apostles all the acts of worship, says: 

They received from the apostles the various ordinances of public worship, the apostles' 

doctrine, the fellowship, the breaking of bread, and the ordinances of prayer and praise; 

and in these they continued steadfastly.--History of the Christian Church to the 

Eighteenth Century, p. 49. 

22. George H. Dryer: 

The order of worship seems to have been prayer, reading the Scriptures, prayer, teaching, 

prophecy, speaking with tongues, singing. Teaching was probably an exposition of the 

passage read with practical applications, the result of reflection and the attainment of 

knowledge or gnosis. * * * In time, teaching and prophecy came together and formed the 

sermon and exhortation. Speaking with tongues passed into the songs and hymns of the 

Church.--History of the Christian Church, Vol. I., p. 243. 

23. Philip Smith: 

A large part of the service consisted in singing the psalms of the Old Testament, the few 

but cherished canticles of the New, and the hymns, which were coniposed not only as the 

utterance of praise, but as the means of impressing doctrine in a more vivid form on the 

minds of the worshipers.--History of the Christian Church During the First Ten 

Centuries, Vol. I., p. 1.95. 

24. George Waddington. Commenting on the letter of Pliny the Younger to the emperor Trajan, 

this historian of the Church of England, says: 



This being justly considered as the most important document remaining to us in early 

Christian history, we shall here transcribe some portion of it, the more willingly as we 

shall have occasion hereafter to refer to it. After mentioning the difficulty of his own 

situation, and his perplexity in what manner to proceed against men charged with no 

other crime than the name of Christian, the writer proceeds as follows: "Others were 

named by an informer, who at first confessed themselves Christians, and afterwards 

denied it. * * * They affirmed that the whole of their fault or error lay in this--that they 

were wont to meet together on a stated day before it was light, and sing among 

themselves alternately a hymn to Christ, as to God, and bind themselves by an oath, not 

to the commission of any wickedness, but not to be guilty of theft, or robbery, or 

adultery, never to falsify their word, nor to deny a pledge committed to them when called 

upon to return it," etc. 

After quoting still further from Pliny's letter, Waddington adds his own testimony to its great 

value as a historic document, as follows: 

So few and uncertain are the records left to guide our inquiries through the obscure 

period which immediately followed the conclusion of the labors of the Apostles, that the 

above testimony to the numbers and virtues of our forefathers in faith becomes indeed 

valuable. No history of our Church can be perfect without it; and its clear and 

unsuspected voice will be listened to by every candid inquirer in every age of truth and 

history.--Waddington's History of the Church, p. 10. 

25. William Hetherington: 

In the beginning of the year 1562, a meeting of the Convocation was held, in which the 

subject of further reformation was vigorously discussed on both sides. * * * When it was 

proposed that there should be some alterations in the Prayer book, a very warm debate 

ensued. Six alterations were proposed, * * * [one of which was] that the use of organs be 

laid aside. * * * When the vote came to be taken on these propositions, forty-three voted 

for them, and thirty-five against; but when the proxies were counted, the balance was 

turned; the final state of the vote being fifty-eight for, and fifty-nine against. Thus it was 

determined, by the majority of a single vote, and that the proxy of an absent person who 

did not hear the reasoning, that the Prayer book should remain unimproved, that there 

should be no further reformation, that there should be no relief granted to those whose 

consciences felt aggrieved by the admixture of human inventions in the worship of 

God.--History Westminster Assembly of Divines, p. 30. 

26. Socrates, surnamed "Scholasticusi" was the Greek Church historian who has the distinction 

of continuing the subject of ecclesiastical history from the point where Eusebius closed his 

history--that is, from early in the fourth century to near the middle of the fifth century. So great is 

the influence that mere singing has in impressing doctrine and forming sentiment and character 

that, as we learn from Socrates and some others, the different religious sects, which arose during 

the course of centuries, invariably resorted to it as a means of spreading their principles. He says-  

The Arians, as we have said, held their meetings without the city. As often therefore as 

the festal days occurred, that is to say, the Sabbath and Lord's day of each week, on 

which assemblies are usually held in the churches, they congregated within the city gates 



about the public piazzas, and sang responsive verses adapted to the Arian heresy. This 

they did during the greater part of the night; and again in the morning, chanting the same 

responsive compositions, they paraded through the midst of the city, and so passed out of 

the gates to go to their places of assembly.--Ecclesiastical History, Book VI., Chap. VIII., 

p. 314. 

27. Sozomen, another Greek writer of ecclesiastical history and a cotemporary of Socrates, wrote 

a history of the Church covering the period between the years 323 and 439. Writing on the power 

of song and the use made of it, he says: 

About this time, Apollinarius openly devised a heresy, to which his name has since been 

given. He induced many persons to secede from the church, and formed separate 

assemblies. Vitalius, a Presbyter of Antioch, concurred with him in the promulgation of 

his peculiar opinions. In other respects, Vitalius was blameless in life and conduct, and 

was zealous in watching over those committed to his pastoral superintendence; hence he 

was greatly revered by the people. He seceded from communion with Meletius and joined 

Apollinarius, and presided over those at Antioch who had embraced the same opinions; 

by the sanctity of his life he attracted a great number of followers, who are still called 

Vitalians by the citizens of Antioch. * * * They sang the psalms composed by 

Apollinarius; for, besides his great attainments in other branches of literature, he was a 

poet, and by the beauty of his verses he induced many to adopt his sentiments. He 

composed verses to be sung by men at convivial meetings and at their daily labor, and. by 

women while engaged at the loom. But, whether his songs were adapted for holidays, 

festivals, or other occasions, they were all alike to the praise and glory of 

God.--Ecclesiastical History, Book VI., Chap. XXV., p. 280. 

28. James Pierce. Although this learned Presbyterian scholar of the eighteenth century, and some 

others to be presented in this connection, were not Church Historians in the strict sense, yet some 

of their works are practically of this nature, and it is not improper to hear from them under this 

head. Writing in the interest of the "Dissenters," this eminent Non-Conformist says: 

I come now to say somewhat of the antiquity of musical instruments. But that these were 

not used in the Christian Church in the primitive times is attested by all the ancient 

writers with one consent. Hence, they figuratively explain all the places of the Old 

Testament which speak of musical instruments, as I might easily show by a thousand 

testimonies out of Clement of Alexandria, Basil, Ambrose, Jerome, Augustine, 

Chrysostom, and many others. * * * From what has been said, it appears no musical 

instruments were used in the pure times of the church.--A Vindication of the Dissenters, 

cited by Girardeau, pp. 157, 158. 

  

29. Thomas Aquinas, sometimes called the Angelic Doctor, one of the most learned Roman 

Catholic scholars of the thirteenth century, and a voluminous writer, says: 

Our Church does not use musical instruments, as harps and psalteries, to praise God 

withal, that she may not seem to Judaize. --Bingham's Antiquities, Vol. II., p. 483, 

London Edition. 



30. Cajetan, a Roman Catholic Cardinal and theologian of the sixteenth century, says: 

It is to be observed the church did not use organs in Thomas' time; whence, even to this 

day, the Church of Rome does not use them in the Pope's presence. And truly it will 

appear that musical instruments are not to be suffered in the ecclesiastical offices we 

meet together to perform for the sake of receiving internal instruction from God; and so 

much the rather are they to be excluded, because God's internal discipline exceeds all 

human disciplines, which rejected this kind of instruments.--Cited by Girardeau, pp. 161, 

162. 

31. Johann Jahn. This eminent Oriental scholar and Biblical archaeologist of the eighteenth 

century, after mentioning singing, reading the Scriptures, exhortation, prayer, and a contribution 

for the poor, as the items of worship in the ancient Jewish synagogue, then states that the items 

of Christian worship, as established by Christ and the apostles, were the same, with the exception 

that the Lord's Supper was added. His words are: 

§399. Mode of Worship Practiced by the Apostles. It was by ministering in synagogues, 

that the apostles gathered the first Christians. They retained also essentially the same 

mode of worship with that of the Synagogues, excepting that the Lord's Supper was made 

an additional institution, agreeably to the example of Christ, Act 2:42; Act 20:7-11, 1Co 

11:17-34.--Jahn's Biblical Archaeology, pp. 503, 504. 

32. Professor John Girardeau. In his work on "Music in the Church," written while he was 

"Professor in Columbia Theological Seminary, South Carolina," this Presbyterian scholar says: 

It has thus been proved, by an appeal to historical facts, that the church, although lapsing 

more and more into defection from the truth and into a corruption of apostolic practice, 

had no instrumental music for twelve hundred years; and that the Calvinistic Reformed 

Church ejected it from its services as an element of Popery, even the Church of England 

having come very nigh to its extrusion from her worship. The historical argument, 

therefore, combines with the Scriptural and the confessional to raise a solemn and 

powerful protest against its employment by the Presbyterian Church. It is heresy in the 

sphere of worship.--Instrumental Music in Public Worship, p. 179. 

IV. COMMENTATORS. 

For reasons already mentioned in this work, commentators, as well as some other scholars, 

sometimes fail to discriminate between the ancient meaning of psallo, "to strike the chords of an 

instrument," and its subsequent exclusive meaning "to sing," which it everywhere has in the New 

Testament. Hence, many of them constantly confuse the two meanings, and are consequently 

misleading on this point just as they are on baptism. They overlook the radical changes which the 

word underwent during its history. But there are others in this class equally eminent for 

scholarship who have not overlooked it, and their testimony is of great weight. We shall now 

hear what some of them of both classes have to say: 

1. Conybeare and Howson. Commenting on Eph 5:19, these eminent scholars of the Church of 

England say: 



Throughout the whole passage there is a contrast implied between the heathen and the 

Christian practice, e. g. when you meet, let your enjoyment consist not in fullness of wine, 

but fullness of the Spirit; let your songs be, not the drinking songs of heathen feasts, but 

psalms and hymns; and their accompaniment, not the music of the lyre, but the melody of 

the heart; while you sing them to the praises not of Bacchus or Venus, but of the Lord 

Jesus Christ.--Life and Epistles of St. Paul, Vol. II., p. 408. 

2. Joseph B. Mayor, Emeritus Professor of King's College, London, commenting on Jam 5:13, 

says: 

Ψαιιεησ. Properly used of playing on a stringed instrument, as Luc. Parasit. 17 νπηε γαξ 

απιεηλ ελη ρσξηο απιεσλ νπηε ςαιιεηλ αλεπ ιπξαο. We find it also used of singing with 

the voice and with the heart, Eph 5:19, 1Co 14:15.--Commentary on the Epistle of James, 

p. 162. 

3. Bishop William Beveridge, "Lord Bishop of St. Asaph," a very learned churchman who died 

in the early part of the eighteenth century, and who was styled "the great reviver and restorer of 

primitive piety," is an important witness in the case. He favored the use of instrumental music in 

the worship; but after a labored and unsuccessful effort to defend it, he lays down a "rule" to be 

observed in its use, and is compelled to say: 

All the while that you are singing and praising God, keep your minds as intent as you can 

upon it, without taking any notice at all of the organs, for they will have their effect upon 

you better if you do not mind them than if you do; for your minding of them will divert 

your thoughts from the work you are about.--Thesaurus Theologicus, Vol. II., p. 523. 

4. Charles Buck, English Independent minister, referred to by the Schaff-Herzog Encyclopedia 

as "the never-to-be-forgotten author of the Theological Dictionary,"--a work which still holds a 

place in the libraries of scholars, says: 

Much has been said as to the use of instrumental music in the house of God. On the one 

side it is observed that we ought not to object to it, because it assists devotion; that it was 

used in the worship of God under the Old Testament; and that the worship of heaven is 

represented by a delightful union of vocal and instrumental music. But on the other side, 

it is remarked, that nothing should be done in or about God's worship without example or 

precept from the New Testament; that, instead of aiding devotion, it often tends to draw 

off the mind from the right object; that it does not accord with the simplicity of Christian 

worship; that the practice of those who lived under the ceremonial dispensation can be no 

rule for us; that not one text in the New Testament requires or authorizes it by precept or 

example, by express words or fair inference; and that the representation of the musical 

harmony in heaven is merely figurative language, denoting the happiness of the 

saints.--Theological Dictionary, Art. Singing. 

5. Adam Clarke, the illustrious Methodist commentator, says: 

But were it even evident, which it is not, either from this or any other place in the sacred 

writings, that instruments of music were prescribed by Divine authority under the law, 

could this be adduced with any semblance of reason, that they ought to be used in 

Christian worship? No; the whole spirit, soul, and genius of the Christian religion are 



against this: and those who know the Church of God best, and what constitutes its 

genuine spiritual state, know that these things have been introduced as a substitute for the 

life and power of religion; and that where they prevail most, there is least of the power of 

Christianity. Away with such portentous baubles from the worship of that infinite Spirit 

who requires his followers to worship him in spirit and in truth, for to no such worship 

are those instruments friendly.--Commentary, Vol. II., pp. 690, 691, note on 2Ch 29:25. 

Then, on Amo 6:5, the same author says: 

And invent to themselves instruments of music, like David]. See the note on 1Ch 23:5; 

and especially the note on 2Ch 24:25. I believe that David was not authorized by the Lord 

to introduce that multitude of musical instruments into the Divine worship of which we 

read; and I am satisfied that his conduct in this respect is most solemnly reprehended by 

the prophet; and I farther believe that the use of such instruments of music, in the 

Christian Church, is without the sanction and against the will of God; that they are 

subversive of the spirit of true devotion, and that they are sinful. If there was a woe to 

them who invented instruments of music, as did David under the law, is there no woe, no 

curse to them who invent them, and introduce them into the worship of God in the 

Christian Church? I am an old man, and an old minister; and I here declare that I never 

knew them productive of any good in the worship of God; and have had reason to believe 

that they were productive of much evil. Music, as a science, I esteem and admire: but 

instruments of music in the house of God I abominate and abhor. This is the abuse of 

music; and here I register my protest against all such corruptions in the worship of the 

Author of Christianity. The late venerable and most eminent divine, the Rev. John 

Wesley, who was a lover of music, and an elegant poet, when asked his opinion of 

instruments of music being introduced into the chapels of the Methodists, said in his terse 

and powerful manner, "I have no objection to instruments of music in our chapels, 

provided they are neither HEARD nor SEEN." I say the same, though I think the expense of 

purchase had better be spared.--Commentary, Vol. IV. p. 686. 

6. Marvin R. Vincent, Baldwin Professor of Sacred Literature in Union Theological Seminary, 

New York--a Presbyterian of acknowledged scholarship, and the author of "Word Studies in the 

New Testament," commenting on 1Co 14:15, says: 

I will sing (ςαισ). See on Jam 5:13. The verb αδσ is also used for sing, Eph 5:19; Col 

3:16; Rev 5:9; Rev 14:3; Rev 15:3. In the last two passages it is combined with playing 

on harps. In Eph 5:19 we have both verbs. The noun ςαικνο psalm (Eph 5:19; Col 3:16; 

1Co 14:26), which is etymologically akin to this verb, is used in the New Testament of a 

religious song in general, having the character of an Old Testament psalm; though in Mat 

26:30; Mar 14:26, 'πκλεσ hymneo, whence our hymn, is used of singing an Old 

Testament psalm. Here it is applied to such songs improvised under the spiritual ecstasy 

(ver. 26). Some think that the verb has here its original signification of singing with an 

instrument. This is its dominant sense in the Septuagint, and both Basil and Gregory of 

Nyssa define a psalm as implying instrumental accompaniment; and Clement of 

Alexandria, while forbidding the use of the flute in the agapae, permitted the harp. But 

neither Basil, nor Ambrose, nor Chrysostom, in their panegyrics upon music, mention 

instrumental music, and Basil expressly condemns it. Bingham dismisses the matter 

summarily, and cites Justin Martyr as saying expressly that instrumental music was not 



used in the Christian Church. The verb is used here in the general sense of singing 

praise.--Word Studies, Vol. III., pp. 269, 270. 

7. Robert Milligan, who, for varied learning and scholarship particularly in theological and 

biblical lore, was practically unsurpassed at the time of his death in 1875, says: 

The word psalm is from the Greek noun ςαικνο, and this again from the verb ςαιισ, to 

touch, to feel, to play on a stringed instrument with the fingers, and, finally, to make 

music or melody in the heart, as in Eph 5:19. The meaning of the noun corresponds with 

that of the verb, and denotes a touching, a playing on a stringed instrument, any song or 

ode. And hence it is evident that the word psalm may or may not refer to instrumental 

music. Its proper meaning, in any and every case, must be determined by the context. 

And, according to this fundamental law of interpretation, it is pretty evident that in 

Ephesians and Colossians the term ςαικνο has no reference to instrumental music; for, in 

both cases, it is the strings or chords of the heart, and not of an instrument, that are to be 

touched. 

Then, in reply to the question whether instrumental music should be used in Christian worship, 

he gives a negative answer with five reasons for it, as follows: 

(1). Such a practice is wholly unwarranted by anything that is either said or taught in the 

New Testament. The inspired Psalmist said to his Jewish brethren, 

"Praise him (Jehovah) with the sound of the trumpet; Praise him with the psaltery and harp; Praise 

him with the timbrel and dance; Praise him with stringed instruments and organs; Praise him on 

the loud cymbals; Praise him on the high-sounding cymbals."  

--Psa 150:3-5. 

But Paul says to all Christians, "Teach and admonish one another in Psalms, and Hymns, 

and Spiritual Songs, singing and making melody (ςαιινληεο, psalm-ing) in your hearts to 

the Lord." Eph 5:19. The antithesis here is certainly very marked, and seems to be 

intentional and significant. 

(2). It is at least doubtful whether such a practice is in harmony with the tenor and spirit 

of the Christian Institution. 

(3). The tendency of instrumental music is, I think, to divert the minds of many from the 

sentiment of the song to the mere sound of the organ, and in this way it often serves to 

promote formalism in Churches. 

(4). I am not aware that instrumental music has ever served to promote unity, peace, harmony, and love in 

any congregation of Christians; but I am aware that in some of them it has had a contrary effect. 

(5). It is often at variance with the law of love.--Scheme of Redemption, pp. 380-387. 

8. Expositor's Greek Testament: 

Ψαιισ denoted, first, playing on strings, then singing to such accompaniment; Eph 5:19 

distinguishes this verb from αδσ. Ed. thinks that instrumentation is implied; unless 



forbidden, Gr. Christians would be sure to grace their songs with music. Through its Lxx. 

use, especially in the title ςαικνη, t'hillim (Heb.), the word came to signify the singing of 

praise to God.--On 1Co 14:15. 

9. Charles John Ellicott, the eminent "Bishop of Gloucester and Bristol," mentioned sometimes 

by way of preëminence as the De Wette of English commentators, says on Eph 5:19 : 

"With psalms and hymns and spiritual songs." The distinctions between these words have 

been somewhat differently estimated. Olshausen and Stier would confine ςαικνο to the 

Psalms of the Old Testament, 'πκλνο to any Christian song of praise; this does not seem 

borne out by 1Co 14:26, compare Jam 5:13. * * * In a passage so general as the present, 

no such rigorous distinctions seem called for; ςαικνο most probably, as Meyer suggests, 

denotes a sacred song of a character similar to that of the Psalms, * * *; 'πκλνο, a song 

more especially of praise, whether to Christ (ver. 19), or God (ver. 20; compare Act 

16:25, Heb 2:12); σδε, a definition generally of the genus to which all such compositions 

belonged. * * * αδνληεο θαη ςαιινληεο] "singing and making melody in your heart;" 

participal clause, coördinate with (Meyer), not subordinate to (so as to specify the moral 

quality of the psalmody, κεηα ζπλεζηνο, Chrysostom) the foregoing ιαινπληεο, etc. 

Harless very clearly shows that ελ ηε θαξδηα, without 'πκσλ, could not indicate any 

antithesis between the heart and lips, much less any qualitative definition,-- * * * but that 

simply another kind of psalmody is mentioned, that of the inward heart. 

Thus, this eminent New Testament exegete carefully distinguishes between the melody made, as 

in the ancient usage of ςαιισ, on the lyre or other instrument, and that made, in the New 

Testament usage of the term, in the heart. The latter is so distinct from the former that he calls it 

"another kind of psalmody." 

Then, he translates and comments on 1Co 14:15 as follows: 

"I will sing praise with the spirit, and I will sing praise with the understanding;" i. e. "I 

will not only sing praise with my spirit, but will interpret what I sing." The term ςαιιαλ 

(properly ην δηα δαθηπισλ επη ςαπεηλ ησλ ρνξδσλ ηεο ιπξαο, Etym. M.) is here probably 

used without any reference to any instrument (Comp. Jam 5:13), but as denoting the 

singing of praise. 

Thus, this eminent critic finds the instrument ruled out of this passage; and on strong contextual 

and philological grounds, many eminent scholars, some of whom are quoted in this work, find it 

ruled out of every other passage containing the word whether in the New Testament or in 

cotemporaneous literature. 

10. Heinrich August Wilhelm Meyer, the eminent Lutheran scholar and New Testament 

commentator, referred to by competent critics as the "prince of exegetes," makes the following 

comment on Eph 5:19 : 

The distinction between ςαικνο and 'πκλνο consists in this, that by ςαικνο Paul denotes 

a religious song in general bearing the character of the Old Testament psalms, but by 

'πκλνο specially a song of praise, and that, in accordance with the context, addressed to 

Christ (ver. 19) and God (ver. 20). Properly ςαικνο (which originally means the making 

the cithara sound) is a song in general, and that indeed as sung to a stringed instrument; 



but in the New Testament the character of the psalm is determined by the psalms of the 

Old Testament, so called θαη' εδνρελ preëminently" (1Co 14:15; 1Co 14:26; Jam 5:13). 

According to Harless, the two words are not different as regards their contents, but 

ςαικνηο is the expression of the spiritual song for the Jewish-Christians, 'πκλνηο for the 

Gentile-Christians. An external distinction in itself improbable, and very arbitrary, since 

the special signification of 'πκλνο, song of praise, is thoroughly established, and also was 

a word very current in Greek, which--as well in itself as more especially with regard to its 

sense established in Christian usage in accordance with the conception of the Old 

Testament psalms--could not but be equally intelligible for the Gentile-Christians as for 

the Jewish-Christians. According to Olshausen, ςαικνη are here the psalms of the Old 

Testament, which had passed over from the synagogue into the use of the church. But 

worship is not spoken of here; and that the Christians, filled by the Spirit, improvised 

psalms, is clear from 1Co 14:15; 1Co 14:26. Such Christian psalms and hymns are 

meant, as the Spirit gave them to be uttered (Act 2:4; Act 10:46; Act 19:6),--phenomena 

doubtless, which, like the operations of the Spirit generally in the first age of the church, 

are withdrawn from our special cognizance. --θαη σδαηο πλεπκαηηθαηο.] Inasmuch as σδε 

may be any song, even secular, πλεπκαηηθαηο is here added, so that by σδαηο 

πλεπκαηηθαηο is denoted the whole genus, of which the ςαικνη and 'πκλνη were species. * 

* * αδνληεο θαη ςαιινληεο ελ ηε θαξδηα 'πκσλ ησ θπξησ] coördinate with the preceding 

ιαινπληεο θ. η. ι. containing another singing of praise, namely, that which goes on in the 

silence of the heart. The point of difference lies in ελ ηαηο θαξδηαηο 'πκσλ, as 

contradistinguished from the preceding εαπηνηο. Usually this second participial clause is 

regarded as subordinate to the previous one; it is held to affirm that that reciprocal 

singing of praise must take place not merely with the mouth, but also in the heart. But 

how could it have occurred to Paul here to enter such a protest against mere lip-praise, 

when he, in fact, represents the psalm-singing, etc., as the utterance of the being filled by 

the Spirit, and makes express mention of πλεπκαηηθαηο σδαηο, in which case, at any rate, 

the thought of a mere singing with the mouth was of itself excluded.--Commentary on the 

New Testament, Gal. and Eph., pp. 506, 507. 

Now, notwithstanding this eminent authority favored instrumental music in the worship, and 

while he does not say, in specific terms, that this idea had disappeared from ςαιισ in its New 

Testament usage, yet the testimony which he bears clearly shows that he recognized a change of 

meaning in the word at the opening of the New Testament period. In proof of this, we collate and 

submit the following facts candidly admitted by him in the passage quoted: 

1. He says ςαικνο "originally means the making the cithara sound." Mark the word 

"originally." In Chapter II., of the present work, which is devoted to the Lexicons, it is 

abundantly shown that this was one of its ancient meanings--a fact freely conceded by 

those who deny that it had this meaning in New Testament times. 

2. Although he says it "properly" means "a song in general, and that indeed assung to a 

stringed instrument," yet it is clear that, in his case, as in that of many other scholars, its 

ancient classical meaning is confused with its later meaning. This is shown by his use of 

different expressions which seem to be intended to make the impression that there is 

some sort of difference in the meaning of the term in the two periods. For instance, 

referring to ςαικνο as "a word very current in Greek," he speaks particularly of "its sense 



established in Christian usage," which he would hardly do if, in his judgment, that usage 

did not vary from classical usage. 

3. He testifies that in Eph 5:19, where the "psalloing" is said to be "in the heart," and 

where the word is used in connection with αδσ, another word meaning to sing, it denotes 

"another singing of praise, namely, that which goes on in the silence of the heart." 

4. Finally, he describes all the music of the passage signified by ςαιισ as 

"psalm-singing," and this cannot mean psalm-playing. 

11. Erasmus (Desiderius), a cotemporary of Martin Luther, who has the reputation of being the 

most renowned classical scholar of his age and is represented by high authority as "the most 

gifted and industrious pioneer of modern scholarship," says: 

We have brought into our churches a certain operose and theatrical music; such a 

confused, disorderly chattering of some words, as I hardly think was ever heard in any of 

the Grecian or Roman theatres. The church rings with the noise of trumpets, pipes and 

dulcimers; and human voices strive to bear their part with them. * * * Men run to church 

as to a theatre, to have their ears tickled. And for this end organ-makers are hired with 

great salaries, and a company of boys, who waste all their time in learning these whining 

tones.--Commentary on 1Co 14:19. 

12. John Calvin. This illustrious Reformer and reputed founder of Presbyterianism says: 

Musical instruments in celebrating the praises of God would be no more suitable than the 

burning of incense, the lighting up of lamps, and the restoration of the other shadows of 

the law. The papists, therefore, have foolishly borrowed this, as well as many other 

things, from the Jews. Men who are fond of outward pomp may delight in that noise; but 

the simplicity which God recommends to us by the apostle is far more pleasing to Him. 

Paul allows us to bless God in the public assembly of the saints, only in a known tongue 

(1Co 14:16). The voice of man, although not understood by the generality, assuredly 

excels all inanimate instruments of music; and yet we see what Paul determines 

concerning speaking in an unknown tongue. What shall we then say of chanting which 

fills the ears with nothing but an empty sound? * * * What, therefore, was in use under 

the law is by no means entitled to our practice under the Gospel; and these things being 

not only superfluous, but useless, are to be abstained from because pure and simple 

modulation is sufficient for the praise of God, if it is sung with the heart and with the 

mouth. We know that our Lord Jesus Christ has appeared, and by His advent has 

abolished these legal shadows. Instrumental music, we therefore maintain, was only 

tolerated on account of the times and the people, because they were as boys, as the sacred 

Scripture speaketh, whose condition required these puerile rudiments. But in gospel times 

we must not have recourse to these unless we wish to destroy the evangelical perfection 

and to obscure the meridian light which we enjoy in Christ our Lord.--Calvin's 

Commentary on the Thirty-third Psalm, and on 1Sa 18:1-9. 

13. John Chrysostom. This celebrated Greek Father of the church, whose Homilies on the 

Scriptures have been widely circulated, lived in the fourth century of the Christian era, being 

born, as noted on a preceding page, A.D. 347. His period, therefore, extends back to within two 



hundred and fifty years of the Apostles, and even at that early day the same view which, as we 

have seen, was advocated by Calvin, was held as to why instrumental music was allowed in the 

Jewish worship. Chrysostom says: 

It was only permitted to the Jews as sacrifice was, for the heaviness and grossness of their 

souls. God condescended to their weakness, because they were lately drawn off from 

idols; but now, instead of organs, we may use our own bodies to praise him 

withal.--Chrysostom on Psa 149:1-9, Vol. iii. p. 634, Paris, 1616; and on Psa 144:1-15, 

Vol. i. p. 862, cited by Bingham, Vol. II., p. 485, London Edit.  

14. Justin Martyr. Wherever Christianity has been long established, the name of this justly 

celebrated Church Father of Palestine, who is said to have suffered martyrdom in the year 165, is 

well known. He was born at the beginning of the second century, and hence his period begins 

where the apostolic period closed. His testimony is, therefore, of the greatest importance that can 

be justly attached to the testimony of uninspired men. Eusebius says (Book IV. Chap. 11.) that he 

"was the most noted of those that flourished in" the second century. We quote him among the 

commentators that his testimony may be considered in connection with that of Chrysostom and 

Calvin in its bearing on the question of instrumental music in the Jewish worship as well as in 

Christian worship. 

A considerable number of Justin's writings have come down to us, and some have been attributed 

to him, concerning the genuineness of which, scholars are not agreed. The work entitled, 

"Questions and Answers to the Orthodox," which has long been attributed to him, is claimed by 

some critics to have been written by another person. But even if it were proven conclusively that 

Justin was not the author of this work, it remains a fact that it was written by some Christian 

scholar of that early period, or near that period, and its testimony, even in such an event, would 

still be of the greatest value. On the subject which we now have in hand, this ancient author, as 

we render his language, says: 

Simply singing is not agreeable to children, but singing with lifeless instruments and with 

dancing and clapping; on which account the use of this kind of instruments and of others 

agreeable to children is removed from the songs in the churches, and there is left 

remaining simply singing.--Justin's Questions and Answers to the Orthodox, Ques. 107, 

p. 462.  

This testimony is certainly explicit and to the point. The term which he uses for children (λεπηνη) 

is the same used by Paul in Gal 4:1; Gal 4:3, and the context shows that he intends to describe by 

it the infant state of the Jews under the law, and that it was because of this undeveloped 

condition that the Lord permitted the use of instrumental music in the Jewish worship. Be this as 

it may, he is very clear and positive as to its omission from the worship after the establishment of 

the church. 

15. Theodore Beza, the great Genevan scholar and translator, who was a friend and coadjutor of 

Calvin, says: 

If the apostle justly prohibits the use of unknown tongues in the church, much less would 

he have tolerated these artificial musical performances, which are addressed to the ear 



alone, and seldom strike the understanding even of the performers 

themselves.--Girardeau's Instrumental Music, p. 166. 

16. David Pareus, a scholar of the seventeenth century and a Professor of theology in the 

Heidelberg University, says: 

In the Christian church the mind must be incited to spiritual joy, not by pipes and 

trumpets and timbrels, with which God formerly indulged his ancient people on account 

of the hardness of their hearts, but by psalms and hymns and spiritual 

songs.--Commentary on 1Co 14:7. 

17. Dean Henry Alford. This brilliant commentator on the Greek New Testament, though 

strongly in favor of instrumental music in the worship, yet is compelled, as a scholar, to make 

statements which support the opposition, renders psalleto (ςαιιεησ) in Jam 5:13 --"let him sing 

praise." He then adds in parenthesis the significant remarks: 

Literally play on an instrument but used in reff. Rom. and I Cor. and elsewhere of singing 

praise generally. The word "Psalm" is an evidence of this latter sense. 

Then, on Eph 5:19, he renders the words αδνληεο θαη ςαιινληεο ελ ηε θαξδηα 'πκσλ, "singing 

and playing in your hearts." The playing, according to Alford, is in the heart. On the term 

ςαικνο in this passage, he says: 

The word properly signifies those sacred songs which were performed with musical 

accompaniment, as 'πκλνη without it; but the two must evidently here not be confined 

strictly to their proper meaning. 

According to these candid utterances, this great New Testament exegete knew that the word 

psallo (ςαιισ) in the New Testament meant to sing, and was used as meaning to play, only in a 

figurative sense; that is, to play in the heart. 

  

On psalmos (ςαικνο) in 1Co 14:26 he says: 

Most probably a hymn of praise to sing in the power of the Spirit, as did Miriam, 

Deborah, Simeon, etc. 

18. Charles Haddon Spurgeon. It is a well-known fact that this renowned London preacher, 

whose name is familiar in religious circles throughout the English-speaking world, did not use 

instrumental music in the worship. In the Metropolitan Tabernacle, London, where thousands 

gathered every week to hear him preach, simply singing without any kind of instrumental music, 

was used. James A. Garfield, after attending worship in the famous Tabernacle and listening to 

the mighty volume of vocal melody that went up in praise to God, said, on his return to the 

United States, that for once in his life, while listening to that impressive service of song, he had 

sympathy with those who did not use instrumental music in the worship. Of this distinguished 

preacher some time before his death, Professor Girardeau said: 

Some few yet stand firm against what is now called, in a painfully significant phrase, the 

"downgrade" tendencies of this age. Prominent among them is that eminent servant of 



Christ--a star in His right hand--the Rev. Charles H. Spurgeon, who not only proclaims 

with power the pure doctrines of God's word, but retains and upholds an apostolic 

simplicity of worship. The great congregation which is blessed with the privilege of 

listening to his instructions has no organ "to assist" them in singing their praises to their 

God and Savior. They find their vocal organs sufficient. Their tongues and voices express 

the gratitude of their hearts.--Instrumental Music in the Church, p. 176. 

 

  

 

 In conversation with a company of them, who could speak broken English, the author wrote two brief sentences, 

one containing baptizo (βαπηηδσ) and the other psallo (ςαιισ), asking for the meaning of these words. Concerning 

the former, they promptly replied in terms which, with a certain motion of the hands, meant to put under the water; 

and concerning the latter, they proceeded to indicate its meaning by humming or chanting a tune. 

 ην ηε ζαββαηνλ θαη ε θπξηαθε 

 Aquin. Secunda Secundae, Quaest. xci. art. ii. Ecclesia nostra non assumit instrumenta musica, sicut citharas et 

psalteria, in divinas laudes, ne videatur Judaizare. 

 He means it did not become general during this period. It was introduced by a few churches at an earlier date, but, 

precisely as in the case of pouring and sprinkling for baptism, it never became general till nearly a thousand years 

after its introduction. 

 The Greek of Clement does not necessarily mean this. For a discussion of the point, see Chap. XII., page 124 of 

this work. 

 The following is the Greek of the two passages: On Psa 149:1-9 --Τα νξγαλα δε εθεηλα δηα ηνπηα επηηεηξαπην ηνηε, 

δηαηε ηελ αζζελεηαλ απησλ, θαη δηα ην θηξλαλ απηνπο εηο αγαπελ θαη ζπκθσληαλ θαη εγεηξεηλ απησλ ηελ δηαλνηαλ 

κεζ' 'εδνλεο πνηεηλ ηα ηελ σθηιεηαλ παξερνκελα, θαη εηο πνιιελ βνπιεζζαη απηνπο αγεηλ ζπνπδελ δηα ηεο ηνηαπηεο 

ςπραγσγηαο· ην γαξ βαλαπζνλ απησλ θαη 'ξαζπκνλ θαη αλαπεπησθνο ζνθηδνκελνο 'ν ζενο, αθππληδεηλ απηνπο ηαπηε 

κεζσδεπζε ηε ζνθηα, αλαθεξαζαο ησ πνλσ ηεο πξνζεδξηαο ην 'εδν ηεο κεισδηαο.  

Ibid. on Psa 144:1-15 --Τνηε κελ νξγαλα ελ, δη σλ ηαο σδαο αλεθεπνλ· λπλη δε αληη νξγαλσλ θερξεζζαη εζηη ησ 

ζσκαηη· εζηη γαξ θαη δη νθζαικσλ αδεηλ, απ δηα γισηηεο κνλνλ, θαη δηα ρεηξσλ, θαη δηα πνδσλ, θαη αθνεο. 'Οηαλ 

γαξ εθαζηνλ ηνπησλ ηαπηα πξαηηε, α ησ ζεσ θεξεη δνμαλ θαη αηλνλ, νηνλ, αλ κε αθνιαζηα νθζαικνο βιεπε, νηαλ 

κε πξνο αξπαγαο αη ρεηξεο, αιια πξνο ειεεκνζπλελ σζη ηεηακελαη, νηαλ πξνο ςαικσλ θαη πλεπκαηηθσλ 

αθνπζκαησλ 'ππνδνρελ αη αθναη παξαζθεπαζκελαη· νηαλ πξνο εθθιεζηαλ νη πνδεο ηξερσζηλ, νηαλ 'ε θαξδηα δνινπο 

κε 'ξαπηε, αιι' αγαπελ βξπε, γηλεηαη ςαιηεξηνλ θαη θηζαξα ηνπ ζσκαηνο ηα κειε, θαη 'αδεη θαηλελ σδελ, νπ ηελ δηα 

'ξεκαησλ, αιια ηελ δηα πξαγκαησλ. 

 The Greek of the passage is as follows: νπ ην αζαη 'απισο εζηη ηνηο λεπηνηο 'αξκνδηνλ, αιια ην κεηα ησλ αςπρσλ 

νξγαλνλ αζαη, θαη κεηα νξρεζεσο θαη θξνηαισλ· δην ελ ηαηο εθθιεζηαηο πξναηξεηαη εθ ησλ αζκαησλ 'ε ρξεζηο ησλ 

ηνηνπησλ νξγαλνλ, θαη ησλ αιισλ ησλ λεπηνηο νλησλ ακπνδησλ, θαη 'ππνιειεηπηαη; ην αζαη 'απισο.--Justin. Quaest. 

107. 



CHAPTER XV.  
TESTIMONY OF LEADING SCHOLARS CONNECTED WITH 

THE RELIGIOUS RESTORATION OF  
THE NINETEENTH CENTURY 

In all the literature produced by the inaugurators and propagators of the religious Restoration of 

the nineteenth century, which originated with Barton W. Stone and the two Campbells--Thomas 

and Alexander, no fact, perhaps, stands out with greater prominence or clearness than the 

distinction definitely drawn by them between faith and opinion. They drew the line broad and 

deep, and then insisted, with great earnestness and emphasis, that this line must be constantly and 

strictly observed by all who would restore the ancient order in doctrine and in life. Moreover, 

they insisted, with equal earnestness and emphasis, that all matters on the side of opinion, except 

such as are "indispensably necessary to the observance of Divine ordinances," must be held as 

"private property" without ever "publishing or practicing" them "so as to give offense" to others. 

Now, if it be possible to settle any fact by clear, explicit, and positive statement repeated over 

and over again, then these two facts are clearly and incontrovertibly settled. Furthermore, so far 

as the first of these facts is concerned, viz., that the reformers referred to divided matters 

pertaining to religion into these two classes--matters of opinion and matters of faith--there is 

practically universal agreement to-day; but with reference to the second fact, viz., that opinions 

must be held as "private property" to the full extent of never "publishing or practicing" them "so 

as to give offense" to others, or in any way cause trouble in the church, there has been a growing 

tendency for a long time, and it is still spreading and strengthening itself, to ignore this 

fundamental point in the plea of the reformers, and to represent them as occupying a position in 

regard to this matter which they never occupied. Touching the matters belonging on the opinion 

side of the line, we are told that the "fathers" of this Restoration contended for the "largest 

liberty;" that in matters of faith they were unyielding, but in matters of opinion they allowed the 

largest liberty. Thus far, we here freely admit, the representation of the "fathers" is correct. They 

did allow the largest liberty in the mere matter of holding opinions; but just here is the point at 

which the mistake and the misrepresentation begin. While the "fathers" allowed the largest 

liberty in holding opinions, they not only did not teach that the mere liberty to hold an opinion 

carried with it the liberty to teach or practice it, but they taught, in the clearest and strongest 

terms, the very opposite of this, and insisted that in all cases, opinions, with the one exception 

before noted, must be held in "private" without ever "publishing or practicing" them "so as to 

give offense" to others or cause strife and division in the church. 

Hence, with all due respect to those who have given, and are still giving, impetus to this 

tendency, we here unhesitatingly affirm that whoever urges, or in any way countenances, the 

practice of an opinion in a church in a case in which, like the use of instrumental music in the 

worship, a part of the membership are opposed to the practice and have to refrain from it in order 

to preserve a pure conscience, violates the plea of the "fathers" by making the identical use of 

opinion which they prohibited in the strongest possible terms. 



In order that we may set this matter in its true light, we now appeal directly to the "fathers" of 

this Restoration themselves, that the reader may see, from their own words, both their theory and 

their practice on matters of opinion in religion. 

I. THEORY OF THE "FATHERS" ON OPINIONS. 

1. Barton Warren Stone. We place this amiable and illustrious man at the head of the list 

because, both in priority of time and in the formidable and embarrassing opposition which he 

encountered and overcame, if not in intellectuality and breadth of learning, he is indeed, if not 

the first (primus inter pares) at least among the first reformers of the nineteenth century. He was 

sixteen years the senior of Alexander Campbell, and the great plea for the union of Christians 

upon the Bible alone was in full blast in parts of Kentucky under the leadership of Barton W. 

Stone when Alexander Campbell was a youth of seventeen years assisting his father in the work 

of teaching in the academy at Rich Hill, Ireland. In an Address "To the Church Scattered 

throughout America," in an admirable passage on union in which he shows how opinions must 

be kept in private and never made the occasion of contention and division among brethren, this 

pious reformer said: 

We may be so captivated by the doctrines, forms, popularity, and respectability of the 

sects around us that we may try to accommodate the truth of God to their prejudices, in 

order to gain their favor, and eventually to enlist them on our side, and join in our mighty 

union. Such union is no better than, if as good as, that of the Romanists, who are 

exceedingly jealous for union. A union of ten pious, uncompromising persons in the 

truth, is better than ten thousand of the contrary character. Truth must never be sacrificed 

for the union of numbers. Truth preached and lived in the spirit will cut its way through 

all opposition. But what is truth? The Bible, and the Bible alone--not opinions which men 

have formed of the Bible, whether comprised in a confession of faith, a Christian system, 

or in thirty-nine articles, or in a discipline. Our union first commenced on this ground, 

and sectarianism first received its deadly wound from this weapon, and by no other will it 

die the death, if its death is to be effected by moral means. If we begin to magnify our 

opinions, and make them tests of fellowship, we depart from the foundation laid in Zion, 

and shall be under the necessity of becoming a sect by forming a book of opinions as our 

creed and demanding a subscription to it as the basis of union.--Pioneer Sermons and 

Addresses, pp. 150, 151. 

Of this pious reformer and his plea for Christian union, his gifted biographer, John Rogers, says: 

Of all the subjects relating to the interests of the church of God, that of the union of 

Christians on Heaven's own terms, was dearest and nearest to the heart of the pious 

Stone. Most sincerely, most industriously, most consistently, and most successfully did 

he advocate this doctrine for forty years.--Biography of B. W. Stone, p. 317. 

2. Thomas and Alexander Campbell. That the reader may see the position held and advocated by 

these two great reformers, we here introduce some passages from the famous "Declaration and 

Address:" 



(1) Our differences, at most, are about the things in which the Kingdom of God does not 

consist, that is, about matters of private opinion or human invention. What a pity that the 

Kingdom of God should be divided about such things! Who, then, would not be the first 

among us to give up human inventions in the worship of God, and to cease from 

imposing his private opinions upon his brethren, that our breaches might thus be healed? 

(2) Nothing ought to be inculcated upon Christians as articles of faith, nor required of them as terms of 

communion, but what is expressly taught and enjoined upon them in the word of God. 

(3) If any circumstantials indisputably necessary to the observance of Divine ordinances 

be not found upon the page of express revelation, such, and such only, as are absolutely 

necessary for this purpose should be adopted under the title of human expedients,... so 

that any subsequent alteration or difference in the observance of these things might 

produce no contention nor division in the church. 

(4) We dare not, therefore, patronize the rejection of God's dear children because they 

may not be able to see alike in matters of human inference--of private opinion; and such 

we esteem all things not expressly revealed and enjoined in the word of God. 

(5) According to the principle adopted, we can neither take offense at our brother for his 

private opinions, if he be content to hold them as such, nor yet offend him with ours, if he 

do not usurp the place of lawgiver; and even suppose he should, in this case we judge 

him, not for his opinions, but for his presumption. 

(6) No man can relinquish his opinions or practices till once convinced that they are 

wrong; and this he may not be immediately, even supposing they were so. One thing, 

however, he may do: when not bound by an express command, he need not impose them 

upon others, by anywise requiring their approbation; and when this is done, the things, to 

them, are as good as dead, yea, as good as buried, too, being thus removed out of the 

way. 

(7) And here let it be noted, that it is not the renunciation of an opinion or practice as 

sinful that is proposed or intended, but merely a cessation from the publishing or 

practicing it, so as to give offense; a thing men are in the habit of doing every day for 

their private comfort or secular emolument, where the advantage is of infinitely less 

importance. Neither is there here any clashing of duties, as if to forbear was a sin and also 

to practice was sin; the thing to be forborne being a matter of private opinion, which, 

though not expressly forbidden, yet are we by no means expressly commanded to 

practice; whereas we are expressly commanded to endeavor to maintain the unity of the 

Spirit in the bond of peace.--Memoirs of Thomas Campbell, pp. 39, 48, 49, 52, 64, 66, 68, 

69, 70. 

3. J. T. Johnson. In a letter to Alexander Campbell concerning the union of the so-called 

Reformers and Christians led, respectively, by Campbell and Stone, this eminent evangelist 

makes the following observation on opinions: 

The union was based upon the Bible and the terms therein contained--a union of brethren 

who were contending for the facts, truths, commands, and promises as set forth in the 

divinely inspired record, the Bible alone; with the express understanding that opinions 



and speculations were private property--no part of the faith delivered to the saints, and 

that such matters should never be debated to the annoyance and to the disturbance of the 

peace and harmony of the brotherhood.--Biography of B. W. Stone, p. 346. 

4. John Smith. In an "Address" concerning this same union, which had been effected between the 

Christians and the Reformers, written mainly because of certain misapprehensions entertained by 

the latter, this venerable preacher who blazed much of the way for Reformation in his day, makes 

this pointed and interesting statement on our theme: 

It may be asked, if the people called Christians, who have ceased to speculate upon the 

character of Christ, have given up their Unitarian opinions? And may it not as well be 

asked, have they who speculate upon the character of Christ before they become 

Reformers, given up their Trinitarian opinions? To both these questions I would answer, I 

do not know, neither do I care. We should always allow to others that which we claim for 

ourselves--the right of private judgment. If either Christians or Reformers have erroneous 

opinions, they never can injure any person, provided we all have prudence enough to 

keep them to ourselves. Neither will they injure us if we continue to believe the Gospel 

facts and obey the law of the King. If all who profess to be teachers of the Christian 

religion would keep their opinions to themselves; teach the Gospel facts, and urge the 

people to obey them, the world would soon be delivered from the wretched, distracting, 

and destructive influences of mystical preaching.--Life of Elder John Smith, p. 468. 

5. President James Shannon. This distinguished and scholarly man, who was President of the 

College of Louisiana in 1838, testifies as follows: 

I have never yet found a single advocate of human creeds (not even the most talented) 

who did not confound faith with opinion, although the two ideas are as perfectly distinct 

from each other as horse and house.... Faith consists in receiving testimony as true, and is 

but one degree removed from the certainty of knowledge.... Opinion, on the other hand, is 

merely an inference which the mind draws from premises that are at best but probable. In 

our opinions, therefore, there is room for every possible degree of uncertainty and 

liability to error.... To have made agreement in opinions a bond of Union among 

Christians would have rendered that Union impossible, and would inevitably have rent 

the body of Christ into as many factions and sects as are the diversified opinions to which 

minds equally honest and independent may be led by the investigation of the same 

subjects.... But, says one, it is unreasonable to expect that men would give up their 

opinions; and consequently they cannot unite in one body. This is a genuine sophism. It 

takes it for granted that Christians cannot unite without abandoning their opinions; 

whereas nothing more is necessary than that they should not impose them on others as a 

condition of membership.--The Christian Preacher, July, 1838. 

6. Tolbert Fanning. This intellectual giant among those pleading for reformation and union, says: 

Our great and distinguished men, long since, lost all hope of unity in opinion, and hence, 

they abandoned religious opinions and soon reached the conclusion that all "who believe, 

through the words of the Spirit, are one in faith." Never, till we can satisfy the world that 

there is but one faith, and that it comes through the hearing of the word of God, can we 

make ourselves very successful in turning men from darkness to light, and from the 



power of Satan to God. All men, however, who look up to God through the same medium 

can but see eye to eye and speak the same things. If we differ, then, it is because of 

ignorance of the truth. This rule is universal in its application. Let us endeavor to adhere 

to it in all our investigations.--Gospel Advocate, November 19, 1868, p. 2012. 

The list of witnesses on this particular phase of the subject might be extended, but these are 

sufficient for our present purpose. Summing up the testimony of these distinguished men, we 

find that the "fathers" accepted the following items as settled facts: 

1. That, in order to stop strife and division in the church, every Christian ought to be 

willing "to give up ... his private opinions" to the extent of ceasing "from imposing" 

them upon others. 

 

2. That, in observing divine ordinances, no "human expedient" should be adopted except 

such as will "produce no contention nor division in the church." 

 

3. The right to have different opinions is clearly guaranteed to Christians in the word of 

God, and we must, therefore, not reject any of God's children merely because they do 

not "see alike in matters of ... private opinion. " 

 

4. If our brother "be content to hold" his opinions in "private" on any subject, we cannot 

take offense at him, nor can we offend him with ours. 

 

5. "One thing, however," we must guard, namely, "when not bound by an express 

command," we must not impose our opinions "upon others," and then such opinions, 

so far as other persons are concerned, are as good as dead and buried, "being thus 

removed out of the way." 

 

6. "It is not the renunciation of an opinion or practice as sinful that is proposed, but 

merely a cessation from publishing or practicing it so as to give offense." 

 

7. Finally, all opinions, the advocacy or practice of which is attended with strife and 

division among brethren, must be held in private, not on the ground that they are 

"expressly forbidden," but on the ground that we are not only not "commanded to 

practice" them, but "we are expressly commanded to endeavor to maintain the unity 

of the Spirit in the bond of peace." 

Now, in the light of these seven facts, who cannot see that the "fathers," although freely and 

explicitly allowing to Christians the right to hold opinions on any subject, and even different and 

conflicting opinions on the same subject, yet they taught, in the clearest and most explicit terms, 

that all opinions, whose practice brings strife and division, must be held in private? The case is 

too clear to admit of doubt, and we are content to leave it to the decision of candid and unbiased 

readers. 



II. PRACTICE OF THE "FATHERS" ON OPINIONS. 

We are now prepared to see whether the "fathers" carried out in practice what we have seen they 

so clearly taught in theory. To reduce our investigation to something tangible, did their practice 

on the mooted question of instrumental music in the worship harmonize with their general theory 

about opinions in religion? It is universally conceded--at least the concession is so nearly 

universal as to make it unnecessary to mention exceptions--that this practice rests exclusively on 

human opinion, and not on any "Thus saith the Lord" making it obligatory upon the churches. 

Now, in view of this concession, and in view of the fact that the practice has been attended with 

strife and division from its very first introduction by the Romish hierarchy down to this hour, did 

the "fathers" of this Restoration movement refrain from this practice in order that they might 

stand on common ground and thus preserve peace and harmony in the church? We now propose 

to show that they did, and that the leading scholars among their successors, both the dead and the 

living, have taught the same thing. 

The reader should remember that in the early days of the Restoration, the brethren everywhere 

were so thoroughly united against this and all other divisive opinions in religion, that it scarcely 

ever came up for debate, or even for reference; and hence, although their uniform practice 

everywhere, without exception, was against it, yet they seldom had occasion to express 

themselves on the subject, which accounts for the fact that, from some of them, we have no 

expression at all. However, those who did express themselves leave no room for doubt that they 

all stood as a solid unit against the practice. We now call upon this distinguished roll of 

reformers with their associates and successors to speak for themselves: 

1. Alexander Campbell. This great scholar and reformer, who justly stands at the head of this list, 

says: 

To those who have no real devotion or spirituality in them, and whose animal nature flags 

under the oppression of church service, I think that instrumental music would be not only 

a desideratum, but an essential prerequisite to fire up their souls to even animal devotion. 

But I presume to all spiritually-minded Christians, such aids would be as a cow bell in a 

concert.--Memoirs of A. Campbell, p. 366. 

2. Samuel Rogers. This great servant of God, who was only one year the junior of Alexander 

Campbell, describing the pioneer times, says: 

It must be remembered that almost every convert we made in those days was required to 

pray, not only at home, but in the church also; and all who had voices to sing, sung with 

the spirit; whether with the understanding or not, I will not venture to say. We had no 

choirs then to do the singing for the congregation, and we certainly had no organs--not 

even a tuning fork.--Autobiography, p. 71. 

3. Thomas M. Allen. That the reader may know something of the high character of this eminent 

man of God, we add here, before submitting his testimony, the following estimate of his talents 

and standing as found in the Autobiography of Samuel Rogers: 

T. M. Allen was Missouri's model evangelist and pioneer preacher. Having talents of a 

high order, a liberal education, refined manners, and a commanding appearance, with the 



Gospel at his tongue's end, it is not strange that he became at once the model and teacher 

of so many young men of that region. I have heard it said that he could put more Bible 

truth into a single sermon than any man west of the Mississippi.--P. 187. 

This gifted gospel preacher, writing after the spirit of innovation had already entered the 

Reformation and begun, on a small scale, its deadly work, says: 

Since I have been writing these numbers I have been thrown back to the early days of my 

ministerial career. It has given me great pleasure to mingle in memory with the noble 

sisters and brethren who then bore such a noble part in this glorious movement. They 

who live now know but little of the difficulties we had to meet and overcome. They now 

have their fine meetinghouses. We had the courthouse, private residences, and groves to 

worship in and under. We had but few friends, and were opposed by all religionists. We 

are now strong, and the unprejudiced mind has decreed in our favor. We succeeded by 

the truth, the pure Gospel of Jesus Christ, and after having triumphed by its power, what 

a burning shame it is that some of our congregations have made shipwreck of faith and 

apostatized by aping the sects, and going into the embrace of the mother of harlots by 

substituting organ-grinding for the worship of God, which must be in spirit and truth. * * 

* I thank the Lord that none of the congregations that I was instrumental in organizing 

have become organ-grinders.--Apostolic Times, March 10, 1870, p. 377. 

4. Robert Milligan. This truly great and learned man, who was not only a man of profound and 

varied scholarship, but who was probably one of the most distinguished examples of personal 

piety and goodness that ever lived, has already been quoted at length in this work in Chapter 

XIV. The reader is referred to the list of commentators quoted in that Chapter where, with other 

good things on the subject from this pious and learned man, will be found his declaration that the 

use of instrumental music in Christian worship "is wholly unwarranted by anything that is either 

said or taught in the New Testament." 

5. Philip S. Fall. From this veteran pioneer preacher and teacher, we have the following strong 

testimony. Writing on the significant subject, "An Organ in Every Congregation of Our Lord 

Jesus Christ," he says: 

"No man cometh unto the Father but by--that is through, me." A mediator, then, is a sine 

qua non to any approach to God; and he that comes must have made that mediator his 

mediator by accepting him as Lord and Christ, and putting him on. "Through him let us 

offer up a sacrifice of praise to God continually, that is the fruit of our lips, which make 

confession to his name." * * * "I will declare thy name unto my brethren, in the midst of 

the congregation will I sing praises unto thee." Psa 22:22; Heb 2:12. Here is a prophecy, 

uttered a thousand years before the Pentecost of A.D. 30, in which the Christ, by the 

mouth of David, represents himself as really taking part in the worship of his brethren; 

that is, of such as wear the name of their elder brother. Another remarkable passage 

teaches this also: "I will not drink, henceforth, of this fruit of the vine, until the day when 

I drink it new with you in mv Father's kingdom." * * * That there is divine authority for 

congregational singing as an act of worship, is, in certain quarters, denied. In others, 

public prayer is said to be forbidden. Soon, it is to be feared, nothing will be demanded of 

us by our king: all will be "just as you like it." The body might as well be headless. 

Singing the praises of the God of love is called "a freewill offering," as though all 



worship did not flow from hearts enjoying the liberty wherewith the Son of God has 

made his brethren free; thankful that he has taught them how to pray acceptably and on 

what manner they may otherwise join him in glorifying his Father. If our Lord thought 

proper, at the request of the disciples, to dictate the "manner" of their prayers, and to 

make a special revelation to Paul that he might regulate the manner and the spirit of the 

commemorative feast, is it unreasonable that, in regard to all acts of worship, he should 

express his will? To some, this may be "legalistic," not, however, to those who, 

constrained by the love of Christ, rejoice that they are under law to him, and are free from 

themselves. * * * May I ask especial attention to the following "laws" for the government 

of congregational intercourse with God, and with each other? Col. 3: 16. 1. "Let the word 

of Christ dwell in you richly." 2. "In all wisdom teach and admonish one another." 3. "In 

Psalms, hymns, and spiritual songs, sing with grace (gratitude) in your hearts to God." * * 

* Here, then, we are taught congregational singing. The being to whom it is addressed, 

the matter of which it is composed, and the state of heart in which this spiritual sacrifice 

is to be offered. We have also found in Psa 22:22, and Heb 2:12, that our Lord, the head 

of the body, the church, is in its midst, and actually unites with it in singing praises to his 

Father! That, as before said, all worship must, as it were, pass through him to the Father 

to be accepted! Is there not, then, an ORGAN, a medium through whom acceptable 

worship is conveyed to God in every assembly of the saints? The eye is the indispensable 

organ that conveys to the brain the impressions made on it by visible objects; and no man 

cometh to God as a sinner or as a worshiper but by his Son. In saying that there is 

actually in every church of Christ an organ already, I do not mean one of those windy 

things that make "the mother of abominations" laugh at our vulgar and imbecile attempts 

at imitation; but a divine organ of communication between such as worship the Father in 

spirit and in truth, and the Father himself, in all those actions and spiritual states that are 

as sacrifices acceptable in and through his Son.--Gospel Advocate, December 29, 1886, p. 

824. 

6. Jacob Creath. From this stalwart defender of the faith, we have this pointed testimony: 

We must speak where the Bible speaks, and we must respect the silence of the Bible, as 

well as what it says, says Thomas Campbell. You have only to do this one thing, and this 

war of words closes forever on my part. Here I rest the controversy until you produce the 

apostolic example or precept for your conventions. Your conventions stand upon 

precisely the same footing that the one now in session in Rome does--that sects, creeds, 

infant-sprinkling, organ-grinding in churches, "Pastor" over "Elders" and churches stand 

upon, that is, as you candidly acknowledge, on the "Infer." As another advocate for all 

these innovations says, "They are not specially forbidden nor commanded." Neither is 

Romanism nor Mohammedanism. * * * Our periodicals are filled with discussions of 

untaught questions about organs, Missionary Societies, of which the Scriptures say no 

more than they do of infant rantism.--Gospel Advocate, 1870, pp. 566, 824. 

7. Benjamin Franklin. We will now hear the testimony of one of the greatest and most successful 

preachers of the nineteenth century. After spending about a half century in proclaiming the 

Gospel and turning thousands to the Lord, he wrote: 

If any one had told us, forty years ago, that we would live to see the day when those 

professing to be Christians; who claim the Holy Scriptures as their only rule of faith and 



practice; those under the command, and who profess to appreciate the meaning of the 

command, to "observe all things whatever I have commanded you," would bring any 

instrument of music into a worshiping assembly, and use it there in worship, we should 

have repelled the idea as an idle dream. But this only shows how little we knew of what 

men would do; or how little we saw of the power of the adversary to subvert the purest 

principles, to deceive the hearts of the simple, to undermine the very foundation of all 

piety, and turn the very worship of God itself into an attraction for the people of the 

world, an entertainment, or amusement. * * * There would have been no conflict in the 

establishment of the kingdom of God, with Jews or Pagans, in bringing instrumental 

music in and utilizing it. The way was open, and it would have been one popular element. 

But did our Lord utilize it? No; he established his religion in a country where all 

worshipers, of all kinds, used instruments in worship, but left the instruments all out! He 

did not leave them out because there were not plenty of them, nor because he could not 

get them, nor because they were not popular; but because he did not want them. This is a 

divine prohibition. Neither he, nor any one of his apostles, ever used any instruments to 

enable them to sing; nor any one even professing to follow him, till the man of sin was 

fully developed, and there was a full-grown pope. He is the gentleman to whom we are 

indebted for the use of the organ in worship. His fruitful mind caught the idea of utilizing 

the organ, and he took it from its more congenial place, in the theater, and consecrated it 

to divine service. * * * If it was death under the law given by the ministrations of angels, 

to offer strange fire on God's altar, what may we expect for him who shall tamper with 

the prescribed worship in the law given by the Son of God? If death was inflicted on 

Uzzah for violating the law, in touching the ark of God, what shall we expect to befall the 

man who shall tamper with the law prescribing the worship of God? * * * We have 

nothing but the common interest at stake in this matter. We cannot see an earthly interest 

to influence us in the course we are going. We know we are going against the current, 

against wind and tide; and it has been said that "he who spits against the wind spits in his 

own face." We are not blind to this; we know it. We know that it is not popular. We are 

perfectly aware that it is calling down on us the disfavor of many of the rich, the 

influential and popular; and that, on account of it, we are cut off from many amiable 

people, and cannot meet and worship with them. We are perfectly aware that it is against 

our temporal interests. We have not been, and are not, blind to all this, but have it before 

us, and have considered it carefully, and made up our mind to take all the consequences, 

and bear with meekness and patience whatever shall come. We do not court these 

consequences, nor desire them, but we see no way to avoid them, and maintain what we 

solemnly believe to be right. We, then, cheerfully accept the situation, and take the 

consequences, rather than give up the fullest, strongest and most settled conviction of our 

inmost soul. We cannot worship, and maintain a good conscience, with the organ. We are 

certain that we can worship acceptably without the organ. The friends of the organ do not 

doubt this.--Gospel Preacher, Vol. II. pp. 411, 419-423. 

8. David King. We now introduce a witness from the other side of the ocean. David King was 

one of the strongest advocates of the restoration of the ancient order ever produced in England, 

and it has been said of him, by the well informed in such matters, that he "was, for many years, 

to England what David Lipscomb has been to this country." This certainly identifies him with the 

defenders of New Testament order. The following is his testimony: 



"The body," or substance, is of Christ, and when he came and filled to the full the types 

and shadows of the law, they passed away in their entirety, giving place to higher 

institutions, by means of which the worshipers could be made perfect, and not only so, 

but just in proportion as these abandoned shadows are intruded into the church and 

worship of God they become injurious and more or less substitutes for the realities of 

which, in their day and place, they were the proper types and symbols. Consequently, in 

setting in order, by the apostles, of the church of Christ, the temple and its worship were 

in no degree taken as models, and this is highly reasonable, inasmuch as the existence 

together of the type and the antitype would be completely inadmissible. Nothing could 

have been easier than for the apostles to have adopted priestly, or modified priestly, 

vestments. There could have been no manner of difficulty in burning incense as an act of 

praise or worship. It cannot be supposed but that, long before the close of the apostolic 

ministry, they could have used and enjoined the use of instrumental music. But, no! 

Nothing of this sort; no trace even of a leaning, or of a desire, in that direction. The things 

of the shadows were done with, and those of the substance took their place.--The 

Ecclesiastical Observer, January 15, 1882, p. 16. 

9. Moses E. Lard. This intellectual giant and eloquent preacher made such an impression soon 

after his graduation at Bethany that he was subsequently mentioned in the "Memoirs of A. 

Campbell" as at that early day "rapidly becoming one of the most distinguished writers and 

speakers in the cause" of reformation. He testifies as follows: 

The question of instrumental music in the churches of Christ involves a great and sacred 

principle. But for this the subject is not worthy of one thought at the hands of the child of 

God. That principle is the right of men to introduce innovations into the prescribed 

worship of God. This right we utterly deny. The advocates of instrumental music affirm 

it. This makes the issue. As sure as the Bible is a divine book, we are right and they are 

wrong. Time and facts will prove the truth of this. The churches of Christ will be wrecked 

the day the adverse side triumphs; and I live in fear that it will do it. Our brethren are now 

freely introducing melodeons into their Sunday schools. This is but the first step to the 

act, I fear. As soon as the children of these schools go into the church, in goes the 

instrument with them. Mark this.--Lard's Quarterly, October, 1867, p. 368. 

10. Dr. H. Christopher. This cultured and scholarly man, in a vigorous and outspoken 

presentation of the subject, deposes as follows: 

Did the Holy Spirit, then, ordain instrumental music in the church of Christ? Or did he 

leave it to human wisdom and prudence to determine what shall be the mode of worship 

so far as regards the singing? The last of these questions can never be answered in the 

affirmative. In the absence of certain facts, it might be inferred; in their light it may be 

safely denied. These facts will appear as we proceed. 

The first question can be answered in the negative. Instrumental music was not used in 

the Jewish synagogue; and as the Christian church was modeled after it, it could not have 

been used in the apostolic church, unless specially ordained. The history of the church 

develops the fact that it was not used in any Christian assembly for several centuries after 

the death of the inspired men; consequently it was not ordained by the Holy Spirit in the 

apostolic church. * * * If, then, he did not ordain it in the church, what could have been 



the reason? If it were not an oversight, it must have been intentionally discarded. But it 

matters not with us what was the reason. We have the fact, and this, with Christians, 

should be all-sufficient. The fact, then, that the Holy Spirit did not, ordain instrumental 

music in the apostolic church is an argument conclusive that he did not design that it 

should be used. This fact should be with us an end of all thought and desire on the 

subject. * * * As a people, therefore, pretending before the world to be laboring for the 

apostolic purity of the church; claiming to have condemned all the corruptions and 

innovations which now disfigure and defile the church, and who esteem it their honor and 

glory, as it is, that they have proposed a greater work than that of Luther; that they will be 

content with nothing less than the faith and practice of the apostolic church, such a 

people, I take it, cannot adopt such an innovation, condemned even by themselves up to 

the present day, and such an instrument of corrupting and secularizing the church, 

without blushing at their inconsistency--without being conscious that they have 

abandoned their original ground and trampled under foot the great principle on which 

they are proceeding. * * * We are compelled to discard this innovation on primitive 

practice, or give up all pretension and purpose of prosecuting any further the grand 

design of our reformatory movement. And if we have been right up to this time, to 

abandon this ground and principle would be nothing less than apostasy. To this dilemma 

are we driven by the most remorseless logic and by the highest considerations for honesty 

and consistency. * * * If this opposition came from ignorant and unreasonable men, the 

friends of the measure might be excused for any little restiveness or impatience they 

might manifest under this opposition. But I submit that the opposition is neither ignorant 

nor unreasonable. They have always been ready to give, and have repeatedly given, the 

reasons which compel them to resist the introduction of this innovation. * * * I cannot, 

therefore, see in all my horizon one fact, argument, reason, or plea, that can justify us in 

using musical instruments in the worship of the church. It is an innovation on apostolic 

practice. This cannot be controverted. It is such an innovation, too, that prepares the way 

for other and equally destructive innovations. * * * Let us learn from the experience of 

others and be content with what God has ordained, and suffer instrumental music and all 

its concomitants to remain where they were born, amid the corruptions of an apostate 

church.--Lard's Quarterly, October, 1867, pp. 359, 360, 365-368. 

11. W. K. Pendleton. This distinguished educator, at one time President of Bethany College, 

bears significant testimony on our theme: 

With respect to instrumental music, I presume that no one at all acquainted with 

ecclesiastical history will pretend to claim for its introduction in the church any pretense 

of primitive authority or warrant. * * * I am satisfied that the tendency of instrumental 

music is to silence congregational singing;--to usurp the place of the melody of the heart, 

which we are commanded "to make,"--to prevent the "edification of psalms, hymns, and 

spiritual songs," which is one of the social duties and privileges of the congregation, and 

to deliver over this part of the worship of the disciples into the artistic and often godless 

hands of mere amateur or hireling performers. This is the result of a careful and candid 

observation, for I have no prejudices against music. I love it with a love that passes 

expression. The grand tones of the organ lift my soul up with a power ineffably sublime. 

But this is not the question. We have to inquire, what is the effect of these instruments 

upon congregational singing? The question is a broad and practical one, and I have no 



difficulty in deciding it.--Gospel Advocate, 1889, p. 67, and Millen. Har., 1868, pp. 555, 

556. 

12. Lanceford B. Wilkes. This amiable and unostentatious man, whose reputation as a finished 

scholar and logician was fixed by his great debate with Jacob Ditzler in Louisville, Ky., was a 

man of strong conviction and great force of character. Writing on our theme, he says: 

I fix my eyes upon the organ at its introduction into the church by, not the Lord God 

Almighty, but by "the Lord God the Pope," and trace its history and effects as I see them 

affecting churches and members of churches down to the present time, and I am 

constrained to pronounce the tree bad. I speak of it not out of the church, but in it. * * * 

The testimony of leading men of all parties is against the instrument. Even the Catholic 

Church, in which the god of this world is embosomed and finds his utmost quiet, 

furnishes occasionally a man who, rising above the spirit of his party, condemns in severe 

terms the instrument in the church.--Apostolic Times, February 3, 1870, p. 342. 

13. John F. Rowe. This veteran editor, though near the close of his life he indorsed the use of "a 

small organ" in the worship, had nevertheless previously borne this strong testimony: 

There is just the same scriptural authority for the use of the organ in Christian worship as there is for the 

use of the mass, image worship, invocation of saints, purgatory, auricular confession, etc., in Christian 

worship. * * * A fearful responsibility rests upon those persons who have introduced the organ or other 

instruments into the spiritual worship of God. Some weak-minded people, vain and thoughtless, might be 

excused on the ground of ignorance; but what a terrible burden of responsibility must rest upon editors and 

pastors and preachers, who, knowing that the use of the organ and select choirs in the public worship is 

wholly unscriptural, and an invention borrowed from the carnal world, nevertheless encourage these 

innovations by their silent approbation, and never lift as much as the little finger of rebuke. Once we were a 

unit; now we are divided; who is responsible--good men or bad men, God or the devil?--History of 

Reformatory Movements, pp. 318, 322. 

14. Isaac Errett. Although this distinguished editor and founder of the Christian Standard did not 

regard the use of instrumental music in Christian worship as wrong in itself, yet he cheerfully 

bore the following testimony concerning the practice: 

The Standard regards it as an expedient, proposed to aid the church to perform, in an 

edifying way, the duty of singing; and advises against it as not necessary to that end, and 

as tending to create strife in many of our churches.--Life and Times of John F. Rowe, p. 

107. 

15. Leonard F. Bittle. This quiet and unassuming man was no less remarkable for his breadth and 

depth of learning than for his profound humility. By accurate scholarship and wide reading, he 

was well prepared to speak on the subject. He says: 

The brethren whom the apostles addressed in their epistles were familiar with the Greek 

language, else Paul would not have written to them in this tongue. If we can find out how 

they understood his directions about singing, we shall know the current use of psallo in 

the primitive churches. Did the disciples of Ephesus, for instance, understand that the 

apostle commanded them to sing and play with the harp? or did they think be wanted 

them to sing without any instrumental accompaniment, and make melody with their 



hearts? Their uniform practice shows that they took his words in the latter sense. All 

reputable scholars agree that for the first three or four centuries if not for a much longer 

time no musical instruments were used in the churches, and that all the singing done in 

the worship was with the human voice alone. The use of instruments is an innovation of 

the Latin or Roman church, and it has been resisted by the Greek church until the present 

day.--Octographic Review. 

16. Thomas Munnell. This is another one of the graduates of Bethany who subsequently 

distinguished himself as a close student and a man of eminent ability. He left on record the 

following wise words on our theme: 

My hope and great desire is that brethren will not insist on organs in the churches, but 

consider the things which make for peace and edification. We can do well without the 

organ, but can do nothing without harmony and love among ourselves.--Life and Times of 

John F. Rowe, p. 112. 

17. John Tomline Walsh. This prominent preacher of the "Old North State," writing on 

Humanisms in the Worship of God," says: 

I designed saying something of worshiping God by instrumental music, but find my time 

and space will allow me only a word or two. If Christ has commanded us to worship in 

this way, or if the apostles and primitive Christians have set us the example of worshiping 

in this way, then it is right to do so; but if otherwise, we must not go beyond the word of 

the Lord. "Whatever you do, in word or deed, do all in the name of the Lord Jesus, giving 

thanks to God and the Father by Him." The Lord's day worship legitimately consists 

in--1. Reading the Scriptures. 2. Praise. 3. Prayer. 4. Partaking of the Lord's Supper, or 

breaking the loaf. 5. The Contribution or Fellowship. 6. The teaching. All these are parts 

of that spiritual worship which God requires at the hands of all His saints; and to omit 

any part is not to worship Him according to His word, or "in spirit and in truth."--Book of 

Sermons by J. T. Walsh, p. 254. 

18. Dr. Robert Richardson. The distinguished author of the "Memoirs of A. Campbell" was made 

a member of the first Faculty of Bethany College in 1841 and was a man of superior scholarship 

and ability. On the matter of maintaining the purity of the primitive faith and worship he was 

outspoken as will be seen from the following extract from his writings: 

As it regards the use of musical instruments in church worship, the case is wholly 

different. This can never be a question of expediency, for the simple reason that there is 

no law prescribing or authorizing it. If it were anywhere said in the New Testament that 

Christians should use instruments, then it would become a question of expediency what 

kind of instrument was to be used, whether an organ or a melodeon, the "loud-sounding 

cymbals" or the "light guitar;" whether it should cost $50., or $500., or $1,000.; and what 

circumstances should regulate the performance. It happens, however, that this is nowhere 

said; and, consequently, no such questions of expediency can ever arise in a church that is 

truly and really governed by the law of the Lord.--Life and Times of John F. Rowe, p. 

117. 



19. F. G. Allen. This faithful preacher of the Gospel and skillful logician, founder and Editor of 

the "Old Path-Guide" and subsequently the Editor-in-chief of the Apostolic Guide, was a giant in 

debate and a strong advocate of the primitive order of worship. His editorial career was marked 

by many heroic efforts to defend the truth against the encroachments of error, and those who 

knew him well had no fears but that the cause of truth, in any fair contest, would triumph in his 

hands. He deposes as follows: 

I regard the use of the organ in the worship a violation of one of the fundamental 

principles of our plea for restoration and unity. We have ever claimed that our plea is 

catholic--that is, we hold as common ground that, and that only, which is conceded by all 

to be right. In restoring just what we find in the beginning in faith and practice, and 

refusing all else, we stand on undisputed ground. All partisan, disputed ground we have 

left to others. For instance, we immerse. All churches concede that to be baptism. It is not 

in debate. The controversy is all about sprinkling and pouring. That is partisan; 

immersion is catholic. The debate is not about what we do, but about what others do. The 

same is true in regard to the baptism of a penitent believer. All concede that to be right. 

The debate is all about the baptizing of those not believers. So of our creed, our names, 

our church polity, etc. All can stand where we do, for we stand on conceded ground; all 

cannot stand on any sectarian ground, for all cannot accept any denominational position. 

The grandeur and strength of this position have been the chief causes of our 

unprecedented growth. The world has seen and felt the advantage and self-evident 

correctness of this catholic position; but the introduction of the organ, since all cannot 

worship with it, is a violation of this grand principle. All can worship without it; all 

cannot worship with it. Therefore we can be united and harmonious without it; we cannot 

be harmonious and united with it. To introduce the organ to the destruction of our peace 

and unity is a complete renunciation, therefore, of this principle of catholicity 

characterizing our plea for the union of God's people on God's word.--What Shall We Do 

About the Organ? pp. 12, 13. 

20. Dr. Winthrop H. Hopson. This eloquent pulpit orator and defender of the ancient order says: 

We take the Bible, and the Bible alone, for our rule of faith; "when that speaks, we speak, 

and when that is silent, we are silent." Leaving all human names, all human leaders, and 

all human authority in religion, we follow him who said, "I am the way, the truth, and the 

life." When we do this we are walking in the light, and have fellowship with God, with 

Christ, and with one another, and the "blood of Jesus Christ will cleanse us from all sin." 

How very important it is that every one should ascertain for himself where the light is and 

walk in it!--Sermons of Dr. W. H. Hopson, p. 24. 

21. Professor Charles Louis Loos. In harmony with the special purpose in this chapter, we 

continue the same line of testimony by appealing to the utterances of scholars still living; and it 

cannot be amiss to place at the head of this list the veteran Professor Emeritus of Greek in 

Transylvania University, Lexington, Ky. He has given utterance to much vital truth on our 

theme, and we quote liberally from his pen. Writing years ago on "Art-History in Churches; or, 

Church Aesthetics in Music," he says: 

A very eminent secular paper has the following scrap of current church history, that ought not to be lost: 

"Church Choirs in Commotion.--The church choirs in Rochester, in this State, are in trouble. The Union of 



that city says: 'Just now there is a commotion among the choirs of some of the city churches, which extends 

to the congregations, growing out of high bidding for leading singers--one church bidding over another. It 

is said that one Presbyterian church has offered a lady who sings in an Episcopal choir the sum of eight 

hundred dollars per annum to change her position. In another Episcopal church the choir is being 

reconstructed on a basis of expending some twelve hundred per year for music. In other churches there is 

uneasiness in the choirs, and all are looking for something better. The church that has the most popular 

choir draws the largest miscellaneous audiences. One of the large churches of this city for a time had an 

excellent choir. Then it was overcrowded, and pew-holders could not reach their seats, much less obtain 

them, for reason of the crowd of "run abouts" who thronged the aisles eager to hear the voluntary operatic 

anthem at the opening of the service. Since that choir dissolved and the prima donna went elsewhere, there 

is no difficulty in finding seats in the church.'" * * * The introduction of pure and high art into church 

worship by means of artificial machinery and its usual artistic acompaniments of operatic choirs, &c., &c., 

is advocated and justified on the grounds of expediency. Very well!--but remember, ye friends of policy 

and expediency, that antecedent reasoning, (though we feel able to meet the case even there) is not 

sufficient to settle such questions with us. It is the very nature of policy and expediency to be tested by 

experience, and actual experience in such things is worth more than all the finished apologetic arguments in 

their behalf. * * * This is really not a matter of discussion, it is a notorious fact, and breaks to pieces by its 

force all the finely woven arguments we have heard in behalf of art-worship. At one of our churches we 

heard this story.--By captivating arguments from policy, expediency, &c., the church was induced to 

introduce instrumental music. It proved finally a source of great annoyance. Often outsiders, not even 

always religious in any sense, had to be got to play the instruments, and others also of a similar class to sing 

with it. This was offensive to the religious feelings of the church. Besides, such a clique around the 

instrument exhibited not much reverence during preaching, prayer, and singing. Experience finally showed 

the argument for the introduction of such a help to worship to be fallacious, and the novelty that had proved 

an offense was put away. * * * Moreover, do we not know what an unspeakable and coveted delight to the 

heart of the child of God this joining in the singing of praise is? How often have we seen the humble, pious 

Christian man or woman strive with happy, joyful heart to unite in the hymns of the church; how often have 

we heard this delight expressed. Who, then, will rob these Christian hearts of this joy?--who dare rob them 

of this right? Yet, who does not know that the direct tendency, practically,--and, we regret to say, often the 

direct object designedly,--of art-worship, is to take away this privilege and joy from the congregation? We 

are not to be charged here with advocating what is bad and unedifying in the singing of congregations. If 

there is improvement needed, seek for it in another way; work well to improve the singing; improve and 

direct the living voices of the church,--and do not adopt a remedy worse in the end than the evil complained 

of itself.--But, before God and man, in its real good and final effects, better by far the humbler music of 

praise swelling up from the warm, earnest hearts consecrated to God, than the bewildering, heartless, 

aesthetic art-performances of organ and choir. God hears and accepts the one, as he hears and accepts the 

humblest prayer;--but he rejects the other, for it is a carnal offering to men's ears, and not to God. Think of 

it!--change the worship of God to an attraction for men's ears!--"pray to be heard of men" and sing to be 

heard of men! Sing, then, and perform sweet music for men, and give up the false pretense of making God 

the object. Tell men honestly that these musical church performances are, like the music on the balconies of 

museums, shows and theaters, to attract men, to invite patrons, and men will understand you and appreciate 

the performance accordingly. * * * We may be charged with making much out of a little thing. This charge 

is cheap, and is easily made, and generally has a ready currency among men. But we are not disturbed by 

such reproaches. We say what we are convinced ought to be said, and let men,--among them brethren, say 

what they please. The tendency to make Christianity fashionable, and carnally respectable, must be met at 

the cost of sneer and ridicule from any quarter.--Millennial Har., 1868, pp. 280-285. 



22. Professor Isaiah Boone Grubbs. This lovable man is a power in the advocacy and defense of 

the truth. For thirty years he has been Professor of New Testament Exegesis and Church History 

in the College of the Bible, Lexington, Ky., and is a strong and vigorous writer. In the discussion 

of our present theme, he has contributed much that is of great value, and we take the following 

extracts from his gifted pen: 

It should be noted that the apostle . . . compliments the disciples at Corinth for being 

followers of him in one important particular. "Now I praise you, brethren, that you 

remember me in all things, and keep the ordinances as I delivered them to you." The 

ordinances of the Christian religion fall into two distinct classes: 1. Those to which a 

sinner must conform in order to become a Christian, as the confession and baptism. 2. 

Those by which a Christian can worship acceptably. Singing with the spirit and the 

understanding is an ordinance of worship; as much so as prayer and the communion. 

These must all be preserved as we have received them from the apostles, and nothing 

must be thought of as a substitute for them and nothing blended with them, that has the 

least tendency to neutralize their power, or formalize, secularize and carnalize our 

worship. Can any one with living facts staring him in the face, doubt for one moment that 

bleating machines in costly Christian temples are productive of this, their only effect? 

Why, how can it be otherwise? There sits the congregation, mute as in death. Here the 

godless choir and noisy fiddler fill the air with soulless strains, while the preacher, 

precious man, speaks his pretty piece of poetry as musically as possible by way of a solo, 

or as a sort of interlude. The worship that God smiles upon is as far removed from this 

outward, mechanical counterfeit as his throne is from this sordid footstool. "God is spirit; 

therefore they that worship him must worship him in spirit and in truth." The soul all 

alive to a love all divine, gives vent to its emotions in songs and petitions that gush forth 

in spiritual power from the internal fountains of life. With such offerings God is well 

pleased. We cannot, we will not tolerate anything that tends to destroy this spiritual life. * 

* * As all things in Christian worship, as in every other department of the Christian 

religion, are thus to be done "in the name of the Lord Jesus," or by his authority, it 

follows that "inflexibility extends to public worship"--that its elements are fixed and 

determined by divine law, and that what is here done must be done by divine direction. In 

other words, we must adhere as rigidly to the apostolic "traditions" or "ordinances" 

delivered to us in this, as in every other department of the Christian religion. We then 

claim, as pertinent and applicable to the issue before us, the following Scriptures: "Stand 

fast, and hold the traditions which ye have been taught, whether by word, or our epistle." 

Again: "Now I praise you, brethren, that you remember me in all things, and keep the 

ordinances (traditions) as I delivered them to you." To these may be added, with the 

utmost logical propriety, the exhortation of Jude: "Contend earnestly for the faith once 

delivered to the saints." Grant that "Jude did not have organs or melodeons in his mind" 

when he said this, does the passage fail to rule them out on this account? Then if he did 

not also have "the mourner's bench" in his mind, it fails to rule it out! 'What havoc would 

this logic make of the word of God! And would not the Bible be a strange book if it had 

anticipated and specifically condemned in detail all the thousand and one innovations, in 

the three great departments of faith, that man in his folly might invent.--Millennial Har., 

1868, pp. 318, 319, 630. 



23. President John W. McGarvey. This distinguished preacher and educator, who has been 

engaged in the systematic teaching of the Bible for more than half a century, and who is now 

President of the College of the Bible, Lexington, Ky., has taken a prominent and important part 

in the discussion of the question, and we select from his writings the following passages: 

It is manifest that we cannot adopt the practice without abandoning the obvious and only 

ground on which a restoration of Primitive Christianity can be accomplished, or on which 

the plea for it can be maintained. Such is my profound conviction, and consequently the 

question with me is not one concerning the choice or rejection of an expedient, but the 

maintenance or abandonment of a fundamental and necessary principle. * * * I hold that 

the use of the instrument is sinful, and I must not be requested to keep my mouth shut in 

the presence of sin, whether committed by a church or an individual. * * * The party 

which forces an organ into the church against the conscientious protest of a minority is 

disorderly and schismatical, not only because it stirs up strife, but because it is for the 

sake of a sinful innovation upon the divinely authorized worship of the church; and, 

inasmuch as the persons thus acting are disorderly and schismatic, it is the duty of all 

good people to withdraw from them until they repent.--It is universally admitted by those 

competent to judge that there is not the slightest indication in the New Testament of 

divine authority for the use of instrumental music in Christian worship. * * * As to the 

introduction of an unscriptural test of fellowship, it is enough to say that we do not refuse 

fellowship with those who use the organ; we only refuse to partake with them in that 

practice and choose to worship when we can where it is not in our way. To deny us this 

privilege would be an attempt to force us into fellowship, with a practice confessedly 

unauthorized in the Scriptures, than which there could be nothing more unscriptural or 

more intolerant.--In Apostolic Times, 1881, and "What Shall We Do About the Organ?" 

pp. 4, 10. 

24. David Lipscomb. As Editor of the Gospel Advocate for nearly half a century, this eminent 

servant of God and teacher of the Bible has taken a leading part in all the discussions pertaining 

to the restoration of the primitive order of work and worship and the general peace and 

prosperity of the church. He says: 

Paul was faithful to observe the requirements of God--would do it at all hazards and 

under all difficulties. Nothing could deter him. Neither he nor any other apostle, nor the 

Lord Jesus, nor any of the disciples for five hundred years, used instruments. This, too, in 

the face of the fact that the Jews had used instruments in the days of their prosperity and 

that the Greeks and heathen nations all used them in their worship. They were dropped 

out with such emphasis that they were not taken up till the middle of the Dark Ages, and 

came in as part of the order of the Roman Catholic Church. * * * It seems there cannot be 

a doubt but that the use of instrumental music in connection with the worship of God, 

whether used as a part of the worship or as an attractive accompaniment, is unauthorized 

by God and violates the oft-repeated prohibition to add nothing to, take nothing from, the 

commandments of the Lord. It destroys the difference between the clean and the unclean, 

the holy and the unholy, counts the blood of the Son of God unclean, and tramples under 

foot the authority of the Son of God. They have not been authorized by God or sanctified 

with the blood of his Son. * * * The instruments were used as worship to God and to give 

glory and eclat to the earthly kingdom. They were tolerated by God as were many other 



things during this period, that he did not approve. The establishment of the kingdom itself 

was an act of rebellion against God. (See 1Sa 8:1-20.) * * * God only has the right to 

prescribe conditions and ways of worshiping him. All his appointments for service and 

worship are revealed by the Holy Spirit, sealed by the blood of Jesus Christ, and are 

recorded in the Word of God. To worship him in ways not required by him is to reject 

God as the only Lawmaker, trample under foot the authority of the Son of God; is to 

count the blood of the covenant an unholy thing, and to do despite unto the Spirit of 

Grace. (Heb 10:28-29.) * * * The introduction of the organ violates the fundamental law: 

"Thou shalt worship the Lord thy God, and him only shalt thou serve." To use the organ 

is to serve some one else. "In vain they do worship me, teaching for doctrines the 

commandments of men." (Mat 15:9.) "Why, as though living in the world, are ye subject 

to ordinances, . . . after the commandments and doctrines of men?" (Col 

2:20-22.)--Queries and Answers by D. Lipscomb, pp. 226, 227, and Gospel Advocate, 

1899, pp. 376, 377. 

25. Elisha G. Sewell. This veteran preacher, and Editor of the Gospel Advocate, has stood like a 

stone wall against the tide of innovation in religion. We quote the following from his pen: 

Suppose that the Lord's Supper had never been required and that men had introduced it of 

their own accord, that it was only a human invention; then all that attend to it as a part of 

the worship of God would be doing just as King Saul did when he saved the best of the 

sheep and the oxen which he had taken from the Amalekites to make a sacrifice to the 

Lord, instead of destroying them. God had said nothing about a sacrifice in that case; that 

was altogether an invention of Saul. * * * Those who introduce instrumental music into 

the worship of God to-day act upon precisely the same principle as that which actuated 

King Saul. God commands Christians: "Let the word of Christ dwell in you richly in all 

wisdom; teaching and admonishing one another in psalms and hymns and spiritual songs, 

singing with grace in your hearts to the Lord." (Col 3:16.) Where God simply says 

"singing," men, by their wisdom and choice, put in the organ, which soon discourages 

and drives out singing, so far as the congregation is concerned. Instruments were entirely 

left out of the New Testament churches, and for six hundred years or more there was not 

an organ in the worship of any church. The first one was introduced among the Catholics; 

and since then many of the leading denominations have introduced musical instruments 

into their churches. But there is not a word of authority for it in the New Testament. * * * 

David and all Israel played on instruments most zealously; he had also a new cart to carry 

the ark on. Neither the instruments of music nor the new cart were of God, but of David. 

This effort was an entire failure because David did not do the Lord's way. He afterwards 

called on the priests and Levites and had the ark borne on the shoulders of the Levites, as 

God had ordained, thus doing God's way; and the ark was borne to Jerusalem in safety. 

(See 1Ch 15:1-29.) * * * The great sin to-day in putting the organ into the worship that 

God ordained in the church is in presumptuously adding a purely human invention to the 

word of God. In so doing men pose as being wiser than God and as possessing even 

greater authority. The Bible must be studied as a whole, and all passages on the same 

subject must be examined and so applied as to make no conflict between different 

passages. This done on the instrumental-music question will bring harmony out of 

confusion and settle some very troublesome controversies.--Gospel Advocate, 1903, p. 

532; 1907, pp. 531, 600, 601. 



26. George G. Taylor. This well-known preacher and able logician strikes at the root of the 

matter in the following vigorous passages: 

Worship, in order to be acceptable, must be offered with a view of honoring and praising 

the Lord, and not to please men. When in the temptation Satan sought to divert worship 

from its proper object, he was repulsed with the statement: "It is written, Thou shalt 

worship the Lord thy God, and him only shalt thou serve." (Mat 4:10.) * * * Now it is an 

undeniable fact that all that can be known of what will please the Lord in worship is what 

has been revealed in his word. Anything, therefore, which has not been revealed in the 

New Testament Scriptures can never be known to be pleasing to him; so that all such 

worship must of necessity be, to say the best of it, of doubtful propriety. Since all service 

to God must be free of doubt in order to be divinely approved (see Rom 14:23), and since 

God has nowhere in his word given any assurance that worship associated with 

instrumental music is acceptable with him, it must, therefore, be classed among those 

things which are doubtful. This being true, it follows that the condemnation which 

inspiration has pronounced on all services involved in doubt rests upon instrumental 

music in the worship of the church. * * * In the church at Rome a question had arisen 

concerning eating meats. Whether the meat in question was that of animals forbidden by 

the law of Moses or meats in general is not clearly stated; and so far as our present 

inquiry is concerned, it makes no difference whether it was the one or the other or 

neither. Some of the members of the church at Rome claimed that it was their privilege to 

eat meat, which others contested, strenuously contending that it was wrong and sinful for 

them to do so. This practice upon the part of those who doubtless honestly believed it was 

their privilege, and which even the apostle declared was of itself innocent, became the 

occasion of grief to those of their brethren who entertained the opposite view. * * * Now 

it was the purpose of the apostle to furnish a remedy for this unhappy state of things. 

Looking toward the accomplishment of this benevolent design, he submitted the 

following statement, embodying an important principle: "The kingdom of God is not 

eating and drinking, but righteousness, and peace and joy in the Holy Spirit." * * * Now 

the state of church affairs which existed at Rome prevails at the present time among the 

churches all over the land. The causes producing the confusion in the two cases are in 

principle precisely the same, which in both instances consists in a part of the church 

persistently insisting on practicing what is acknowledged by them to be a simple matter 

of preference, while another part of the church believe and contend that such practice is 

wrong and sinful. The only difference between the two cases consists in the fact that the 

apostle admits that the specific practice in question at Rome was perfectly innocent in 

itself, while in the case of churches now the practices occasioning the trouble have no 

such apostolic concession in their favor. * * * It cannot be denied that in principle the use 

of instrumental music in worship now is logically parallel with eating in the church at 

Rome in primitive times. The kingdom of God now consists no more in the use of 

instrumental music than the same kingdom then consisted in eating and drinking; but it 

does consist in "righteousness and peace and joy in the Holy Spirit" now, just the same as 

it did then. * * * Many good, Christian people cannot conscientiously engage in worship 

attended by instrumental music even as an "aid" to the worship, since, on account of its 

objective results, they are constrained to regard it as sinful; so that when it is pressed into 

the service of the church under the pretext that it is only an "aid" to the worship, it is 

attended with objective results incalculably grievous. Disrupted churches, alienated 



affections, broken friendships, and the demolishment of Christian fellowship, with all 

their attendant evils, are only a few of the long list of evil consequences which brand this 

unholy, unlovely, unchristian, and sinful practice with the signet of divine condemnation. 

* * * We maintain, therefore, that divinely authorized example demands of us to dispose 

of instrumental music in association with church worship just as it was disposed of by the 

primitive churches; but by these churches it was completely and without any doubt 

designedly declined. This being true, conformity to this divinely established precedent 

requires that we also shall decline its use. All those churches, therefore, which are using 

instrumental music as an "aid" to their worship and all who advocate its use are alike in 

sinful rebellion against Christ.--Gospel Advocate, 1907, pp. 610, 611, 626, 659, 675. 

27. J. B. Briney. This distinguished writer and debater, though subsequently identifying himself 

with those using instrumental music in the worship, wrote strongly and convincingly against that 

side in 1869, as the following extracts from his writings show: 

It was a glorious day for the cause of the truth when the pious and venerable Thomas 

Campbell conceived and set forth the principle contained in the following language: 

"Where the Scriptures speak, we speak; where the Scriptures are silent, we are silent." 

This declaration contains the germ and pith of the present Reformation. It was the 

guiding star of such men as the Campbells, Scott, Stone, and Creath, in their march back 

to the apostolic ground. It was the watchword of those noble, grand old veterans as, weak 

in numbers but strong in faith, they bared their bosoms to the darts of Popery, and rushed 

forward to rescue the ordinances of Jesus Christ from oblivion's embrace. This was the 

banner that gave them possession of many a hotly contested field, and led them on to 

glorious victory. Under it they fought, under it they conquered, and dying, they 

bequeathed it to us, that under it we might at least hold what they gained. So long as we 

adhere to this principle may we march forward with heads erect and banners streaming. 

But the moment we abandon this we will be at sea, without compass or rudder, and our 

ship will be driven by the merciless blasts of the head winds of sectarianism in the 

direction of the port of Rome; and in this state of case we may well haul down our colors 

and seek recognition in "courts ecclesiastic." We will need the sympathy of such courts, 

then. 

It is no matter of astonishment that, when the foregoing principle was enunciated, such a 

thoughtful man as Andrew Munro should make the following statement: "If we adopt that 

as a basis, then there is an end of infant baptism." 

I beg leave to make the following respectful suggestion to Brother J. S. Lamar: If we 

adhere to that as a basis, then there is an end of instrumental music in the worship. But 

we must adhere to that, or else the "reformation is a failure." This brings us to the main 

point had in view in the preceding essays. That singing as worship is a divine 

appointment, is abundantly clear, from the following Scriptures: "What is it, then? I will 

pray with the spirit, and I will pray with the understanding also. I will sing with the spirit, 

and I will sing with the understanding also." 1Co 14:15. "And be not drunk with wine 

wherein is excess; but be filled with the spirit; speaking to yourselves in psalms and 

hymns, and spiritual songs, singing and making melody in your hearts to the Lord." Eph 

5:18-19. "By him, therefore, let us offer the sacrifice of praise to God continually, that is, 

the fruit of our lips, giving thanks to his name." Heb 13:15. 



Singing is worship only as it consists in prayer and praise. It is not the sound simply, the 

mere music, that renders it acceptable to God, but the sentiments of devotion. From the 

first of the above quotations we learn that in these sentiments of prayer and praise, the 

spirit and the understanding unite. In the third quotation these sentiments are called 

"sacrifice of praise," and are defined to be the "fruit of our lips." It follows, then, with the 

clearness of a sunbeam, that the instruments to be used in offering this sacrifice are the 

vocal organs with which God has endowed his creature, man. Here, then, is a divine 

ordinance consisting in the offering of prayer and praise to the Lord with our lips--this 

latter term being used generically to denote all the vocal organs. 

Now, I affirm that an "instrumental accompaniment" is an addition to this ordinance, and 

affects its character, and is therefore an infringement of the divine prerogative. 

That singing is worship is a divine ordinance, will not be questioned in the face of the Scripture cited 

above. That the "instrumental accompaniment" is an addition, is simply certain from the historical facts in 

the case, it having been born five hundred years out of time. Therefore, whatever men may think of its 

expediency, it affects the character of the divine appointment, and cannot be tolerated for a moment. 

*   *   * 

Am I told that it is expedient because "it attracts the world?" I beg leave to state that the 

worship of the Lord's house was not ordained for the world. Is the Church of the Lord 

Jesus Christ to be brought down to the standard of the world? Is this the programme of 

expediency? If the caprice of the world is to be regarded in these matters, the very same 

emergency that demands the organ will demand the very best skill in its use, and, 

therefore, the beer-bloated Dutchman from the theater of Saturday night will be in 

demand in the sanctuary of God on the Lord's day! 

*   *   * 

The Holy Spirit has provided for the use of singing in another capacity aside from the 

worship proper: "Let the word of Christ dwell in you richly in all wisdom, teaching and 

admonishing one another in psalms and spiritual songs, singing with grace (gratitude) in 

your hearts to the Lord." Col 3:16. Singing, then, may be used in teaching and 

admonishing. Can this be done with an instrument? Let the Spirit answer: "And even 

things without life-giving sounds, whether pipe or harp, except they give a distinction in 

the sounds, how shall it be known what is piped or harped?" 1Co 14:7. Evidently, there is 

neither teaching nor admonition in inarticulate sounds. The instrument does not give the 

necessary distinction in the sounds. This being the case, there is no place in the assembly 

of the saints for the organ, and they who introduce it do so at their peril. 

*   *   * 

Having seen that the "instrumental accompaniment" is sinful, per se, I wish to put it upon 

another footing. In his first letter to the Corinthians, Paul teaches that when an 

enlightened Christian eats meat which has been sacrificed to an idol, his act is not sinful, 

per se. But as he clearly teaches there may be circumstances under which such an act 

would be exceedingly sinful. If there were those who were not so fully enlightened upon 

this point, and whose consciences were therefore weak, this weakness was to be the rule 



of action in the case. And of violating this rule the Apostle says: "But when ye sin against 

the brethren and wound their weak conscience, ye sin against Christ." Now, in this music 

affair I am willing to be called a weak brother, if thereby the cause of my Savior can be 

served. Indeed, I like that weakness which fears to leave the channels designated by the 

word of God, to try the trackless and shoreless sea of expediency. My conscience will not 

allow me to engage in singing as an act of worship, where there is an "instrumental 

accompaniment." A weak conscience, you say? Be it so, I demand that my weak 

conscience shall be respected. Remember that when you introduce an organ into the 

worship, and thus wound my conscience. however weak it may be, you sin against Christ, 

and he will call you to an account for it in the great day. 

Let the plain truth be told: The introduction of the organ is no mere impropriety; it is a 

gross insult to the Lord Jesus Christ, and a sin against the God of Heaven. The 

observance of this Pauline principle will keep the instrument out while time lasts.--The 

Apostolic Times, June 10 and 17, 1869, pp. 69, 73. 

28. Dr. William Thomas Moore. This distinguished preacher and author, though now fully 

identified with those using the organ in worship, delivered an Address in 1872 from which the 

Apostolic Times, Lexington, Ky., published an extract, and made editorial comment as follows: 

We have been much edified quite recently by reading an Address by Brother W. T. 

Moore entitled "The Utilitarian Tendencies of the Present Age and the Remedy." It 

contains some remarks on organs and kindred corruptions, which we think worthy of 

republication. The reader will please remember that it is Brother William T. Moore, of 

the Central Christian Church, Cincinnati, from whom we quote, and keep this in mind 

while reading the following: 

"Religion is not now what it once was--an earnest, deep and certain faith in the 

power of the gospel to convert the world, but a cold and lifeless formalism, 

resting on a doubtful hope in the promises of God, and almost entirely destitute of 

life or practical godliness. The church is no longer considered sufficient of itself 

to perform its mission, and hence 'auxiliaries to the church' are becoming as 

numerous as the locusts of Egypt. A long catalogue of human societies, bearing 

banners which absorb the rays of light from the church, is now occupying, if not 

the most prominent, at least the most conspicuous place in our moral library. But 

these outside appliances are considered indispensable agents to do the 'dirty work' 

of the church, and as such, they must be sheltered by its gracious wings. Nor does 

the evil stop here; for a new order of machinery has recently been brought into 

requisition. 'Picnics' and 'fairs,' 'pew rents' and 'door fees,' and the 'called and sent' 

instruments to defray the expenses of the church. The worship, too, which of all 

other things, should be most spiritual, largely partakes of the same principle. 

Prayer books for the soul's own warm and healthy outpourings. And, for that 

deep-toned, stirring melody in song, tempered by the love of God 'shed abroad in 

the heart,' we have organs that grind out their quantum sufficit by purely 

mechanical force! In some places they are not satisfied with the ordinary way of 

performing this 'praise to God,' but have clearly out-heroded Herod himself, by 

applying the power of steam to the instrument to make it do better and faster 

work!! Who ought to wonder now at the 'confessionals' and 'indulgences,' and 



who can fail to discern the tendencies of the age?'--Apostolic Times, October 10, 

1872, p. 4. 

The truth to which Brother Moore then gave such wise and timely utterance is still the truth, and 

those "tendencies" are still the same, only they have gained in momentum and are now going at a 

more rapid rate. Some are still making the same noble fight which he was rightly making then, 

and the deepening conflict is sometimes discouraging; but they know that it is impossible to 

estimate the good that might have been accomplished and the vast difference it might have made 

in the condition of things to-day, if all had faithfully persevered in the fight; and so they press on 

in the conflict with the sure conviction that God reigns and the truth will prevail. 



CHAPTER XVI.  
MAKING TESTS OF FELLOWSHIP AND CAUSING DIVISION. 

One of the most common defects in the reasoning process as conducted by most men in all ages, 

is the practice of using a term in different senses in the same connection. Such reasoning is 

nothing short of "beating the air," and it leads to constant misunderstanding and hopeless 

confusion. In much of the controversy during the last quarter of a century over the question of 

union among Christians, and especially over the mooted question of making tests of fellowship, 

this defect has shown itself conspicuously, and it is still seen in the pulpit, in social conversation, 

in books, and in the periodical literature of the age. One speaker or writer will charge another 

with making some opinion or practice "a test of fellowship," while the latter replies, not only 

stoutly denying the charge, but turning it back in a fierce countercharge upon his accuser, 

alleging that the accuser himself is the one who is guilty of the thing charged. Thus, charge and 

countercharge follow each other in quick succession, and general confusion is the result. The 

truth of the matter is that, in many instances, though from different points of view and for 

different reasons, both sides, as we shall see, are responsible for the thing charged. 

Now, that we may have no such misunderstanding and confusion in the present investigation, let 

us, first of all, have a clear and definite understanding as to the meaning of our terms. What, 

then, are we to understand, as properly meant, by making a thing a test of fellowship? Back of 

this, we should first understand what is meant, in such a connection, by the term "fellowship" 

itself. Certainly if those who use these terms in debate are not agreed on what the terms mean, 

and hence do not use them in the same sense, it is folly to be charging one another with making 

tests of fellowship, or to be attempting to use such terms in discussion at all. 

The word "fellowship" in the English New Testament is used as a translation of the Greek word 

koinonia (θνηλσληα). Hence our first duty is to ascertain whether the meaning assigned by the 

Greek lexicons to θνηλσληα, and that assigned by the English lexicons to fellowship, are the 

same. If they are, then, if the lexicons are reliable, we shall not only know that the one is a 

correct translation of the other, but we shall necessarily have the idea which the two terms in 

common convey. According to the very highest authority, the Greek word, as defined in English, 

means "joint participation, intercourse;" and according to equally high authority, the English 

word is defined as follows: 

Webster: "A state of being together; companionship; partnership; association: hence, 

confederation; joint interest." 

Worcester: "Partnership; joint interest." 

Standard Dictionary: "The condition of being sharers or partners; community of interest, 

condition, or feeling; joint interest or experience; as, fellowship in prosperity or adversity." 

The Century Dictionary: "The state or condition of sharing in common; intimate association; 

joint interest; partnership; as, fellowship in loss." 

March's Thesaurus: "The state of being a companion; community of interest." 



Murray's New English Dictionary: "Participation, sharing (in an action, condition, etc.); 

something in common, community of interest, sentiment, nature, etc. 2. Companionship, 

company, society; an instance of this." 

The reader will observe that all of these authorities give substantially the same definition, and 

that they use very much the same language in framing their definitions. Accordingly, we see that 

the two terms, fellowship and θνηλσληα, mean in common such an "association," "community," 

"partnership" and relation of persons as involves a "joint interest," "sharing a thing in common," 

or "joint participation." Hence, it follows that, if two or more persons do not have a "joint 

interest" in a thing, "share it in common," or "jointly participate" in it, they do not have 

fellowship with each other in that thing. This, from the premises before us, is self-evident. 

Furthermore, it follows, with equal clearness and conclusiveness, that whenever and in whatever 

capacity persons are so associated and related as to "share things in common," and to be "joint 

participators" in certain obligations and privileges, they may be said to be in fellowship with one 

another. We are, therefore, led to this necessary conclusion that, to fellowship one, means to have 

"joint interest" or be a "joint participator" with one in a given thing, and to disfellowship one, 

means to refuse to have such "joint interest" or "joint participation." 

Moreover, according to the facts now before us, it does not follow, because one refuses 

fellowship--"joint interest," "joint participation"--with another in any particular thing or act, that 

therefore fellowship--"joint interest"--in all things and all acts is refused. In all such cases, there 

may be only the refusal to have fellowship with another in some special thing or act. Of course 

this particular act in which fellowship with others is refused may or may not be of a character to 

justify refusal of fellowship with them in all acts, but this would be a question to be determined 

strictly upon its own merits, and has nothing whatever to do with the special point of making a 

thing a test of fellowship, which is the only point now under discussion. A single act might so 

vitiate one's character as to justify withdrawal of fellowship from him, not only in the particular 

vitiating act, but from the person himself, as such, because of his own character as affected by 

that act. 

But, what sense must we attach to the word "test" in the phrase "making tests of fellowship?" 

Defining the word "test," Webster says: "Discriminative characteristic; standard of judgment; 

ground of admission or exclusion." Accordingly, anything which is made either a "ground of 

admission" to, or cause for "exclusion" from a given fellowship, is thereby, and in both 

instances, made a "test" of fellowship. 

With this definition of terms before us, we are now prepared for the conclusion that whenever 

and wherever anything either prevents "joint participation," on the one hand, or is made a 

condition of it, on the other hand, it is thereby, and in both instances, made a test of fellowship, 

and it is made so primarily by those who constitute it into such a condition, and secondarily by 

those whom it thus prevents. Those constituting it into such a condition say, by their act, we will 

not permit "joint participation" with us, except on this condition. Those whom it prevents say, by 

their act, we will not have "joint participation" with others where the said condition exists. Just 

here we have nothing to do with the reason or cause for the course pursued by either party. 

Logically, this has nothing whatever to do with the naked question now before us, namely, what 

it is to make a thing a test of fellowship, and who does it. 



It is proper, in this connection, to inquire into the class or character of things which should be 

made a test of fellowship. Be it observed, then, first of all, that men should make nothing a test 

of Christian fellowship which they do not regard as either essential or detrimental to Christian 

character; but, conversely, certainly whatever they do so regard should be made such a test. This 

statement of the case will doubtless go unchallenged; but it is utterly impossible to either think or 

speak intelligently and without confusion on the matter of making tests of fellowship until the 

fact is first clearly understood and appreciated that it may be done, as we have already seen from 

our definition of terms, from two very different points of view, and for very different reasons. 

For example, one may refuse to fellowship another as a Christian because of not regarding the 

latter as a Christian; or, in the case of one who is regarded as a Christian, one may refuse 

fellowship--"joint participation"--in a given act or course of conduct regarded as unbecoming in 

a Christian. 

Now, it must be evident to any thoughtful mind that, while the act of making a test of fellowship 

occurs in both of these cases, yet the act in the two cases is superinduced by very different 

considerations. In the former, fellowship is withheld because those from whom it is withheld 

have not yet become Christians, or at least are regarded as not having become such, in which 

case they, of course, have to be so treated; and in the latter there is merely a refusal to participate 

or join in an act or course of conduct with those who, notwithstanding they are regarded as 

Christians, yet are guilty of conduct in this particular case which is thought to be inconsistent in a 

Christian. The refusal of fellowship--"joint participation"--with them in this latter case is, 

therefore, not necessarily a pronouncement upon their Christian character, except in so far as it is 

thought to be affected by the particular course of conduct in question. It merely means that one 

Christian cannot conscientiously join with another in an act which is thought by the former to be 

wrong. 

In the light of these principles, let us now examine the mooted question of making instrumental 

music in Christian worship a test of Christian fellowship. Two questions at this point claim our 

attention. First, is it made a test of fellowship by those introducing it, by those withdrawing from 

it, or by both sides? Secondly, to the extent that guilt is involved in the case, to which side does it 

attach? 

As to the first of these questions, that those introducing it make it a test of fellowship is so 

demonstrably true, that it is strange that it was ever called in question. In substance they say to 

others: "We will not permit you to have fellowship with us without the use of instrumental music 

in the worship," thus making it a "ground of admission" to fellowship, the identical thing which 

Webster says is a test. If stipulating a thing as an absolute sine qua non--an indispensable 

condition on which men can have fellowship in a given fraternity, and without which they cannot 

have it, is not making it a test of fellowship, then it is difficult to see how such a thing can be 

done at all. 

It is a significant fact, too, that when departures from the original principles of the Restoration of 

the nineteenth century began first to appear, this position was openly avowed and defended by 

some of the ablest scholars and logicians of the time who lived and died with the same 

convictions. The American Christian Review, the Apostolic Times, and other religious journals 

were strong in its defense; and the disposition on the part of many in recent years to take the 

opposite position only shows how rapidly men drift with the current of apostasy when they are 



once loosed from their moorings. From the Apostolic Times of September 8, 1870, from an 

article by Brother J. B. Briney on "Who Makes the Test?" we take the following extract: 

Let us suppose a case. A company of men and women, tired of sectarianism, agree to 

throw away all human creeds and confessions of faith, and adopt the simple worship of 

the New Testament. Their motto is, Where the New Testament Scriptures speak we 

speak; where these Scriptures are silent, we are silent. Time moves on and they are 

happy. But in process of time ideas of expediency and progress come in, and some of the 

brethren think it expedient to have an organ in the worship; and others, not viewing the 

question as simply one of expediency, oppose the introduction of the new element as a 

matter, with them, of conscience. By count, however, it is discovered that the majority 

are in favor of the organ. The minority protest. They say, Brethren, this is not in harmony 

with our original motto. The New Testament Scriptures know nothing of the organ. They 

are silent here. Our consciences will not allow us to worship with the new element. The 

others say, We have the majority. This is a question of expediency, and in all such 

questions the majority rule. The minority reply, You can give neither precept nor 

example for the use of the instrument. We desire to live in fellowship with the 

congregation in which we have seen so many happy days, but we cannot do it if you 

bring in the new item of worship. We regard it as unauthorized and corrupting; as 

calculated to carnalize the worship. But, say the majority, we have determined to use the 

instrument, and you can either accept that or withdraw from the congregation. Here, now, 

is a new test of fellowship. Who has made it? Certainly the majority, as it seems to me. 

They say to the brethren, "You cannot have the fellowship of the congregation unless you 

accept the organ. We think more of our unauthorized instrument than we do of either 

your consciences or your fellowship." 

The foregoing extract, in so far as it deals with the action of those introducing the organ, is 

correct. The fact, thus far, it is simply unanswerable. Its author has since gone over to the side of 

those introducing the instrument, but his argument, nevertheless, remains irrefutable. But it does 

not, in our judgment, go the full length of the principle involved. Discussing this principle apart 

from any concrete example, we saw that when a thing either prevents fellowship, or is made a 

condition of it, it is thereby, and in both instances, made a test of fellowship. 

It only remains to show now that, in an important sense, but from a radically different point of 

view, the opposing side--those whom the instrument prevents from entering a fellowship, also 

make it a test of fellowship. But in what way and to what extent do they do this? First of all, they 

do not do it in the sense that they will not, under any circumstances, fellowship the persons 

themselves who engage in the practice. Here is a distinction which is often overlooked. It is one 

thing to withdraw fellowship from a person, as such, but certainly a very different thing to 

merely decline joining with a person in an act which is held by those so declining to be wrong. 

So far as the principle now under review is concerned, the opposing side in the 

instrumental-music controversy simply decline to participate in an act which they believe to be 

wrong. It does not necessarily follow that they pronounce judgment upon the Christian character 

of those from whom they withhold joint participation in the particular act in question only in so 

far as they may regard that act as inconsistent in a Christian. To that extent they believe such 

pengons are doing wrong, but just how far the wrong may vitiate the character and standing of 

such persons before God so as to render them unworthy of Christian fellowship at all, is a 



question to be determined upon its own merits, and should not be confused with the mere act of 

declining "joint participation" or "fellowship" with them in what is held to be wrong. Now, the 

way in which this latter class makes the mooted practice a test of fellowship is in the fact that 

their fellowship--"joint participation"--with others is made to turn precisely on this practice. In 

substance, they say to the other side: "Remove this practice, and we will enter your fellowship; 

retain it, and we will stay out." Never mind now about why they stay out. The reason for their act 

has nothing whatever to do with the point which we are now considering, namely, in what way is 

fellowship affected by their act? 

To state the case fully and in its simplest form, it is as follows: One side says: "We will not 

permit you to enter our fellowship without the organ." The other side says: "We will not enter 

your fellowship with the organ." 

As just observed, we need not mind now about the reason for the action of either side. It is what 

each side does, and not the reason for it, that we are here considering. The reason why an act is 

performed may have much to do with the propriety or impropriety, the innocence or guilt which 

the act may involve, but it can have nothing whatever to do with the mere act itself, and it is the 

latter which is now under review. But in a case where one side will not permit persons to enter a 

fellowship without the organ, and the other side will not enter that fellowship with the organ, in 

what way and to what extent is it thereby made a test of fellowship? It is here maintained that 

both sides make it such a test--the one in making it a "ground of admission" to, and the other in 

making it a "ground of exclusion" from, fellowship; and thus, in both cases, according to 

Webster's definition of terms, it is made a test of fellowship. 

We are now prepared to consider the question of guilt involved in the case. To which side does 

guilt attach? Or, does it attach to both sides? So far as anything practical is concerned, the 

answer to this question turns upon the motive or motives which prompt the parties to action. If 

action on either side is prompted by the conviction that God cannot be pleased in the case by any 

other action, then those taking such action are compelled to it in order to avoid an outraged 

conscience. On the other hand, if action in either case is prompted by a mere preference which 

the parties to it believe they can waive without the Lord's disapproval, then, if they refuse to 

waive it, the conclusion is irresistible that all the guilt which is involved in a needless schism in 

the body of Christ attaches to them. There is no possible escape from this conclusion. 

Now, touching the particular case in hand, those who introduce the organ in worship only claim 

to do so on the ground of a liberty in Christ which permits them to have it or not to have it as 

they may prefer. This, of course, leaves them free to have it or to dispense with it according as 

they may like. Hence, whatever else may be said for or against their course in any given instance, 

they are not, according to their own admission, shut up to any one course to the exclusion of all 

others. The "liberty" on which they profess to act, if they really have that liberty, permits them to 

dispense with the organ in worship, if they will do so, under any and all circumstances. And 

hence, the solemn and serious situation which confronts them is the deliberate creation and 

perpetuation, on their part, of division in the body of Christ in the face of the fact, according to 

their own admission, that they could prevent such division and still maintain a pure conscience 

before God and before man. This is assuming a fearful responsibility. 

Now, on the other hand, those who oppose the organ in worship do so under the conviction that 

the practice is displeasing to God and that they, therefore, cannot engage in it without doing what 



they believe to be wrong in the sight of God. Never mind now about whether they are right or 

wrong in their convictions. That is not the question. Their convictions on this point may be 

wholly unnecessary and their judgment at fault in drawing the conclusion on which they act, but 

that is not the point now before us. Whether their judgment is correct or not, and whether their 

convictions are necessary or not, has nothing whatever to do with the fact as to what their 

convictions are. Every thoughtful mind is compelled to see that whatever their convictions are, 

they cannot be true in the sight of God and not act on them; and their convictions, in the present 

case, are that the use of instrumental music in the worship of God is displeasing to Him, and they 

are, therefore, according to all the facts in the case, compelled to refrain from it. Unlike those on 

the other side, these are shut up to one course, to the exclusion of all others, and they are 

compelled to pursue this course in order to maintain an inviolate conscience, and thus be true in 

the sight of God. From their point of view, and the motives prompting their course, if division in 

the body of Christ comes, they cannot help it. They cannot do, and the Scriptures do not require 

them to do, what they believe to be wrong in order to prevent division. When it comes to 

guarding this sacred principle, the Son of God himself said he came to send division. While 

division in itself is essentially wrong, it should be carefully remembered that guilt does not 

necessarily attach to the one who causes it. Hence, the inspired apostle does not pronounce 

condemnation upon Christians for merely causing division, but he is careful to specify the 

particular way of causing division which he condemns, and which is always and everywhere to 

be condemned. In his own words, it is thus expressed: "Now I beseech you, brethren, mark them 

that are causing the division and occasions of stumbling, contrary to the doctrine which ye 

learned; and turn away from them," Rom 16:17. 

Thus, it will be seen that the words, "contrary to the doctrine which ye learned," constitute the 

divine criterion by which to determine when causing division is wrong, and when it is not. When 

men cause division by urging what God has taught and requires, they do right; when they cause it 

by urging what God has not taught and does not require, they do wrong. In view of this principle, 

our Savior said: "Think ye that I am come to give peace in the earth? I tell you, Nay; but rather 

division," Luk 12:51. Of course this only means that He came to cause division in cases where 

some accept His teaching, and others depart from it. Hence, to cause division according to "the 

doctrine"--that is, by urging what the doctrine requires, is right; but to cause it "contrary to the 

doctrine"--that is, by urging what the doctrine does not require, is wrong. 

Finally, according to facts unanimously admitted by all parties on both sides, the case now 

before us stands thus: One side introduces a practice admitting that the Lord does not require it, 

and knowing, in advance, that division in the body of Christ will be the inevitable result; the 

other side refuses to engage in the practice believing that the Lord requires them to stand aloof 

from it. Hence, here is an instance of division in the body of Christ mutually caused by both 

sides in a case of two opposing parties, but with this radical difference, viz., it is caused by one 

side when there is not only no necessity for it, but the most solemn of all reasons against it; while 

it is caused by the other side when there is not only a stern necessity for it, but when it is the last 

resort in order to maintain a pure conscience toward God and toward man. In the latter case, 

innocence can be maintained in no other way; in the former, only guilt is incurred. 



CHAPTER XVII.  
AN APPEAL TO THE CANDID AND REFLECTING. 

To all the candid and reflecting of every name and creed, but most especially to those who 

profess no creed but the Bible, this Appeal is respectfully and fraternally addressed. It is taken 

for granted that the well-informed of this class already deplore the divided condition of the 

church of God, and would rejoice at the restoration of union, harmony, and peace among its 

members. It is further assumed that all candid and reflecting persons, whether well-informed or 

otherwise, are prepared to give respectful attention to any reasonable arguments which concern 

either the cause or the cure of this baleful condition. 

This Appeal is purposely limited to the class here named, for the simple reason that it is useless 

to appeal to any others. Those who are committed to a given course regardless of either reason or 

consequence, are, as a rule, not prepared to treat with proper courtesy or to listen with due 

patience and respect to any argument or appeal from those who differ from them, no matter how 

serious nor how just may be the ground for such argument and appeal. 

But there are multitudes of honest and sincere people who are involved in error on what 

constitutes divinely acceptable worship, and who occupy their present position simply because 

they have always been under circumstances which veiled from their eyes the true position. Such 

persons are always more or less open to conviction, and are ready to renounce error and to walk 

in the light of the truth as it may dawn upon their pathway. It is not unreasonable to hope that a 

courteous, respectful, and fraternal appeal to this large class will not be wholly in vain. 

For the sake of clearness and conciseness, it is proposed to present the facts and arguments of 

this Appeal under the two following heads: 1. Its object. 2. The means necessary to its 

accomplishment. We shall, therefore, briefly consider, first of all: 

I. THE OBJECT OF SUCH AN APPEAL. 

The reader is entitled to full and adequate information on this point. No child of God, no matter 

how grossly involved or thought to be involved in error, can consistently be asked, on this 

account, to make any change in his religious position without the definite and well-grounded 

assurance that the new position to which he is invited will not only involve no greater error than 

the one in which he is already supposed to be involved, but that the end in view is one which 

demands such a change. 

Happily for us, the end which is sought in the present case is one which will commend itself to 

all right-thinking persons. That end is nothing more nor less than the union and coöperation of all 

the children of God upon a basis which is not only not called in question by any one, but which 

all accept as authorized by the Holy Scriptures. Surely this transcendently great and praiseworthy 

object not only merits the serious attention of my readers, but also any possible effort on their 

part in bringing about a consummation so devoutly to be wished. 



That we may the better appreciate the importance of an Appeal with such an end in view, let us 

dwell, for a moment, on the religious situation which now confronts us. Among all the facts of 

the religious world of to-day, none, perhaps, is more prominent than the fact of division. Not 

only are there different denominations, as they are popularly styled, but often the same 

denomination is divided and subdivided into warring factions and parties. It is true, much is 

heard nowadays to the effect that the spirit of union is "in the air," and wherever it is so, we 

should, of course, thank God for it; but, nevertheless, the fact of division still remains, and with it 

a strange unwillingness, in many quarters, not only to have one's faith and practice in general 

subjected to the light of investigation, but an equal unwillingness to surrender matters which 

even their advocates themselves regard as matters of pure indifference. This only blocks the way 

to union and serves to perpetuate the babel of denominationalism with its multifarious 

contradictions and inconsistencies which have been the bewilderment of men for centuries, 

reminding one of Milton's graphic lines: 

A universal hubbub wild Of stunning sounds and voices all confused. 

Paul's picture of the Corinthian factions, crying "I am of Paul; and I of Apollos; and I of Cephas; 

and I of Christ," is vividly reproduced on a vastly extended scale, and the work of strife and 

rending the body of Christ continues. Indeed, it may be truly said that, as the enemies of Christ 

mangled His physical body and nailed it to the cross, so the professed friends of Christ have 

divided His spiritual body and left it bleeding at every pore, while insidious skepticism and 

infidelity are spreading their deadly poison and sapping the foundation of religious faith. When 

the Master prayed for the oneness of His followers, He put it in this form: "that they may all be 

one; even as thou, Father, art in me and I in thee, that they also may be in us; that the world may 

believe that thou didst send me," (Joh 17:21). Precisely as it is here distinctly implied that union 

among the followers of Christ will establish and strengthen the faith of men in the divine origin 

of His cause, so, beyond all question, division in the body of Christ is one of the most powerful 

weapons ever wielded by infidelity against that cause. Hence, the object of this Appeal is to 

increase the number of those who delight to sing: 

Let party names no more 

The Christian world o'erspread;  

Gentile and Jew, and bond and free,  

Are one in Christ their head. 

II. THE MEANS NECESSARY TO ITS ACCOMPLISHMENT. 

It is the purpose here simply to indicate such steps as are necessary to the end in view, and these 

may be considered in the following order: 

1. It is impossible, of course, to effect union between two parties without one of them 

yields to the other. This settles it, then, that there can never be union between the 

advocates and the opponents of instrumental music in the worship until one side 

yields to the other, or both sides yield in common. This latter is the proper course to 

pursue if it can be pursued without the sacrifice of truth or conscience on either side. 

 



2. Concerning the two parties to this baleful controversy, which one of them, if either, 

should yield to the other? Or, is it a case in which each can yield to the other, and thus 

by mutual concession effect the desired union? This would seem to be the charitable 

and magnanimous course for both sides, and I hesitate not to say that, in all cases 

where it is possible to make such mutual concession without any sacrifice of truth or 

conscience, it ought to be made--yea, and it will be made by all well-informed 

persons who have the Spirit of Christ. One of the primary and fundamental principles 

of all Christian living is the principle of mutual consideration and mutual forbearance; 

while, on the other hand, another principle for the regulation of Christian conduct, 

equally vital and fundamental, is the obligation to refuse to yield wherever either truth 

or conscience would be violated by the act. 

Now, the author of this Appeal would not ask either side in the present case, nor in any other 

case, to yield to any extent whatever at the expense of such a sacrifice. And this brings us face to 

face with the one vital question now at issue, viz., what are the limits within which men may 

properly be called upon to surrender any practice in religion? Or, to vary the question, where is 

the line, drawn by the pen of Inspiration, up to which men may yield in religious matters, but 

beyond which they cannot yield? If this line can be definitely located, we can then know, beyond 

the shadow of a doubt, what should be our course toward the use of instrumental music in the 

worship of God, and we can know this regardless of which side of the line this practice may be 

found to be on, the only essential point being that we either can or cannot surrender the practice 

according as it is found to be on the one or the other side of the line. As we are dealing purely 

with matters of casuistry at this point, Paul's principle shall be our guide in locating the line in 

question: "To him who accounteth anything to be unclean, to him it is unclean;" and again: 

"Whatsoever is not of faith is sin," Rom 14:14; Rom 14:23. Observe that this principle takes no 

note of whether a given thing is wrong in itself or not. It only considers an act in the light of how 

it is viewed by the actor regardless of whether that view is correct or not. The act or course of 

conduct may be right in itself, but if the actor believes it to be wrong, to him it is wrong, and God 

requires him to refrain from it. In the language of Hodge on the passage: "If a man thinks a thing 

to be wrong, to him it is wrong." 

Now, in the light of this Pauline principle, the conclusion is inevitable that, so far as moral 

consistency is concerned, while men may always either do, or refrain from doing, an act when 

they do not believe that their course in either case would be sinful, nevertheless they must always 

do, or refrain from doing, an act when they believe that the opposite course in either case would 

be sinful; and this locates the line and fixes the limits within which men may properly be asked 

to surrender a religious practice. 

Now, in order that we may see the proper application of these principles to the use of 

instrumental music in Christian worship, we here note the facts in connection with the practice. 

Detailed discussion of them is unnecessary at this point, and we shall be content, in the main, 

merely to state the facts, which are as follows: 

1. It is a fact that the church of God is divided. The unholy condition meets men wherever they 

go. 

2. It is a fact that it is divided over the use of instrumental music in the worship. 



3. It is a fact that the Bible condemns division. It condemns it in the strongest terms. In His 

great intercessory prayer, the Son of God anticipated it, and thus addressed the Father: "Neither 

for these only do I pray, but for them also that believe on me through their word; that they may 

all be one; even as thou, Father, art in me, and I in thee, that they also may be in us: that the 

world may believe that thou didst send me," Joh 17:20-21. Paul the Apostle said: "Now I beseech 

you, brethren, through the name of our Lord Jesus Christ, that ye all speak the same thing, and 

that there be no divisions among you; but that ye be perfected together in the same mind and in 

the same judgment," 1Co 1:10. 

4. It is a fact that those who introduce instrumental music into the worship of God can 

worship Him with a clear conscience without its use. They themselves admit this, and have 

always admitted it. 

5. It is a fact that a part of the church cannot worship with a clear conscience with 

instrumental music in the worship. Never mind now about those who are accused of being 

"bitter" in their opposition, "factious," "hard-headed," "unreasonable," "stubborn," and 

"self-willed." It is here admitted that this charge is too sadly true in some instances, but we 

respectfully remind the reader that it does not touch the point here before us, inasmuch as such 

do not constitute the class on whose account this Appeal is made. On the contrary, among those 

for whom we plead are some of the wisest, purest, most reasonable, most unselfish, and most 

pious persons who have ever named the name of Christ. They are intelligent, well educated, and 

well informed in the Bible, and they are actuated by the sincerest and strongest convictions. They 

simply cannot use instrumental music in the worship of God without doing violence to their 

consciences. They solemnly believe that the practice is displeasing to the Lord and condemned 

by Him. This makes it a very serious case with them. 

On the other hand, they readily concede that many of those who engage in the practice are 

equally pious, intelligent, well educated, and well informed in the word of God, and they engage 

in it, as they themselves allege, because they believe it is their liberty to do so, though they do 

not claim that God requires them to do it. Herein is a vital and radical difference between the 

respective claims of the two parties. Those engaging in the practice, do so because they believe it 

is their liberty, though frankly admitting that God does not require it of them. This makes the 

case on their part easy of management; but those who refrain from the practice, do so, not 

because they believe it is their mere liberty to refrain, but because they believe God requires it of 

them. This makes the case on their part difficult of management. They are shut up to one course 

which they are compelled to follow, or be untrue to their consciences and to their God. 

6. In view of this situation, it is a fact that this latter class cannot consistently yield at this 

point, and we respectfully add that they should not be asked to do so. 

7. In view of the same situation, it is a fact that. the former class can consistently yield at this 

point, and surely it is not too much to ask them to do what they can do with a clear 

conscience before God and man when peace, union, and harmony in the church of God are 

depending upon it. 

Will not all the candid and reflecting carefully and prayerfully consider these facts? 



More than forty years ago, when the spirit of innovation first began to show itself among those 

pleading for the restoration of the ancient order, and a few churches had introduced this practice, 

Dr. H. Christopher made a similar Appeal to the brethren at large urging them to lay it aside with 

all other corruptions of New Testament order, and he uttered the warning that, if this were not 

done, other innovations would be certain to follow. Present-day divisions, dissensions, and 

discussions over innovations hitherto undreamed of, are a verification of his words. I give my 

readers the benefit of a quotation from his strong Appeal: 

As a people, therefore, pretending before the world to be laboring for the apostolic purity 

of the church; claiming to have condemned all the corruptions and innovations which 

now disfigure and defile the church, and who esteem it their honor and glory, as it is, that 

they have proposed a greater work than that of Luther; that they will be content with 

nothing less than the faith and practice of the apostolic church, such a people, I take it, 

cannot adopt such an innovation, condemned even by themselves up to the present day, 

and such an instrument of corrupting and secularizing the church, without blushing at 

their inconsistency--without being conscious that they have abandoned their original 

ground and trampled under foot the great principle on which they are proceeding. * * * 

We are compelled to discard this innovation on primitive practice, or give up all 

pretension and purpose of prosecuting any further the grand design of our reformatory 

movement. And if we have been right up to this time, to abandon this ground and 

principle would be nothing less than apostasy. To this dilemma are we driven by the most 

remorseless logic and by the highest considerations for honesty and consistency. * * * If 

this opposition came from ignorant and unreasonable men, the friends of the measure 

might be excused for any little restiveness or impatience they might manifest under this 

opposition. But I submit that the opposition is neither ignorant nor unreasonable. They 

have always been ready to give, and have repeatedly given, the reasons which compel 

them to resist the introduction of this innovation. * * * I cannot, therefore, see in all my 

horizon one fact, argument, reason, or plea, that can justify us in using musical 

instruments in the worship of the church. It is an innovation on apostolic practice. This 

cannot be controverted. It is such an innovation, too, that prepares the way for other and 

equally destructive innovations. * * * Let us learn from the experience of others and be 

content with what God has ordained, and suffer instrumental music and all its 

concomitants to remain where they were born, amid the corruptions of an apostate 

church.--Lard's Quarterly, October, 1867, pp. 365-368. 

There has been no time since the utterance of these earnest words over forty years ago when they 

were not applicable to the existing condition of things, and they are equally applicable to-day. 

We commend them to all the candid and reflecting. 

Finally, the reasonableness of this Appeal, as it appears to the author, is clearly established by 

the fact that it asks for the surrender of nothing in the way of truth or principle, nor that men do 

anything otherwise in violation of conscience, but that they merely give up a practice which they 

themselves admit they can give up without displeasing God, and in which they know others 

cannot engage without a violation of conscience. Is it asking too much of men to urge them to 

take such a step when union, harmony, and peace among the children of God are depending upon 

it? Yea, ought they not gladly seize the opportunity? In the language of Thomas Campbell: 

"What a pity that the kingdom of God should be divided about such things!" And still further in 



the language of the same great man: "Who, then, would not be the first among us to give up 

human inventions in the worship of God, and to cease from imposing his private opinions upon 

his brethren, and that our breaches might thus be healed?"--Memoirs of Elder Thomas Campbell, 

p. 39. 

This is the one divine pathway, and the only pathway, that leads to the union for which the Lord 

prayed, and for which the Apostles pleaded; and it is to this infallibly safe pathway, in the light 

of all the facts presented from divers fields of evidence throughout this volume, that the present 

Appeal humbly invites all the candid and reflecting. It is still true that "if we walk in the light, as 

He is in the light, we have fellowship one with another and the blood of Jesus His Son cleanseth 

us from all sin," 1 Joh 1:7. This divine cleansing and this holy fellowship are open to all who are 

willing to walk in the truth. 
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