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are, Those who comingle the g:recepts
men with the worship of God are "blin
leaders of the blind", both of
must fall into the ditch: end:

plan%, which my ﬁeavenly Father ha’ch -
not planted, shell be rooted up"s Every
practice not commanded by God shali ‘be
rooted oub befcre God can accep't the

SSI‘VJ. Cew

- ”1%‘& every one %hat sai'th fmto
me, Lord, ‘Lord, shall enter uﬁsa the
kmg&gm of heaven; but he bh&% doeth

1 gf my B‘a‘&her Wwhich i

worships me as Lord, Lord, shall
into the kingdom; but ‘those ?ml vl
the will af‘ Goé‘ ﬁéan}r are ‘50 sincere and

usalem is “bhe placé where men ought to.
warshlpt

O‘cher ccmcluswons from the same }.essen»f’*f»

. 32 :5, 64} He inbended with the g
calf +to a:ui their sense of worsh
, but God said: "They made them a-

mcl'ben calf, end have worshiped it."

(Verse 8.) God in this condemns as
t they. intend é as 2 help

cend ye say thet in Jer=

Jesus soid unto her, ?ioman, a
me, the hour cozne'th, when nel- ‘

; s Sha,l ye worship t
that which ye know not: we wor-

3 flup ’“cha‘t ‘which we know: for salvation -
s from ‘hha Jews.

eri: the - hour c:ometh

fsp}_r:rt :»mﬁ ;
f‘her seek ‘E:o{

'.Ihey mtendezi 4.:0,
Jesus: tells i-hem‘ "Ye
Wh;le

%e time is now (zm&er %he rezgn of
Christ) when worship will no longer be
confined %o Jerusalem or *ba this
tain in Samaris, but the %rue wcrshlpu
ers shall worship him in spirit and
Trubhe - The heart, or. sgnmt, must ‘be
in the worship, and it musk be acoord- ,
ing to the truth of Gods Only such wor-
ship as this will Gad acce'gt., ' :

geoé he makes hzs : geé aﬁ&,wcrsths it.
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The service that he renders in seeking
this good is worship he renders to the’
idols This worship of money is fre=-
-quently unconsciously rendered, and does
not necessarily involve purpose of wore
shipe All true service to God must come
from the heart. Then all service to God
must partake more or less of worshlp'
Jesus said to those on his right hand:

"I was hungry, and ye fed me," etce

(Matt. 255 34=36,) They asked when they
did these things to Jesuss. ~ He told them
in doing it to the least &f his brethren
they did it to hims They were worship=
ing when not intending it as worship.

A person may worship money, power,
pleasure, lust, a husband, a wife, a
child, Hse may worship music itself,

When music is placed in the divine ser=
vice not as worship to God, but to charm
and draw and abbracht admiretion to itself,
it would seem to be worship of music. A
definition of “worship" that does not
embrace its seriptural uses is a very
misleading and hurtful definition.

1t is a sad mistalie and perversion
of the song service to think the worship
is in the melody or rhythm or music of
the songe The singing is to praise God
and to teach and admonish one another in
the songse. The praise to God, the
teaching and admonishing in the thoughts,
constitute the worships The music is
only an effective means of impressing
the sentiments sung on the hearts and to
bring the thoughts and purposes of the
hearts into harmony with the sentiments
sunge Without the sentiment there is ne

worships, I do not believe it possible
%0 accompany the song service with en

instrumental performance without God
regarding it as = part of the worship=-
or, worse, an object of worship. But
suppose it were possible to connect it
with the song service while it consti-
tutes no part of the worship; would it
be acceptable t0 God? It is a humen
and secular service contimuing through
the service to God and stbrocting fully
os much attention as o performance as
the divine part of the serviee does to
itselfe It is a service partly divine,

ortly human. The instrumental service
“diverts atbention from the senbiment of

praise to God, drowns the speaking in
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psalms snd hymns and eyxrztual songs,
end hinders the teaching and admonishe
ing, the essential part of the song
service, and invariably tends to super-
sede and -displace the song service with
a musical and artistic performance that
cultivates the sensuous and ertistic
parts of our nature. This commingling
the human and divine is especially of=
fensive to God.

Does any one believe that it would
be acceptable to God to 8dd = beefsteak
to the Lord?s Supper-=not as o part of
thé worship, but as a human accompani-
ment to make it more atiractive and se-
cure a better attendance to observe the
Supper? Were the Lordfs Supper to be
parteken of in the midst of a feast of
good things to please the palate or to
satisfy the hunger, would it be accepte
able to God? Read 1 Cor. 11:20, 21. It
would divert the minds from the worship
to the things that please the flesh.

But if the Supper would not be sceeptable

when so observed how can the song ser-
vice be acceptoble commingled with the
instrumental entertoimment? This course
would commingle the human and the di=-
vine, the common and the holy, the clean
and the unclean. "And the Lord spake
unto Aaron, saying, Drink no wine nor
strong drink, thou, nor thy sons with
thee, when ye go into the tent of meet-
ing, that ye die not: it shall be a
statute forever throughout your genera=-
tions: and that ye may put difference
between the holy and the common, and be-~
tween the unclean and the clean: ond
thot ye may teach the children of Isrsel
all tho statutes which the Lord hath
spoken unto them by the hand of Mosese"

(Lev. 10:8-10, RVo 3 see also Lev. 20:
25; Bucks 22:26; 44:23,) In the New
Testoment the distincbion is kept up as
counting the blood of Christ sacred or
common. Yhat is commanded is sealed with
the blood of Christ. To bring only what
God commands into the worship is bo hold
the blood sacred and to seek blessings
through it; to connect with his eppoint-
ments things not commanded, so not seal-
ed with his blocd, is to trample under
foot the suthority of Christ Jesus, to
count the blood of the covenant unholy,

and do despite %o the beachings of the
Holy Spirit. (Heb. 10z 28, 29,)



There is o safe way in which
every child of God moy wolk. It is a
crime against God, against the blood of:
Christ, against our own souls, and
ageinst our own souls, and agninst
the souls of our fellow=men to walk in
any other way. Those who believe o
service wrong, yet walk in i%, or so
affiliote with it as Yo epncourage ils
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use or to make the impression that it is
o light matber, do more to build up ere
ror and asre greoter sinners than those
who belisve it right. They sin against
light and knowledge, against God and
their own counsciences. May the Lord
help us to see the right way and give
us faith and courage to walk in it.

DAVID LIPSCOMB.
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Bditors Gospel Advocate:
‘ When I received your request last
winter to place in your hands for publi-
cation the discussion between Brother
He Le Calhoun and myself on the use of
Instrumental Music In The Worship, I de-
clined, for the time being, thinking
thet brother Calhoun might have some=-
thing further to say in reply; but my
last article has been in his hands now
for more then a year, with no reply
whetsoever from his pen, and I suppose
it is useless at this date to expect
anything further from him. He has read
his production on "The Law of Worship"
on different occasions to persons in
private and has recently delivered it in
public before the Tennessee State Con=-
vention of the Christian Church.
I have met and enswered his argument at
every point, and it is but just that
the public should sese both sides of the
question; hence, I now place The dis-
cussion in your hands, with the state-
ment that, so far as I am concerned,
you not only have full liberty to pub-
tish it, but alsc the concurrence of
my own Judgment, with yours, that it
should be published.

M. C. KURFRES

Lovisville, Ky.

I think

Is the use of an
instrument in
connection with the singing in the
church an act of worship? Before the
question can be intelligently answered
it is necessary to know what are the es~
sential conditions of any act of worship.
I lay down the following as the two es-
sential conditions of an act of worship:

AW IMPORTANT QUESTION.

1, The acht must be directed to some ob-
ject regarded by the actor as a prop-
er obisct of worship.

2. The act must be done with the inten-
tion on the part of the actor of do-
ing homage to the object worshiped.

Any sct which fulfills these two
conditions 1is anm sct of worship, and
any act which does not fulfill both
these conditions is not worship. When
an instrument is wused in connection with
the singing in the church and such use
is directed to some object regerded as a
proper obisct of worship by those using
the instrument, and when it is used
with the intention on the part of those
using it of doing homage to that object,
then thisuse of ap instrument is wor-
ship, for it fulfills the two essential
eonditions of an act of worship. Bx-
amples of the use of an insitrument in
connection with the singing as en act
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of worship are the Jews in the temple

service and some sectarian bodies to-daye

Both the Jews and the sectariens use the
instrument with reference to God as the
object and with the intention of doing
homage to him by its use. Therefore,
their use of the instrument is ungues-
tionably worship, since it fulfills the
essential conditions of an act of
worships

But a large proporulon of those
who choose to call themselves "Disci-
ples of Christ" to-dey use an instru=-
ment in connection with the singing in
the church, and they tell us that their
use of it is not an act of worship.

Are they correct or incorrect in this
statement? Their act must be tried by
the essential conditions of an act of
worships If it fulfills them, it is an
act of worship; if it does not fulfill
them, it is not an act of worship. The
only person who knows the object toward
which an act is directed and the inten-
tion of the mct is the person performe=
ing the act, and he does know both,
"For whet man knoweth the things of =
man, seve the spirit of men which is in
him? (1 Cor. 2:11.)

Now, if we ask this large propor=
tion of Diseciples, "Do you use the in=
strument with reference to any object
regarded by you es e proper object of
worship?" they answer, emphatically:
"No." Agein: "Do you use the instru~
ment with the intention of doing homage
to eny object?™ Again they enswer, em=
phaticelly: "No."™ Now, if these peo-
ple tell the truth, their use of an in-
strument eannot possibly be worship,
for it does not fulfill the condition of
an act of worship.

Any ergument which says because
the use of an instrument by the Jews
end by certein sectarian bodies is wore
ship, therefore its use by this large
proportion of Disciples must be worship,
is clearly invelid, because the cases
ere not similer. They differ in the
only ‘twe points that have enything to
do with the question of worship-=vize,
the object and the intention.

But some one may be ready to ask:
“What does this large proportion of
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Disciples use an instrument for, if not
as worship?" To this gquestion those
Disciples would answer: We use it as !
mere metter of convenience to ourselves.
Just as a notebook, when properly used,
is a convenience %o the eye--giving the
correct. time, keeping the correct time,
indicating the correct pitch, and lead-
ing each part of the music--so the organ,
when properly used, gives to the ear the
correct time, keeps the correct time, in~
dicetes the correct pitch, and leads each
part of the music. Hence, the organ is a
convenience for the ear, just as the note
book is a convenience for the eye. They
would respectfully suggest that those
who say the notebook and organ or not
properly classed together as conveniences
would show the difference instead of say-
ing that"those who class them together
are gullty of the climax of logical stu=~
pidity." An ounce of sound reasoning is
worth more then a ton of abuse in con~
vineing intelligent people on any sub-
jecte

Can the use of an instrument in
connection with the singing in the church
be an act of accepbable worship? To an-
swer the question intelligently we must
know the essenbial conditions of an act
of acceptable worships dJesus, in John
4:24, stetes these for us, and they sre
three in number:

le. God must be the object to whlch the
act is directed.

2s "In spirit", which meeans from the

heart or sincerely or with the inten-
tion of doing homage, must be the spirit
of the acte

3o "In truth", which means according to
the truth, or ss God directs in the
New Testament, must be the manner of the

acte

Any esct which fulfills these three
conditions is accepteble worship, and any
act which does not fulfill sll three of
these conditions is not acceptable wor-
shipe

It will be sdmitted that the Vew
Testament no where mentions the use of
an instrument in connection with the
singing in the church. This fact settles,



beyond all dispute, that the use of an
instrument in connection with the singing
in the church cennot be an act of accepbw
able worship, for it fails o fulfill

one of the essential conditions of an

act of acceptable worship, and the con-
dition which it fails to fulfill is the
only condition which differentiates an
act of acceptable from an sct of wor-
ship which is not acceptable.

The use of instruments by the
Jews was acceptable worship, for they
lived under the 01d Testament, which
directed them to use instruments; but
people teday, living under the New
Testament, have no direction given for
their use as worship. Hence, the only
pessible ground upon which any one can
seek to justify +the use of an instru-
ment in connection with the singing in
the church is that of convenience, and
net worship. He Lo CALHOUN.

REPLY TO "AN IMPORTANT QUESTIOH'.

Your article on the
use of instrumental
music in the worship of God under
Christ ceme duly to hand, snd has been
corefully exemined. In response to
your request that I submit a criticism
of the arguments therein presented, I
proceed to offer such reflections as
the logicel character of your produc-
tion seems to demand; and I the more
cheerfully do so, because of your ac-
companying stetement +that you are un-
able to see any fallacy in the line of
argument which you present. Allowing
all due credit for ingeniousness of ar-
rongement, e merit which candor compels
me o accord to your communication, I
am, nevertheless, surprised that you
are unable to see the fallacy that
lurks in much that you have written.
By the help of the Lord, I shall en-
geavor to place your production under
cconditions that will enable you to see
wherein it is deceptive as an argument,
and, hence, that it utterly breaks down
et the very point where you seem to
think it is strong and unanswerablee

Brother Calhoun:

. Thet we may come at once to the
main fortress hehind which you seem

willing to risk your ecause, I begin
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with an examination of your canon on
worshipe The first of what you lay
down as "the two essential conditions
of an act of worship" is as follows:
"The act must be directed to some ob-
ject regarded by the actor as a proper
object of worship.” Bub in this you are
mistaken. The fact is, this your first
statement in the form of a proposition
is simply not true. You gravely put it
forth as a statement of fact, whereas
the statement itself is a palpable con-
tradiction of facts I am surprised
that numerous events in the 0ld Testa-
ment history plainly contradicting the
statement did not occur to you. Turn~
ing now to the record in I Kings 13, we
find that Jeroboam, the son of Nebat,
established idolatrous worship in Is-
rael, setting up calves of gold and al-
tars at Bethel and Dane He worshiped
et these altars, bowing down to the gods
of his own creation and %eaching Israel
to follow his presumptuous course. With-
out entering into the detalls of the
history; not demanded by the present in-
vestigation, the fact stands out in
plain view ta every eye that is open to
see it that these gods were not only
not "a proper object of worship", but
that Jeroboam himself knew they were
nots Here is a case of worship, then,
in which the act was not only "directed
to some object" not "regarded by the
sctor as a proper object of worship”,
but whieh the actor himself positively
knew was a very improper object of wor-
shipe But, nevertheless, he proceeded
headlong end headstrong in his presump~
tuous determination to worship that ob-
jeety Tbecause it suibed his rebelli-
ous purpose to do so; and he has many
imitators in principle to-day. But
this is by no means an isclated case.
Precisely the same point could be made
with the facts connected with the
reigns of Ahab, Baasha, Nedab, Omri,
and others; and yet, as a part of your
presentation of the organ issue, you
gend forth a direct contradicition of
this fact, and say in a private note
sccompenying your arguments I am
frank to tell you that I do not see
sny way to answer it.™ If it were
clearly and positively in .evidence
that you ere absolutely free from sny
prediction in favor of the organ sids
of this controversy, I might not sus-



pect that the inability, so frankly ac=
knowledged by you, to see a fact thus
plainly reveaied is to be accounted for :
in the same way in which both you and I
account for the inebility of very able,
plous,; and learned men to see that =z
burial in water is the only baptism
taught and practiced by inspired men or
that is supported by the united voice of
classic usage and scholarship. With a
frankness not excelled by your own, they
tell us they "do not see any way to an-
swer" the arguments they are able to
meke in favor of sprinkling and pouring .
for baptismg but it would be difficult to
convince either you or myself that the
alleged inability would not be largely
removed by a removal of oll predilection
in favor of sprinkling end pouringe I
see no other ground on which to account
for you inebility to see that your
statement is a plain contradiction of
Bible factse.

I now come ‘to the second part of
your canon on worship, which is a fol=-
lowss "The act must be done with the
intention on the poart of the actor of do~
ing homage to the object qushipeds“
Commenting on the whole, you soy: “Any
act which fulfills these two 00nd1%10ns
is on act of worship, and any act which
does not fulfill both these conditions
is not worships™ But we have already
seen that your first "essential condi-
tion of an cct of worship" is no condi-
tion at all, but is o plain contradie-
tion of Bible facts, and hence, that sonme
acts which "do not fulfill both these
conditions’ are, nevertheless, acks of
worships and we will now sse that your
reasoning on the second condition is as
unsound as your statement of the first
is wtrue.

After conceding that the use of in-
strumental music by Jews and sectarians
is worshlp you attempt to come to the rese
cue of "a large proportion of those who
~ choose to call themselves ‘'Diseciples of
Christ, * and who ¥tell us that their
use of it is not an act of worship," by
an application of your ecanon on worship;
and you gravely tell us, referring %o
your second condition, that “the only
person who knows » « o the intention of
the act is the person performing the
act,™ which, forscoth, you try to back

Page 6.
up with Scripture by quoting: "Who
smong men knoweth the things of = man,
save the spirit of the man which is in
him?"® (1 Cor. Z:11l.) You then complete
this ingenious epplication of your canon
in the form of a catechism, as followss
"I we ask this large proportion of Dise-
ciples, Do you use the instrument with
reference to sny object regarded by you
as a:proper object of worship?* they
answer, emphatically: 'No.t Again: Do
you use the instrument with the inten-
tion of doing homage to any object??
Again they answer, emphatically: ™No¢®™
Thus the case is so arranged that the mon
who wants instrumental music in the wor-
ship, in spite of its rejection there-
from by Christ and inspired apostles,
is himself resolved into the entire
court=-=judge, jury, counsel, and wit-
ness=--~and of course it is an easy mat-
ter to have a verdict rendered in favor
of himself. You not only place in his
hands the meons of having the case al-
ways decided "unanimously" in his own
favor, but the logical use which you
meke of this comtrivance effectunlly de~
bars all others, even God himself, from
having a solitery word to say in the
cage. No other alternative is left %o
the universe of intelligences but to
meekly bow and implicitly acquiesce in
the ipse dixit decision of this remark-
able monocratic courte. If Nodab and A=
bihu {Leve 10) had been in possession of
this ingenious canon ond had made the
some logical use of it, notwithstanding
they were performing an act in offering
stronge fire which the Lord himself and
his people regarded as worship, they
could, nevertheless, have promptly re-
plied that they did not do it "with the
intention of doing homage to any object,®
and this giant blow would have knocked
out Moses, Aaron, Eleaszar, Ithomar, and
all the rest. If you contend that the
fact thaet what they were doing was re-
garded by the Lord as worship would heve
precluded setting up such a claim in
that case, then I reply that the same is
true in the case before us, snd with e~
qual clearness it precludes setting up
such a cloim in thise case. Instrumen=
tal music, when used in the momner in
question, was not only regorded by the
Lord as worship, but there is no in~
stance on record in which he regorded it
any other waye. The idea that it is not



worship was never thought of, so far as
the public has been . informed, until its -
advoeates discovered their inebility to
meet the position of those who stand
with the Son of God and inspired apos=
tles in their rejection of its use from
the worship of God under Christ. It is
an ex post facte invention to meet an
emergencye )

But, since you are disposed to
hinge the whole motter on the ex parte
deliverance of this self-constituted,
self-oppointed, monocratic court, which
rules out both God and men and leaves
the worshiper himself as sole umpire in
the case, with unlimited power to prace
tice as he pleases, with the right to o
safe retreat under the specious pléa
that he docs not "intend™ it as worship,

I now propose to examine the logical mers

its of this method of srgumenbation and
t0 show that, in the present instonces,
it is utterly untenable and misleadinge.
This fact will appeor from two conside=-
rotionss

1. It proves too much,
and hence, logieally,
proves nothing.

By the very
terms of your
canon, the
flood gates
are opened for svery abomination under
heaven, not in itself morally wrong,
which men may see £it to introduce into
the service of God. - I use the word “a-
bomination™ advisedly here; for while,
strictly speaking, things not morally
wrong ore not in themselves sbominable,
yet many such things would be an abomi-
notion in the service of God:; and there
18 no escape from the conclusion that
your principle opens the way for The
practice of every imaginable whimn or fan-
cy of mane Even the Son of God himsel?f
could hove been silenced by the Jews in
the matbter of washing hands and other
traditions which they had introduced,
and which he so solemnly condemned aos
vain worshipe (Motb. 15: 1=9; Hark 7:
1-13.) They could have routed him from
the field of debate by informing him that
they did not "intend™ it as worship. It
is true he could have replied: "You go
through with this performance in pre=
ciseXy the same way that you do other
acts which are worship, and how can it
be that they are worship and this is
not?"  But such a shbatement of fact
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would have been to no purpose, for they
could have promptly replied, "We do not
¥intend? it as worship, and fwhet man
knoweth the things of a man, save the
spirit of man which is in him?*" and
this would have placed an effectual
quietus upon all oppositions

Nor is this all; for, by this
principle of argumentation, the very
some defense can be made of all the
fluwmmery of Rome, including the burn-
ing of incense, burning condles, or do=
ing anything else men may see it to do
in the service of Gods. You would he
utterly powerless to rule out such
things on the plea that they would be
of no use in the worship; for, asccord=-
ing to the terms of your canon and the
use you moke of it, neither you nor
anybody else can have anything to say
in the case, so0 long as the worshiper
himself says they are of use to him and
that he does not "Mintend" them as wor-
shipe 7You maoke the point that certain
"Disciples,” whom you are defending,
want instrumentol music os "a conven-
ience for the ear® while they are wor-
shiping God; bub if they mey have ine-
strumeantal rusic as a “convenience™ to
the auditory nerwves while worshiping
God, others may want to burn incense
and candles as o "convenience"™ to the
olfzctory and visual nerves while wore
shiping God; and if convenience is a
valid reason in the one cose, why is
it not in the other?

Inasmueh ag “the
use of an instru~
ment in comnection
with the sirging
in the "Jewish
service was worship, which you candidly
admit, I now propose to show that its
use by certain "Disciples,” which you
have undertaken to defend, is either
worship, ond henecc is to be condemned
because not divipely directed, or, if
really not intended as worship, is,
nevertheless, a case of rebellion a-
gairst God. Be it observed, then, that
the term "music" is generic, compre-
hending the only two kinds of music in
existence --- nomely, voeal and instru-
mentale It follows, therefore, that
if, at any time, God should command the
praise of his name by means of nusic

2. Your reasoning
involves re=-
bellion against
Gode.



without specifying the kind, either kind
used separately, or both kinds jointly -
and simultansously, would come within the
purview of the divine command; but if the
praise of God should be ordered with spe-
cific directions.that it be done with

one of these kinds of music, then the

use of the other kind would not be obed=
ience to the divine commende In such a
case the one kind of music is explicitly
commended, the other is implicitly fore
biddene Now, it happens that both of
these kinds of music were incorporated

in the Jewish worship and were allowed

to remain in it as long as the system of

Judaism itself remained; but when Juda-
ism wos abolished and o new order of wore
ship wos established, the children of
God were not commanded in general terms
to moke music or praise God, but they
were commanded to make one specifiic kind
of music---namely, vocal music=--in the
proise of Gode (Matbt. 26:30; Acts 18:
253 Bph. 5:19; Col. 3:16; Hebe 13:15.)
Wow, the Holy Spirit not only specifi-
cally incorporated voeal music in the
worship of God under Christ, from which
it follows that having the other kind is
not obedience to the divipe command, but
it did so in the face of the existence
and usage up to that time of both kinds
of music in the worship, thus revealing
the fact that it wes not only the divine
will to have the kind of music specified,
but that it was not the divine will %o
have +the other kind, from which it fol-
lows thot having the other kind, “in con=-
nection with the singing in the “"worship,
even though not "intended™ as worship,
is, nevertheless, rebellion against Gode
If it is not rebellion, then we are con-
fronted with the curious ond anomalous
foct that men moy do the very thing
which, by all the facts in the case, God
has implicitly forbidden, and may do it
at the same time ond in the same place
when and where it is so forbidden, and
yet not be engaged in rebellion agoinst
God, because, forscoth, of some pecul=~
iar "intention" they may have in the
performance. But no difference what may
be the intention of worshipers, whenever
ond wherever they have the instrument,
even though it may be, as you constantly
express it, only "in connection with the
singing in the church® without "intend-
ing" it as worship, it is; nevertheless,
indafensible on this ground:; for its use
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"in oonnectlon w1€h %he singing” when
men are Worshlplng God is the very
thing which is contrary to the will of
Gods Although, as we have seen, the
two kinds of music were both in use in
the worship under the 01d Covenant, we.
have a clear and uvmmistskable express-
ion of the divine choice of the one
kind and the omission of the other kind
in the worship under the New Covenants
It is, therefore, ruled out of the
worship under the New Covenan<t on pre=-
cisely the same principle on which you
and others rule out infant membership
in the church, which is nowhere explic~
itly commonded, bub by all the facts
in the case is everywhere implicitly
forbiddens The conclusion is, there-
fore, unavoidable that its use in con-~
nection with vocal musie in Christion
worship is rebellion against God.

Finally, I beg to suggest that
the attitude which you have chosen to
assume boward the present issue, and
the impression which you seem to be
seeking to moke, are worthy of your
serious consideration. ¥You seem to
feel that it is necessary 40 be con=
stantly explaining that it is not your
purpose +to advocate the use of the or-
gane Bub if it is not wrong to advo~
cate its use, why fear that you will
appear os 50 doing? And if it is
wrong, or even possibly wrong, to do
so, why assume an attitude toward the
guestion that makes it necessary to
keep explaining that you are not ad-
vocating it? I certainly do not ques=-
tion your statement that you “have
never knowingly advocated the use of an
instrument in connection with the sing-
ing in the church:® but no difference
whether you Ywish to be so understood
in this article™ or not, the article
is, neverthelessi o very manifest,
though illogical, defense of this very
use of the instrument, and it is o be
regretted that you have assumed an ab-
titude toward the question which pre-
venbts you from éeeing so plain a facts
Moreover, even granting, for the sake
of argument, that the practice per se
is not sinful, why do you think it
necessarys my dear brother, to cone
struct arguments in favor of it to see
if they ocan be answered? If the orgen
should be kept out of the churches,
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even by fallacious srgument in some in-
stances, would sin lie at their doors?

. Would it not be betber to point out the

falloey without defending the practice?
Years ago you medestly refrained from
speaking out against this imnovation,
stating as the reason for your course
that you did not deem it wise, using
your own vigorous and pointed language,
to "butt out your brains arguing against
the orgen before the pwople found out
whether you had any brains or not." I
thought this was an exhibition of com=
mendable modesty; but, with the inevie
table impression which such words would
moke, 1t seems strange that all subse-
quent efforts caleulated to impress the
public concerning your cerebral capacity
which you have been willing to risk on
this issue have been in the interest of
the other side. Doubtless, in the esti~-
mation of many, you will moke o favore
able impression for yourself, even on
the wrong side of an issue like this;
but, on the principle that =

Thrice is he armed that hath his quar-
rel just,

I erave for the public an opportunity
to witness an exhibition of your powers
on the side of trubth in the present
controversy. Is it vain to hope they
may yet see it? I trust not. On the
contrary, I trust you may yet resurvey
this whole question, weighing well the
influence of your life and teachling on
an issue whose history is marked by
wrecked and ruined churches and by
heartbreaking alienstions, and on one
side alone of which is universal union
possible among the followers of Christe
May the Lord rule in and overrule  yg
both for the advancement of his truth.

Most  fraternally,

Me CGo KURFEES

CRITICISM OF BROTHER KURFEES® "REPLY
TO AW IMPORTANT QUESTION.Y

Preliminary Remarks. The “important
question" reeds
as follows: "Is the use of an instru-
ment in connection with the singing in

the church an sct of worship?"

Please let the following things
be considered as decided, so far as we
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are both concerned, for the present, at
least:

{1)  That the use of instruments by the
Jews in connection with their sing=-
ing was worship;

(2) That the use made of instruments
by the sectorians to-day is wor~
ship;

(3) That the use of instruments in con~

nechbion with the singing in the
church is not mentionsd in the New Tes-
tamentg

(4} Thet worship by means of instru-

ments to-day is not "in btruth”,
and, therefore, not such as God seeks
or accepbs:

(5) That even if it were shown clear-~
ly that the use of instruments

in connection with the singing in the

church is not worship, their use might

still Dbe wrong for other reasons;

(8} That the real issve involved in

the above question is over the
use made of instruments by “a large
proportion of those who choose 0 call
themselves 'Disciples of Christt today
who say they do not use it as worship;"
and

(7) Thet the issue is that Brother

Kurfees affirms that the use of
instrunents by this large proportion
of those who choose to call themselwves
"Disciples of Christ" to-day is wor-
ship, while Brother Calhoun does not
see the proof that it is worship, and
hence, logleally, must deny that it is
worship until he sees the proof to the
contrary.

hgein, please let it be under-
stood

(1) That Brother Calhoun emphatically

denies having made sny argument
which cen be fairly construed as fov-
oring the use of an instrument in
connection with the singing in the
churechs

{(2) That Brother Calhoun thinks that
any such construction as would



make his arguments favor the use of an
instrument in connection with the sing-
ing in the church grows out of e "pre-
dilection" similar to that which enables
the advocate for sprinkling as boptidm
to see an argument for sprinkling where
you and I see no argument for anything
of the kind:

{&) Thet Brother Calhoun thinks he hos

discovered not a "lurking® fallecy,
but a very patent one, in the old argu-
ment which has been worn threadbare in
our religious papers for the past ten
years, saying that the use of an instru-
ment in connection with the singing in
the church is always a part of the wor-
ship, and, therefore, sinful, since it
ig, if +this be true, an wddiftion to the
- worships;

(4} Thot Brother Calhoun, believing
thet Yo candid mind will disdain to
take the help of e falsehood, even in
support of the truth™ (Dr. George Camp-
bell on "Immersion,™ by John T. Chris-
tisn, poage 230), has simply endeavored
to point out the falsehood in this argu-
ment, so that the candid minds among his
brethren might disdain to use it longers

(5} That Brother Calhoun tried to point

~out this fallacy by formulating a
definition of ™an get of worship" and
then showing thet the use of an instru=
ment in connection witkr the singing by
"a large proportion of those who choose
to call themselves Disciples of Christ!
to=day™ did not fulfill the conditions
of an act of worship, and hence is not
worship, but that, according to theip
own statement, its use was simply o mot-
ter of convenience to themselves;

(6) Thet Brother Galkoun made no argu=

ment on any other phase of the in-
strumental music question, such as ibs
being rebellion against God, etc., and
that he knows, and so stated in the
letter accompanying his article, that
there are other things tc be considered
besides the one mentioned in his ar-
ticle in the sottlement of this ques-
tiong

(7) That Brother Calhoun does not feel
thet he needs any admonitions and

exhortations to be sound in the faith
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any wmore than Brother Kurfees does,
‘and while he appreciates the kind,
though mistaken, intent of all such
homilies, he respectfully suggest that
solid argument be substituted for them
in the fubturs, ond he believes more
good will be done.

CRITICISM.

1. Occupying the logicel affirmetive of
this question, when you denied the
correctness of my definition of an act
of worship it was your logical dubty to
give a definition which you considered
corrects This course would have brought
the main issue fairly end prominently
before us. Bubt you, for some reason,
chose {(notwithstanding two earnest re-
quests to the contrary) tc refuse me
the benefit of your definition of the
most important term in the proposition.
Had you given this definition of an
act of worship, it would have been a
very short work to try the act of using
an instrument in connection with the
singing in the church by this defini-
tion, and if the sct fulfilled the
conditions as laid down in the defini-
tion, it would have been shown to be
worship without another argument.

2, After denying the correctness of

my definition of sn act of wore
ship, you next explained my inability
to perceive its incorrectness by an
insinuation which wes certainly "in-
genious," though one which, strangely
enough, you did not see might as easi-
ly, if epplied to you, explain your
inability to see the correciness of my
statbements===viz., a “"predilection”
like that of the edvocate of sprinwe
klinge This predilection to see argu-
ments for the use of instruments where
no such srguments really exist you
will doubtless disclaim, and T just as
emphatically disclaim the predilection
attributed to me, and I feel myself
fully eble to give as strong proof of
my innocence in this regard as you can
of yours.

5. Your eriticism of my first condi-
tion of an act of worship, which
reads o8 follows, YThe act must be di-
rected to some object regarded by the
sctor as a proper object of worship,"”



appears to me to be directed asgminst the

word "proper." Now, you give to this
~ word "proper" an entirely differenct
‘meening from what I inteded it to ex~
press, It seems to me that you use it
_os synonymous with “"worthy," while I
meant it to express the idee of "Pit" or
"appropriate™ to worship for any reason
satisfectory to the worshiper. I am
perfectly willing to drop out the word
"proper," end let the condition read
thus: "The act must be directed to some
object of worship.® The shorter form
expresses all that I meant in the longer
expression. I have frequently written
the condition down this way: "The nct
must be directed to some god." Webster
" defines "god" as "an object of worship."
You may, perhaps, contend that my words
really meon what you said they did and
that I ought not to have used those
words unless I meant to convey thot
idea. I will not contend that my meane
ing was expressed in the best way poss~
ible, but all I ask is the privilege of
saying that when you "shot" at the word
“"proper" with the idea you have of its
meaning, you missed toto caelo my first
-condition, as I understand it It
seems to me that the plainness of the
coses of Jeroboam and thos others who
followed in his some wicked course
ought to have shown you that you hod
missed entirely the renl meaning of the
first condition. Concerning the eanse
of Jeroboam, I think you srd T will
have no trouble in agreeing on the fol-
lowing points:

l. When he made the two colves as idol
gods (1 Kings 12:28), he sinned by
violating God's commend in Ex. 20:4,5.

2. Then he changed the place of sacri-
fice Trom Jerusalem to Bethel and
Dan, he sinned.

3. TWhen he changed the priesthood frcm
the family of Aaron, he sinned
agoin.

4« When he changed the time of the
feast, he sinned againe.

5. That he certainly did direct his
sacrifices to those calves is stabe
ed in 1 Kings 12:32, '
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6+ That Jeroboom deemed all this pro-
per for him to do to keep the

kingdom from going back to Rehoboam.

7. That "Jeroboam himself knew" that
all these things were contrary to
Godts low.

8. That "nevertheless he proceeded
headlong and hesdstrong in his
presumptuous determination to worship
that object because it suited his re=-

bellious purpose to do so."

9e That "precisely the same point
could be made with the facts
conmnected with the reigns of Ahab,
Beasha, Nadseb, Omri, and others.”

From a consideration of the
above -points, you will readily see, I
think, that my first condition of an
act of worship, as I understood it,
is in perfect harmony with 2ll the
Bible facts cited by you and that your
criticisms have 2ll been directed a=-
geinst on idea not intended o be ex-
pressed by myself in the proposition
end which I do not think is really in
it when the words are token in their
exact sense,

I now come to your treatment of
the second part of my definition of an
act of worship, my reasoning on which
you pronounce “unsound.” Your first
objection under this head appears to
have reference to my statement that
"the only person who knows the inten-
tion of the act is the person perform=
ing the act'~--which statement you say
I try to bock up by quoting 1 Cor. 2:
11: "Whot mon knoweth the things of =
man, sove the spirit of man vhich is
in him?" clearly implying by the form
of your statement that I did not sue-
ceed in proving my proposition by
this scripture. Now I have twice
earnestly asked you for an exegesis
of this scripture, that I might see
whereln you deemed my cpplication of
it wrong, but you have twice refused
(perhaps you would soy “deferred™) to
give mE your exegesis.

I will favor you with an exege-

“sis of it which I believe is correct



end which is entirely in harmony with
my applicotion of it, and which, log-
ically, I defy you to show inecorrect.’
So we heve here a clear issue which I
hope both of us will squarely foce.
"What man knoweth the things of a man,
save the spirit of man which is in him?"
is an erotesis. Changing the figurative
into literal langusge, we have: "No man
knoweth the things of a man, save the
spirit of man which is in him." “¥No
men® does not exclude God or Christ or
the Holy Spirit; it does exclude every
hwian being, save the man himself. “The
things of a man" are his thoughts, feel-
ings, and intentions. These three
things embrace all of o mant®s mental o=
perations. So in regerd to these things
he is judge, jury, counsel, witness,
monocratic, ete., not by his appoint-
ment, but by the creative act of God,
who made him thet way, and until he in
some woy makes known his thoughts, feel=-
ings, and purposes, no other man con say
what they are. It was certainly o re-
markeble statement on your part that my
application of this scripture would exe
clude God, Christ, or any inspired man.
I am sure I sald no such- thing and I do
not believe anything of the kind. So
all your talk about Nadeb and Abihu

deses not touch the point under conside
eration at nll. You soy the ides that
the use of an instrument in commeetion
with the singing in the church is not
worship was never heard of until the
advocotes of instruments discovered
their inability to meet those who oppose
them. Plense allow me to ssy that I am
not specially concerned to know the
exact age of this argument, but I am
anxious to know whether it is walid or
not, end I know I have been hearing it
from those who use them for the last ten
years.

You next propose to show that my
method of srgumentation "proves too
much, end hence proves nothing." You
say it opens the flood gates for every
abomination under heaven, even "all the
flummery of Rome," Ythe burning of in=
cense, burning candles," etec. Now, you
kpnow that all these things are done as
worship and thet we all condemn any
addition to the appointed worship re=-
vealed in the New Testement. You burn
some kind of lights in your meeting-
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house, ond I suppose they are used aos
matters of convenience; but you do not
think it wrong, nor do I, to use them
as convenliences. They are not necess=
ities, for you can worship without
them; blind people worship without them
all the time, and the Christisns in
early times ofbten met and worshiped
without your modern conveniences in the
woy of lightse Will you lkindly inform
me just what conveniences are proper
and what ere not proper to use and how
you found out sbout them? Sometimes I
find a bouguet of flowers on the pul-
pit on Sundayse. They are not even cone~
veniences in the ordinary use of that
term, bub I have never thought it sin-
ful to let them remain therel but if
they were placed there as an act of
worship, I should oppose it. Do you
ever have flowers on your pulpit? If
50, how do you justify their use? The
only difference between your burning
of lights and that of the Catholics is
that yours is an act of convenience,
while theirs is an act of worship; and
so of the other things nentioned by
yous S0 2ll your grest volume of
wordy assertions about Jewish washing
of hands and Roman rites and cere=
nonies fails to weigh even one grain
when placed in the scale of logic,
and I am truly surprised that you d&id
not see the glaring fallacy staring
you in the faces

Your next objection is the se~
rious charge that my "reasoning in-
volves rebellion aogainst God." The
premises from which you draw the con-
clusion involved in this charge may
be briefly stated as follows: The
term "nmusic" is generic, comprehend=-
ing all music under the two divisions—-
voenl ond instrumental. Both these
kinds of music were incorporated in
the Jewish worship. When Judaism was
abolished and Christisnity was estab-
lished, vocal music only wos incor=
porated in the worshipe

The logical conclusion following
from these premises is that the use of
instrumental music in the worship is
rebellion against God. Hence, you can
see that your conclusion, "Having the
other kind (instrumental) in connce-
tion with the singing is rebellion
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~in the worship of God.

agoinst God," is simply not true, as the
nerest tyre in logic ought to knowe The
foregoing remorks appeor to me 0 be
sufficient to place your "Reply to ®An
Important Question!™ "under conditions
that will enable you to see wherein it
is defective and that it ubterly breaks
down ot ‘the very points where you seem
to think it strong and unanswerable.”

Pinelly, "I beg to suggest that
the attitude which you have chosen to
assume" in the present issue is worthy
of your most seorious consideration; for
when you resolve yourself into the en-
tire court-=judge, kury, counsel, and
witness==to pronounce the decision of
"predilection™ as the ground of your
opponentts inobility to sse that his
arguments are not sound, itwill, of
course, be easy to secure n decision in
your own favor from this self-consti-
tuted, self-anppointed, monocratic court;
and under such circumstances you need
not be surprised that your opponent
should refuse to nccept this "ex parts"
deliverance and appeal to a judge who,
is not possessed of more presumption,
is ot least possessed of mofe gbility to
look into men's hearts and read theme
Is it too much to hope that in the fubwm s
you will accord to your opponent that
same freedom from prejudice which you
claim for yourself? I trust note May
God add his blessing. H. L. CALHOUN.

REVIEW OF BROTHER CALHOUW®S "CRITICISM
OF BROTHER KURFEES® 'REPLY TO AN IMPORT-
ANT QUESTION. '™
Brother Calhoun: Yours in reply to my
review of your first
article on the instrumentsl music gques-
tion has been carefully examined, and I
am glad to perceive that the line of ar-
gumentation submitbted in sgaid review re-
mains intsets I shall proceed, there-
fore, to point out where your reasoning
in the present ocase, as in the former,
not only fails to establish your posi-
tion, but opens wide the flood gates
for all manner of unscriptural practices
This will abun-
dantly oppear as the investigation pro-
ceeds. Some errvimeocus statements, as
well as questions, in your document de-
mend attention; and I shall endeavor,
first of all, to properly notice these,
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and then to point ocut the fallacy in
your argument. For the sake of order
and clearness of thought, I shall
arrenge my reply in accordance with
this twofold classification of matters
and hence we may notice:

1. A CORRECTION OF ERRONEOUS
STATEMENTS, WLTH ANSWER TO
QUES TIONS»

(1) 0f course "a candid mind will dis-
dain to take the help of o false-
hood, even in support of the truth,”
but it does not follow, as you asume,
thet "a cendid mind® will rush to the
defense of a practice which "truth" now=
where demands. It is this manifest
readiness on your pert to spring to the
defense of instrumental music in a
connection in which you yourself admit
truth does not demand that it be used
that mekes the impression that you have
g "predilection” in favor of the prace
tice. TYou need net be surprised, my
dear brother, if pesople continue to
have this impression about you as long
as you write, talk, and act asbout in-
strumentel music as you do, and es long
as nothing more harmful than keeping
churches from using it is done by the
arguments you asseil. If you would
properly practice the principle of the
illustrious mon you quote, it seems to
me you would "disdain" to pursue a
course not demanded by the Lord which
constantly leads good and thoughtful
men to regerd you as favoring a prace
tice which leads to strife snd divi-
sion smong churches, and which prac-
tice you yourself admit God does not
requirey and I hesitebe not bto say
thot any one who con knowingly pursue
such n course must have a very decided
Ypredilection” in favor of such prace
ticee
—
(z) If "Brother Calhoun does not feel
thet he needs any admonitions and
exhortations to be sound in the falth
any more than Brother Kurfees" needs
them, vhat then? “Brother Kurfees”
frankly admits that he does need such
"odmonitions and exhortations" and
feels grateful to the Lord and to his
brethren for them, and he fails to see
+that the suthor of this bit of infor-
mation makes any ¥solid argument" or



gains onything at all by telling in this
case what he "does not feel.,® The most
conspicuous difference between these °
two brethren at this point is that Bro-
ther Calhoun disregards the "admonitions
and exhortations™ to stay within the
word of the Lord and spends some of his
time in running outside after instru-
mental music, whilo "Brother Kurfees" is
trying to put in all his time in a labo=
rious effort to stay within the word.
Enough "solid srgument" has olready been
"substituted" to meke this distinction
clear,

(3} If I have ony predilections at all

on ‘the instrumental music question,
which doubtless I have, I am glad they
arc all in favor of remoining within the
word of God, snd never going after what
is outside, and I toke no offense at all
at your insipusations sbout my prejudices
along this line. It is difficult for
frail humon beings to keep from being
prejudiced; and, knowing sc w211 the
donger common to all of us in this di-
rection, I =am engaged in a constant
effort to so study, preach, snd practice
on this and on all other issues that
whatever prejudices I may have will all
be in favor of what is in the word of
God, and opposed only to that which is
outside. :

(4) Your emphatic denial of "having

made any argument favoring the use
of an insbtrument in connection with the
singing" reminds me that you could just
as emphatically and with as good reason
deny "heving made sny argument favoring"
anything at alle What do you expect
your articles to "favor," if not "the
use of on instrument in connection with
the singing?" I do not charge that you
so intend your articles; but I dismiss
this point with the single remark that
the proper way to meet your emphatic de-
nial is with a mild reference to your
articles, for they are a plain contra-
diction of your denial.

(5} I have not "refused" to define

"worship,® I wrote you fully in
a private letter, and in a way that
should have saved you from making this
kind of o statement.

(6) Certainly you have the unquestioned
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right to explain your languege,
and I accept your explanation} but I
have the right, also, to understand yow
to mean what you says You said that
before sn act could be worship it "must
be directed to some object regarded by
the acbor as o proper object of wor-
ship," and you repeated the statement
several times; but it is not correct.
Your language not only failed to ex~
press what you meant, but it express-
ed what you did not mean; and if I
"missed" your "first condition" the
breadth of "the whole heavens" when I
"shot at the word 'proper, ™ it is
because you yourself "missed™ ssying
what you meant. Of course "Jeroboam
deemed all this proper for him to do
to keep the kingdom from going back to
Rehoboam,™ and doubtless the makers of
instrumental music "deem all this"
musie “proper" for them to have o
keep up what they wmant. I am aware,
too, that it "is stated in 1 Kings 12:
32 that " Jeroboam "did direct his
sacrifice to these calwves;™ but how
easily he could have escaped the
charge 0f being an idolater, if he had
made the same application of your canon
on worBhipthat you make by replying to
the Lordts prophebs that he d4id not
"intend" it os worshipd This powerful
weapon would have knoecked them all out;
"for what mon knoweth the hings of a
man, save the spirit of men which is in
him?"  You dare not deny that he could
said this: and, moreover, you dare not
deny that precisely the same thing
could be said as an excuse for every
ebomination under heaven, not morally
wrong, thet men might wish to intro-
duce into the worship of God.

(7) You zre entirely mistaken about
my being a "monocratic court™
sitting in judgment on your case and
rendering an "ex parte" verdict.
True, it has fallen to my lot, by your
own oppointment, to sit in judgment on
the case, but others besides myself
belong to the "court,” and they are
all, as fay as I know, relucbant o
render the verdict toughing your stti-
tude toward the instrumental music
question which the testimony in the
case forces upon theme. Only last
month the following inquiry and com-
ment were sent from o point where you



hed held a meeting: "How does Brother
Calhoun stand on the organ ond society
question? He held a meebting here, and
told us who oppose these things that
he opposed them, but he never mentioned
the subject in the pulpit. I beliewve
he is trying to carry both sides of the
question.” This was at a place where,
eccording to the letter referred +to,
instrumental music had been forced up-
on the church and hod caused division.
Other letters and facts are before me
from brethren who have heard you tnlk

on this subject, snd they are all to the

€

sone. effect. Mo, my brother, the
"oourt" I em in on the present case is
not "monocratic," but decidedly “poly-

eratic,” and its numbers seem to in-
eromse wherever you go and balk on the
subject. If you are renlly opposed to
the use of the orgen “in connection -
with the singing," how does the oppo-
site impression get out? There was a
time when you mede no such impression.
BEven as late as vwhen you tock the ime
portant step of resigning as teacher at
Lexington, Kye, you were careful to in-
form me that you 4id so because the
tendencies there were too much in fav-
or of these immovntions, and that you
did not feel right in giving your in-
fluence in that direction. This, of
gourse, could meke but one impressiong
and when I suggested that you might
help the case of truth by moking a
public statement of the reasons for
your course you repeated the sams ¢

statement, first mede to me ot the
time of your graduation, that you did
not wish to "butt out your brains argu-
ing agoinst these things before the
paople found out whether you had any
brains or not." Now, as you still say
thot you are agoinst these things, when
do you expsct to begin your opposition
to them?

(8) Concerning "a bougout of flowers
on the pulpit," you say you "have
never thought it ginful to let them re-
main there." Neither do I think the
organ sinful at the place of worship,
if you just "let it remain there" and
do not moke music on it when worship-
ing God. As to the use of "lights," I
do not burn lights "in the meeting-
house" nor anywhere else, as you as-
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sume, when worshiping God, as instru-
mental music is made. If I did, some-
body ought to deal with me on burning
lights as I am trying to deal with you
on moking instrumental music. I deny
thot I burn lights or do anythizg clse
not commanded when worshiping God as
instrumental music is made.

(9} As to whether "in the future" I
will "be willing to accord to" my
opponent the "same freedom from pre-
judice which" I claim for myself, it
depends altogether on whether or not
my opponent gives evidence that he has
the "same freedom from prejudice.” It
will be no trouble “to accord™ it, if
there is evidence that it exists. The
faet is, if my opponent?s prejudices
in the present discussion, unfortunate-
ly did not seem to be on the wrong side,
1 would, perhnps, have had nothing to
sy against them; but according to
documentory evidence thet he has placed
in my hends, oS8 well as other fgc?s,
his prejudices are so pronounced i
Pavor of instrumental music that he 1s
not only engaged in o struggle, the
purpose of which seems to be to open
the way for having i% "in connection
with the sirging,” but after preaching
through a protracted meeting where &
church is divided over the subjects; he
lenves the impression that "he is try-
ing te carry both sides of the ques=
tion.® If this is not o bias in fav-
or of it, what would it take to con=
stitute such a bias? We moy now
notice:

1I. THE FALLACY IN YOUR
ARGUMENT, AWD THE TRUE
POSITION INVOLVED.

When you stote the issue between
us in form of the question, "Is the
use of an ingtrument in connection
with the singing in the church an oot
of worship?" you feil to state it cor-
rectly, I have roised no issue as to
whether an Yinstrument" simply may be
used "in connection with the singing
in the church," although you and other
sdvocates of instrumental music seom
inclined, for some reason, to state the
igsue in this indefinite forme The
renl issue ig: Is instrumental music



‘in connection with the singing in the
church o part of the: worship?
said, in general terms, that it depends’
on vhat the singing is for and who makes
the instrumental music. If the singing
is for the worship of God and the instrue
mental music is made by the church, then
it will be seen, in the light of all the
facts in the case, that it is either wor-
ship, and vain worship at that, or in

any event is a case of vebellion against
Gode "To the law and to the testimony”

I now appeals ‘

(1) The Lord himself says instrumental
music, when used in this identical
connection, is worshipe HNeither does he
limit it in this particular character to
"the Jews in connection with their sing=
ng" nor to Ythe scetorions to-day," as
you try to do, but simply says that such
music in such connection is worship.
Hear his word: "When the burnt offering
begon, the song of the Lord begen also,
ond the trumpets, togethor with the in=-
struments of David king of Israels And
all the congregation worshiped."
(2 Chron. 29:27, 28, RVo) This besti=
mony is clear and specifice After give~
ing the parts performed by all, include
ing the making of instrumental music, the
record sayss "All the congregation wor=
shiped." Now, "those who choose to eall
themselves 'Disciples of Christ, " whose
use of instrumental music you have un-
dertaken to defend, use it at the same
tino, in the same place, and in the same
connection. In their cose, precisely as
in thot of the Jews, when "the song of
the Lord begins,™ they begin also "with
the instruments of David king of Israel,®
and the Lord says it is worship. He does
not say it was worship becazuse it was a-
mong "the Jews" or "some sectarians", as
your logic assumes, bubt he says that
such use of instrumental music in such
connection is worship. When the Bible
says that a certain aet in s certein con-
nection is worship, I conclude thet what-
ever is essgentianl to an act of worship

is present with all who perform that act
in thet connection. If not, why not?

If you remind me here that the "Disciples"

in question "say they do not use it as

worship," it is sufficient to reply thet
they also "say," in another way, thot
they do use it as worship; and if there

It may be
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is o lack of harmony between their

"sayings" on the subject, I hesitete not

to aceept the one thabt agrees with the
Lord. This leads me to say that I ac.
cept your exegesis of I Cor. 2:11, be-
cause in all essential particulars it is
correct; but after giving a correct ex-
egssis of the passage, you make a remark
the significant bearing of whieh you
seem to overlook. Concerning a man's
intentions, you correctly observe that
"he is judge, Jury, counsel, witness,
etce, not by his appointment, but by the
ereative act of God, who made him thet
way: and until he in some way makes
known his thoughts, feelings, and pur-
poses, no other man can say what they
are." Exactly so; and your fallacy here
is in overlooking the fact that these
"Disciples" do "in some way moke known"
that the intention necessary to an act
of worship is present with them. They
do rnot moke it known "By word of mouth”
but by other "signs of ideas"~-namely,
by doing at the same time, in the same
place, and in the same conncetion that
which God calls “worship", and of course
all the intentions necessary to an act
of worship must be present. If you say
that whet the Lord calls “worship" was
confined to the Jews, I deny it, and I
make good my deninl by simply stating
the fact that cepbain acts were performe
ed at a certein time, in a ecertain con-
nection, end the Lord calls these acts,
as such and in such connection, “wor=-
ship"; but "those who choose to enll
themselves 'Disciplest™ perform the sams
acts, at the sare time, and in the same
connection, and it follows, with the er-
resistable force of logie, that these

nets, when thus performed by them, are
worship. If not, why not? If you still
question this conclusion, then I eall
upon you to produce a solitary thing in
the making of the instrumental music of
I1 Chron. 29, where the Lord ealls it
"worship", that is not also present in
the making of such music by these "Dis-
ciples®,

they use instrumental music simply
"as o convenience to themselwes". You
moke the charge that your opponents on
this issue use such conveniences, and
your implied conclusion is that "those

(2) I will now examine your claim that



who choose to call themselves "Disciples
of Christ' do no more when they use in-
-strumentel music then we do in prineiple
“when we use other things. It is quite
easy, of course, for you to call it a
_ "convenience" and to assume the very
thing to be proved=-- namely, that your
opponents use conveniences involving the
seme principle that is involved in the -~
use of instrumental music "in connection
with the singing". Now, I respectfully
deny this, and ¢all for the proof. You
simply assume, my dear brother, that your
opponents on the present issue use con-
veniences involving this principle; but
I deny it.

(3) 1In response to your request for a
definition of "worship", please ob-
serve, first of all, that it is not nec-
essary to trouble ourselves about the
meaning of the Anglo-Saxon word “worship)
only in so far as we make it the exact
equivalent of the Greek and Hebrew words
of which it is the representative in the
English Scriptures. The different Greek
words rendered “worship" in the New Tes~
tament are “proskuneo,” " "sebomail end
"latreuo", answering,respectively, to the
Hebrew words "shachah," "Yare," and
"avadh', which are rendered by the same
word in the 01d Testament. I prefer to
adopt the definition of those who speak
with auwthority rather than to frame one
of my own. Hence, without attempting to
give, in this connection, the varying
shades of meaning involved in these dif-
ferent words, which is not material to
the truth we are seeking, it is suffic-~
ient t note the fact that by the very
highest lexical authority on the roll of
biblical Greek and Hebrew scholorship,
Joseph Henry Thayer and William Gesenius,
they are defined, substantially, to mean,
"to revere, to prostrate oneself, make
obeisance, or yield allegiance to one;"
_and, as pertaining to God and men, "to
" worship, or serve God by observing the
rites instituted for the purpose.”
Thus far we have worship in genersl and
the divinely ordained worship of God in
particular defined only in general terms.
Turning now to the Word of God, we find
this worship, as presecribed under Christ,
consists in reading the Seriptures, prayer,
mutual exhortations, contributions, the
Lord's Supper, and vocal music. Now note
carefully the fact that whenever and
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wherever men have Gogd in view as the
object of their devotions these things,

- and these things only, may be done.

0f course, if it be at a time when God
is not the object of their devotions,
-they may perform other acts; but at
all times and places, when men sare
paying devotions to God, he has pre-
seribed, in clear and umnistokable
terms, what shall be read, the kind of
prayers 1o make, how to exhort one
another, what to contribute into the
treasury, what kind of supper to eat,
and vhet kind of music to make. In
regard to this last-named item, which
is the one involved in the present
controversy, if we propound the quese
tion to the Lord, "Whet kind of music
may men make when paying devotions to
thee?" +the Lord's answer comes back
through an inspired man: "Speoking
to yourselves in psalms apd hymns end
spiritual songs, singing and making
melody in your heart to the Lord."
(Ephe 5:19.) In plain words the Lord
himself sends back the answer: “VWhen
worshiping me, moke vocsl music.”™ He
does not say "music,” but "vocal mu-
sic,™ the only kind he desires to hear
ot such times, thus neming not only
the specific kind of music, but the
particular time when it, and it alone,
may be hade Now it is at this point
where your fallacy is exposed and your
argument completely bresks down. 7You
admit thot God is the object had in
view by "those who choose to call
themselves 'Disciples of Christ! in
the wvocal music they are making,
olong with other divinely prescribed
acts, and they themselves admit the
seme thinge This is sufficient; and
from it there is no appeal. They
themselves being the witnesses, God
is the object of their devotions a%
the particular time and place in
question, and the Lord himself has
settle@ it that at eny time and place
whatsoever when he is the object of
man's devotions, only vocal music may
be made; and, unless it can be shown
that some other kind of music is es-
sentifl Lo vocal music, hence involv-
ed in the command 1o sing, whenever
"thoge who choose to call themselves
tDisciples of Christ!" engage in mak-
ing instrumentsl music at the time
when they are paying devotions to God,



they are engeged in vain worship, cc-
cording to the passage: "In vain do they

do worship me, teaching as their docé -

trines the precepts of men." (Matt. 15:
9, ReVo} Thus, “according to their own
stotement, its use is simply a matter of"
vain wirshipe

(4) You arc mistaken about "the pro-

mises from which" I “draw the con-
clusion® that your use of instrumental
music "involves rebellion against God."
Moreover, I am aware thot you have not
made any argument on any "phase of the
instrumental music question, such ns its
being rebellion agpinst God:" but I have
entered the discussion with you to see to
that "phase" of the subject myself. The
premises, as "briefly stated" by you,.
appear to concenl the point of rebellion
which, when correctly and fully stoted,
they clearly bring out, and I, therefore,
prefer to stote them myself. They "may
be briefly stated as follows:" The term
Prusict is generic, and includes both
vocal and instrumental music of every
description. When men werc worshiping
God during the existence of Judaism,
they were permitted to usc both kinds of
nusic==vocal and instrumental--but when
Judaism was abolished, the Lord ordnined
that when men are worshiping him they
may use only voeal music. Hence, "the
logical conclusion following from these
premises is thot the use of instrumental
music," when men are worshiping God, is
rebellion against God; and this conclu-
sion "is simply %rue," as both "tyros"
and everybody else "in logic ocught to
know.ﬂ(

(6) Finally, I invite your attention to
“the foct that, no difference what

may be the motives actuating the use of
instrumental music "in connection with
the singing,® it is the instrumental mu-
sic itself that is forbidden at the por-
ticular time when men sre worshiping God
under Christ, and it is forblddeﬁ, as
you were before reminded, "on precisely
the same principle on which you and
others rule out ianfant mewmbership in the
church, which is nowhere explicitly, but
by all the facts in the cmse is every-
‘where implicitly, forbidden." Weither
your lack of concern about "the exact
age of this argument” nor the "argument®
(1) itself has snything vhatever to do

Page 18 e
with the one wvital foct that, whether
intended as worship or. not, instrumen-
tal music is forbidden at the particu~
lar time when men are conducting the
worship of God under Christ. The fi=
nal conclusion, therefore, that is
forced upon us from every point of view
is thot its use at such a time is re-
bellion against Gods May the Lord

guide us into the way of truth.

Most froternally, M. C. KURFEES.

APPENDIT A

NN’HNNH

The foregoing discussion was abe=
ruptly brought to a close by brother
Calhounfts failure to reply to my argu-
mente, The purpose of this Appendix is
to stete the facts concerning the ori-
gin snd culminotion of the discussion
and to present some additional matters
on the issue involwved.

Brother Calhoun had produced
what he claimed was an unenswerable
argument, and had given it semi-pub-
licity by reading it to numerous per-
sons on different occasiong. With
seemingly unbounded confidence in the
argument which he had advanced in sup-
port of his position, he boldly pro=-
claimed his belief that no living men
could overthrow it; in fact, his sup-
posed ex traordlnary logical foat in-
cited him to a boldness akin to thet
of the ancient champion of Gath, and,
equally with the famous Philistine
knight, he seemed ready to "defy all
the armies of Isrsel” +o meet him in
an attempt to answer it. Moreover,
the  advocates of instrumental music in
general were jubilant whersver their
supposcd new champion read his article
and talked on the subjecte

On this point the Gospel Advo-
cate of Jonuary 31, 1901, made the
following editorianl statement, writ-
‘ten by the editor in chief.

"On the night sfter Brother Cal-
houn read his article to me he read it
to o number of preachers favoring in-



strumental music. Among them I remem-~
ber were Brother Hay, of Californiag
Brother Ellis, Brother Reynolds, Bro=-

_ ‘ther Myhr, and probably others; and

one of these spoke of it as an unagn-
swerable argument, aend said that all
the opponents, except Brother Lipscomb,
cowned they could not answer i%, and he
could not find time. On the next day
Brother Hey called to see me, as he
#nid, to beg me to cease opposition to
these things, and spoke of what a har-
monious consultation these brethren had
on the previous night. The article hed
been mede sbout as public as an un-
printed document could beeeo:It was cire
culated dround as a wonderful discovery
and an unanswerable something that
struck terror to all of us., ILike many
another scarecrow, the light showed it
was not so dangerous, sfter all."

But the brother's confidence in
the streagth of his logical bulwsrk con-
tinued without abatement. Even Archi-
medes himself, with all the splendid a-
chievements of his invenitive genius and
mathematical skill, could not have heen
prouder when shouting over one of his
discoveries, "Bureked Burekai"™ (I
have found itf I have found it! I have
found it#), than our elated brother
seemed to be over the logical enginery
which he had invented on the instrumen-
tel music questions Under these cir-
. cumstances he finally sent his argument
to me, with a challénge to meet it if 1
could.

) Thus, without sny solicitation on
my part whatever, a discussion of the
issue with him was thrust upon my hands,
and the brother was promptly and cheer-
fully met on his own chosen ground.

After the investigation was abrupt-
ly broken off by Brother Calhounts fail-
ure to reply, I gave up the discussion,
as far as it had progressed, in response
to a request from the Gospel Advoecate,
for publication in its columns, and it
appeared in that paper in the issues of
Hovember 8 and 15, 1900. Then, in the
Gospel Advocate of November 29, 1800,
Brother Calhoun appeared publicly chal-
lenging me again to meet him in a fur-
ther discussion of the original ques-

tion. His challenge wes promptly and
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publicly sccepted in the Gospel Advo-
cate of December 13, 1800; but in the
issue of Jeanuary 10, 1801, he appear-
ed again and publicly declined To -
proceed with the discussion. While I
have never claimed for myself the
right to ‘run from an opponent whem I
had challenged to debate, I, neverthe-
less, cheerfully concede this right %o
Brother Calhouns

A8 the brother's unceremonious
retirement from the discussion broke
the investigetion off at a point not
anticipated by me, I here append some
reflections for the purpose of fur=-
ther exposing the fallaey of atbtempt-
ing to defend instrumental music in
the worship, and to emphasize stHill
further the insidious and deceptive
sin involved in the practice. Hence,
in ths fear of God, I invite atten=-
tion to the foullowing considerations:

If the use
of instru-
mental mu~
sic in worship is sinful, as my opvon-
ent in the foregoing discussion
concedes; then why attempt to defend--
its use by the churches at all? Why nob
advise them to put it aside altogether,
thet they mey thus occupy the infel-
1ibly safe position? Why run the risk
of possibly leading the churches into
sin when there is a sure and safe way
in which to walk? Moreover, even if it
were not sinful, why countensnce or en~
courage any conceivable use of it by
the churches, seeing, on the one hand,
that the Lord does not require it, and,
on the other hand, that it is the oce
casion of strife and division among
them? It would be difficult for .those
who plead for union to be guilty of =
greater inconsistency in the neme of

religion,

1. THERE IS AN INFALLIBLY
SAFE WAY. ‘

-

2. INSTRUMENTAL MUSIC Among the
A¥D THE NOTE BOOK. various and
multifarious

arguments advanced by the advocetes of
instrumentel music, none, perhaps, 1is
more deceptive snd misleading then the

asumption that all that is inveolved in
the use of instrumental music es an aid
+o the ear is involved in the use of

the notes as an aid to the eye. The



following extract from the third article

in the foregoing discussion well illus=

trates the insidious fallacy'which”lurgs

in such reassonings

e use it (instrumental music) as

a mere matter of convenience to ours
selves. Just as a notebook, when pro-
perly used, is o convenience to the
eye--=giving tho correct time, keeping

the correct time, indicating the corrsct

piteh, and leading each part of the mu-
sic-==«50 the organ, when properly used,

gives to the enr the correct time, keeps

the correct time, - -indicates the correct

pitch, and leods each part of the musice

Hence, the organ is a convenience for
the ear, just as a notebook is = con-
venience for the eye."

The falloey in this specious and
plausible pleg=~-which has, no doubt,
misled many unwary hearts~--consists in
assuming that the notes and the music
of the instrument are on o par; that
epch fills its place "just as" the
other does, which is not only not true;
but is a palpable contradiction of
factse If the instrument were used
"Just as the notebook” is used~=-~that
is, in a way so as simply to a2id in do=-
ing what is commanded, and not, at the
some time, in doing what is implicitly
forbidden~~~there would be no harm in
it; but this is not trues Let us look
at the facts. The thing we are com=
monded to do is to sing=--to make vocal
wmosic. When the instrument is used; ia
the monaor under discussion~~-that is,
80 o8 bo moke instrumental musices-
something more than aiding the ear in
doing what is commanded is done, an
that something more is the very thing
which, in this specific connection, the
Lord has implicitly forbidden--~pamely,
instrumental music is made. Bub this

is not the case when o notebook is used.
The notes simply indicate to the eye the

tune which is to be sung, ond which is

the thing eommanded to be done, and they

do not, at the same time, do anything
that is in any way forbidden. If the
instrument should be so used as to do
nothing but to aid in singing, which is
the thing commonded to be done, there
would be no harm in its use; but in the
case in question, in addition to aiding
the ear in doing what is commanded, if,
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indeed, it be such an aid at all, it
mokes, alsog another kind of musicm--
namely, the very kind which God him-
self rejected from the new order of
worship under Christ. Thus failing
to discriminate between things vitally
different, it is easy to beguile the
unwary and to meke it appsar to them
that the instrument and the notes do
in principle the same thing, the one

simply aiding the sar "just as" the

other aids the eye; but it is only in
appearance, for it assumes the very
point in dispute. Be it ever so pow-
erful an aid to the singing-~--or to

~anything else, for that matter---it

cannot be justified on this ground,
for the simple reason that it also
does that which is implicitly for-
biddens God has not only ordained
that vocal music shall be mode when
men worship him with music at 2ll un=
der Christ, but he has also put a-
side instrumentsl music from that
worship; and whoever introduces any
practice whatsocever, whether as an aid
to singing or as an aid to anything
elsey which ot the same time mokes the
kind of music which God has put aside,
is guilty of rebellion against God.

3. AN UNSCIENTIFIC
CLASSIFICATION.

To represent in-~
strumental music
and the notes as
occupying the same plnce, the one sin-
ply being to the ear what the other is
to the eye, a5 is done in the forego-
ing extract, is to be guilty of an e-
gregious blunder in the way of un-
scientific classification. They do
not belong together and whoever class-
ifies them as on a par is, to that
extent, a scientific bungler. On the

- contrary, the notes are related to ine

strumental music itself in precisely
the same way they are to vocol music.
In hoth cases they indicate the tune
on the musical staeff, whether it be
sung or played. Instead of being on
a par with instrumental music, the
notes perform identically the same
service for both kinds of music. Cor-
rectly speaking, instrumental musie,
on the one hand, and singing or vocal
music (not the notes), on the other
hand, should be classed tegether as -

' both coming under general nome of mu~

sic: but whether one sings or plays,



whether the music be vocal or instru-
mental, the notes guide the eye in both
cases in precisely the some wey; and
they ore essential, either in fact or in
principle, to both kinds of musice ‘
Hence, to say that instrumental music is
%o convenience for the ear, just as a
notebook is o convenience for the eye,"
is to be unscientifie in the use of lan-
guagee Thus the argument from the anale
ogy between instrumental music ond the
notes is o glaring subterfuge.

Finally, there is absolutely no
grounds, from any point of view whatso-
ever, on which to defend the use of in-
strumental musie in the worship of God--
or, as it is adroitly put in the fore-
going discussion, "in connection with"
that worship~-~except on the ground of a
departure from New Testament teaching;
and every attempt at its defense, since
its introduction by the church of Rome,
bétween the sixth and ninth centuries,
down to the present time, which has come
to public notice, is only a wvarification
of this faekt. Yet, as if determined %o
withstend both the authority of Geod and
the. voice of all history oa.the question,
in order to popularize the worship and
make it pleasing and attractive to men,
multiplied inconsistencies and falacies
are resorbed to in the wvain but determin-~
ed effort to bolster up the practice.
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Bven in the preceeding discussion, al-
thousgh we were confronted with the high
claim that the brother felt compelled,
becouse of the bughbear of fellacies in
the arguments of those who oppose the
instruments, to turn ewsy from them, yet
in turning from them he not only commits
himself to the most glaring and egregi-
ous fallacies, but to & logical classi-
fication that is bungling end unscien-
tific; and, strangest of all, he persu-
es this course at the expense of affil-~
isting with those who stubbornly persist
in the use of the instrument even to the
disruption of peace and fellowship in
the churches. It is a fesrful thing to
divide the Church of God by the practice
of things which God himself does not re-
guire; and it is squally fearful to aid
and support others in committing the
crime. My only desire in writing on the
guestion is %o warn churches and indivi-
dvals, as far as I mey be able to resch
them, against making this mistake; and
1wy sarnest prayer to God is that the
joint discussion and appended reflect-
ions herewith submitted to the publiec
may contribute to this end. May we all

have the courage and the patience %o
maintain steadfastly New Testament sim-
plicity in work and worship.

Tﬁa’ C"

KURFEES

COPYISTS NOTE

pamphlet.

With great determination and earn-~
est endeavor, we have labored to make
this a faithful copy of the original

4

We believe thet all srror appear=-
ing herein should be charged to the
copyists, and not to the writer or the
printer of the original pamphlet,

¥Mr. and Mrs. Thomas B. Wallace:




