“If I have seen farther, it is because I have stood on the backs of giants.”
 Sir Isaac Newton
On the Backs of Giants: Instrumental Music
The following is an excerpt from Attitudes and Consequences in the Restoration Movement, by Homer Hailey. It contains some excellent quotations of the “giants” upon whose backs we stand to see more clearly. Homer Hailey, now deceased, has long been highly respected among churches of Christ. He was once Chairman of the Bible Department at Abilene Christian College, and later held the same position at  Florida Christian College. He has also authored several books. This excerpt is posted here in hopes of further establishing that instrumental music, choirs, clapping, and other forms of making music are foreign and contrary to the New Testament authorized form of music, which is singing. 

1. Two Attitudes, an Inevitable Development

The whole of the new Reformation movement, which the pioneers were pleased to call “The Restoration” (for to them it was a restoration of those primitive principles upon which the church of apostolic days had stood),  came into existence and grew because of an attitude toward the Scriptures. It had been the firm conviction of the Reformers that the Scriptures provided a complete blue-print for the church of all ages; not only in the matter of salvation from sin, but also in church organization, in worship, and in the moral life of the individual. With so many coming into the movement from current denominations, it would have been impossible for some not to bring with them more liberal views than others; nor must the general social changes taking place over the country be overlooked. Consequently, there developed gradually two distinct attitudes: one, that the Scriptures provided the all-sufficient guide in matters of doctrine, worship, and morality; the other, that where the Scriptures did not specifically forbid a thing, the worshipper was at liberty to use his own judgment and wisdom in the matter of its introduction.
There had been opposition to the missionary societies, but no definite split had resulted in the decade following the organization of the first one in 1849. But as the year 1860 approached, a new cloud appeared on the horizon, destined to break into a storm which would result in complete division. Gates has well said of the music controversy, “The organ controversy was the missionary controversy in a new form, for both grew out of the opposition to human innovations in the work and worship of the church…”(Errett Gates, The Disciples of Christ, p. 250).

Of the two interpretations of, or attitudes toward, authority developed, Alonzo W. Fortune, a historian of the liberal Disciples, correctly summarized the matter when he wrote:

       There were two different interpretations of the church which inevitably came into conflict. There were those who believed the church should move on with the rest of the world and adapt the spirit of New Testament conditions to conditions that were ever changing. They held that, when not forbidden by the New Testament, they were free to adapt their program to changing needs. On the other hand, there were those who believed the matter of the church was fixed for all time, and the fact that certain things were not sanctioned was sufficient ground for rejecting them. The men on both sides were equally honest, but they had a different approach to these issues that were raised” (A. W. Fortune, The Disciples in Kentucky, pp. 364, 365).

It should be said of those who opposed the introduction of mechanical instruments into worship that they were not “anti-progressive,” but they were “anti-digressive”; they were opposed to any digression from what they understood to be the divinely instituted worship of God. W.E. Garrison accurately stated their position when he wrote:

…The anti-organ side did not argue that there must be explicit authority for every accessory of worship pulpits, pews, glass in the windows, stoves in the meeting house, printed Bibles and hymn-books—but only that every element of worship must be scripturally authorized. We have precept or precedent for sermon, song, prayer, scripture-reading and the Lord’s Supper, but none for instrumental music. The position is consistent enough, granted the premise that “the elements of public worship are prescribed, inclusively and exclusively” (W.E. Garrison, Religion Follows the Frontier, p. 236).

That this premise mentioned is valid is affirmed by the latter group to be the truth in the matter.

2. Introduction of the First Instrument Into the Worship
Controversy over the introduction of musical instruments into the worship broke in 1860. Prior to that time, few, if any, of the churches of the Reformation had used instruments of any kind, at least this is true of the Middle West and West. As early as 1827 a resolution forbidding the use of instrumental music in worship had been passed by the “United States General Conference,” a conference made up of “Christian” groups in New England and North Carolina, of which Barton W. Stone was one of the leaders. In speaking of some activities of the conference, Garrison says, “In 1827 it passed resolutions condemning the use of the title “revered” and the employment of instrumental music in public worship” (W.E. Garrison, Religion Follows the Frontier, p. 150).

The question of instruments in worship had bobbed up a time or two prior to 1860, but was of no portentous magnitude until that year. All historians among the Disciples credit Dr. L. L. Pinkerton, of Lexington, Kentucky, with introducing the first instrument into the worship among the Disciples. For a number of years Dr. Pinkerton had served the church in Midway, Kentucky, as its minister; in 1858 or 1859 he introduced a melodeon into the congregation at that place.

In January, 1860, Benjamin Franklin published in the Review an article against instrumental music in worship; his biographer says of the article and its result:

…He did not, at that time, foresee the dreadful strife which was to grow out of it (i.e., out of instrumental music), and supposing that only here and there could ever be found a church which would use an instrument, he suggested, ironically, some cases where the use of an instrument might prove to be an advantage; for instance, “Where the church never had, or have lost the spirit of Christ,” or, “If the church only intends being a fashionable society, a mere place of amusement.” The church in Midway, Kentucky, under Dr. L. L. Pinkerton, were using a melodeon, and Dr. Pinkerton therefore felt called on to reply. We quote the opening and closing paragraphs: “So far as known to me, or, I presume, to you, I am the only ‘preacher’ in Kentucky of our brotherhood who has publicly advocated the propriety of employing instrumental music in some churches, and that the church of God in Midway is the only church that has yet made a decided effort to introduce it” (Franklin and Headington, The Life and Times of Benjamin Franklin, pp. 409-411.)
In commenting upon Dr. Pinkerton’s reply, which Mr. Franklin published strait-way, he said, “We heard that the church in Midway had an instrument in it probably a year ago, but heard again that it had been taken out, and supposed it to be still out” (Franklin and Headington, The Life and Times of Benjamin Franklin, pp. 409-411.) Since Franklin had heard that the church at Midway was using an instrument in its worship a year prior to that time, January, 1860, it would mean that the instrument had been introduced at Midway in the year 1858 or in 1859; 1859 is the date generally accepted.

(Editor’s. note: section on discovery of original melodeon of Midway omitted)

3. The Controversy, Warm and Bitter

The storm did not break in all its fury until 1864; but in the years following, until 1870 especially, the instrumental music question held first place among topics discussed in the Millennial Harbinger and Lard’s Quarterly. Of the discussion in Kentucky, A.W. Fortune says: 

…The controversy became very keen in Kentucky because many of the strongest antagonists of the use of instrumental music were in that state. Among these were Moses E. Lard, J. W. McGarvey, and I. B. Grubbs (A. W. Fortune, op. cit., p. 374). 

In writing of the controversy raised by the question of instrumental music, Joseph Franklin says in the biography of his father,

…The periodical literature was filled to overflowing with controversial articles on these subjects, until readers sickened of the discussion and demanded a cessation of hostilities. Editors were compelled to close their columns against it (Franklin and Headington, op. cit., p. 267)

By the time the question had become an issue, Mr. Campbell was too old to enter into the discussion; but as early as 1851 an article from his pen appeared in the Harbinger, setting forth his views on the use of instrumental music in worship. John Rogers, a noted preacher of the period, wrote Mr. Campbell, asking him a number of questions, manifesting a greatly disturbed spirit over dancing, theatre going, and instrumental music, placing all of them in the same class. Mr. Campbell replied to the letter in the next issue of the paper, with the exception of the question on instrumental music; he made no allusion to it. Later that year (October), however, he replied to an article signed “G,” in which he expressed himself fully and clearly on the subject; his language being characteristic of the vigorous manner of his writings:
The argument drawn from the Psalms in favor of instrumental music is exceedingly apposite to the Roman Catholic, English Protestant, and Scotch Presbyterian churches, and even the Methodist communities. Their churches having all the world in them—that is, all the fleshly progeny of all the communicants, and being founded on the Jewish pattern of things—baptism being given to all born into the world of these politico-ecclesiastical communities—I wonder not, then, that an organ, a fiddle, or a Jews-harp, should be requisite to stir up their carnal hearts, and work into ecstasy their animal souls, else, “hosannahs languish on their tongues, and their devotions die.” And that all persons who have no spiritual discernment, sympathies of renewed hearts, should call for such aid, is but natural.  Pure water from the flinty rock has no attractions for the mere toper or wine-bibber. A little alcohol, or genuine Cogniac brandy, or good old Madeira, is essential to the beverage to make it truly refreshing. So to those who have no real devotion or spirituality in them, and whose animal nature flags under the oppressions of church service, I think with Mr. G., that instrumental music would be not only a desiradatum, 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 (Millennial Harbinger, 1851, pp. 581, 582).

(Editor’s note: The sarcasm here is strong, yet effective!  But many today might claim that Campbell is too judgmental of the hearts of worshippers for accusing them of lacking spirituality. At this point I will omit the section on the claim that instrumental music was introduced because Christians were such poor singers. In my opinion, that is such a weak argument, it does not deserve any attention.)

J.W. McGarvey is recognized as the greatest scholar among the Disciples of his day; probably more books have been left to us from his pen than from any other writer of the period. At the time of the controversy he was in the prime of life, having been born March 1, 1829, near Hopkinsville, Kentucky. He began preaching at the Main Street Church in Lexington, in the year 1862, and teaching in the “College of the Bible of Kentucky University” in 1865. He continued to teach in the College of the Bible until 1895, when he became its president; he continued in this position until his death in 1912.
McGarvey opposed instrumental music in the church worship from the beginning of the controversy until his death. He left the Broadway church in Lexington in 1902, when, as an elder in the congregation, the instrument was introduced over his protest, by popular vote of the congregation. Throughout the years of his busy life he wrote much on the subject. As early as 1864 there appeared from him an article in the Harbinger in which he stated the position from which, so far is known, he never retreated. In this he declared the position taken by the men of the Restoration, when he said, “In the earlier years of the present Reformation, there was entire unanimity in the rejection of instrumental music from our public worship. It was declared unscriptural, inharmonious with the Christian institution, and a source of corruption” (Millennial Harbinger, 1864, p. 510). 
Several statements from the article are worthy of consideration, since they state the issue clearly:

By what standard shall we judge of this question? If there is any Scripture authority upon the subject, then, of course, we must hear it first; if not, then expediency must supply the test…But if the Scriptures do not leave us at liberty, then we have no right to appeal to expediency, except for the purpose of vindicating the decision of the Scriptures…Now it must be admitted that the New Testament is silent upon this subject, and that this argument is at least plausible…

…We cannot, therefore, by any possibility, know that a certain element of worship is acceptable to God in the Christian dispensation, when the Scriptures which speak of that dispensation are silent in reference to it. To introduce any such element is unscriptural and presumptuous. It is will worship, if any such thing as will worship can exist. On this ground we condemn the burning of incense, the lighting of candles, the wearing of priestly robes, and the reading of printed prayers. On the same ground we condemn instrumental music.

If, now, any man can mention an act or element of worship known to be acceptable to God, but not authorized by the New Testament, he will prove this argument against instrumental music in the church invalid. I know not how it can be done in any other way” (Millennial Harbinger, 1864, pp. 511-513).

The article brought forth a reply from A.S. Hayden; there followed an interesting by lengthy discussion of the issues involved between McGarvey and Hayden, in which the former summed his argument in the form of a syllogism, clearly stating what he considered to be the real issue:

The fact that any part of the Jewish worship was discontinuted by those who organized the Christian church, is a direct condemnation of it by the spirit of God, as unsuited to the new institution.

The use of instrumental music is an element of Jewish worship which was thus discontinuted.

Therefore, the use of instrumental music in worship is condemned by the spirit of God, as unsuited to the new institution (Millennial Harbinger, 1865, p. 91).

This argument cannot be appreciated by one of the “modernistic” inclinations who has no interest in the “covenants” and a “divine pattern,” and no respect for the authority of Jesus Christ; but to all who recognize the difference between the Old and New Testaments, the New as revealing a divine pattern of organization and worship, backed by the authority of Christ and not Moses, it carried and continues to carry great weight.
No outstanding student affirmed the use of instrumental music in the worship to be authorized by Scripture. It was generally contended for by those favoring its use on the ground of liberty and expediency. W.K. Pendleton, twice the son-in-law of Alexander Campbell, and the successor of Mr. Campbell as editor of the Millennial Harbinger, and as President of Bethany College, wrote in the Harbinger of 1864, setting forth his views of the organ in worship and his reasons for the position assumed at that time. He did not object at that time to the instrument on the same grounds as others objected, although he admitted there was no Scriptural authority for it. His objections voiced in that article were based primarily on the fact that it would interfere with congregation singing, which is “the prime privilege of the church.” Of Scriptural authority for the practice, Mr. Pendleton says, “With respect to instrumental music, I presume 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” (Millennial Harbinger, 1864, p. 126). 
Four years later this same writer came out much stronger in his denunciation of instrumental music in worship. Although the following quotation is lengthy, the position of respect and influence held by Mr. Pendleton in the church after Alexander Campbell’s death coupled with its definiteness of statement, justify its insertion:

No thoughtful observer of the state and expression of religious feeling in America can have failed to see that the vague and delightful, but semi-sensuous emotions excited by the grand and sublime power of music, are becoming the fashionable substitute for the simple and genuine worship of the apostolic church…

Continuing, speaking of the influence of such as a “delusion that it is worship,” the writer then quotes the following from the New York Herald:

… In public worship New York now absolutely wrecks its religion on music….It will be also impossible to expunge the excess of music from religious worship at present. Presbyterians doctrinally orthodox, have fallen into it; Methodists can exhort in musical notes and semi-breves; Episcopalians cantillate everything, even prayers and responses; and Catholics, always grand and copious in this respect, are becoming more and more so, consonance with the general spirit of religious worship in the metropolis. The Baptists, only, as a great body, have held aloof and kept to the letter of their original simplicity; and these will no doubt gradually soften and mingle with the general pulp…

Mr. Pendleton then made the following comments to the sentiments expressed in the article from the Herald:

It is a high compliment to the “Baptists” to say that “They only, as a great body, have held aloof and kept the letter of their original simplicity.” We trust that the prophecy will not prove true, “that they will no doubt gradually soften and mingle with the general pulp.” Nothing can save them or any people from this all-engulfing tendency of the human heart, but to fill its yearnings, its aspirations and its enthusiasm with the great truths, the precepts and promises of the Bible. Men must worship something, and they will find modes of expressing this human instinct. God has made provision for this propensity of our nature in the revelation of his word. But when this is not put into the minds of the people, their hearts run astray after inventions of man, and spend their zeal in forms, which are not according to knowledge. It is still true, “Where there is no vision, the people perish.” The people are without “the knowledge of God and of Christ, whom to know is life eternal.” This knowledge is revealed only in the Bible. It is no outgush of the religious instinct,--no form, which the struggling religious sentiment shapes for itself, and to which it then bows down in worship. All conditions originated in this way are idols. Let these words be written in letters of fire upon the walls of all our temples, that man may know, --he is not to make his own religion. God has revealed it and written it in a book, and to that book we must go for it. What is the reason of this tendency of the religious feeling of the American people, of which the Herald speaks? Why do the people seek to “music as the organ of a certain vague, boundless aspiration and enthusiasm, which must be wreaked upon something,” if not because, the true objects of this aspiration and enthusiasm are not discovered to them? Paul found the Athenians in this condition. With their thirty thousand idols, they were still unsatisfied, and seeking to wreak their vague and boundless feeling upon something, they knew not what—“the idol of the Unknown.” Had he imitated our modern Priests, he would have wheeled a huge Berlin organ into their midst, and cried, “Behold, the object of your devotions! Hear its thundering bravuras; let your souls rise on its majestic waves of harmony and float away into the fathomless abysses of harmony and float away into the fathomless abysses of the infinite. ‘Whom you ignorantly worship, him declare I unto you.’” But Paul had not reached this sublime height, to which the development of the religious feeling is fast lifting the free, progressive American mind; and he was content to preach to them Christ, and him crucified. He could not leap over sin, to worship;--he could not stifle the religious conscience with the vague and bewildering cantatas of religious music. Hence he directed this vague, boundless aspiration and enthusiasm, not to music, but to “Jesus and the resurrection.”
We must keep people to the Bible, if we would save them,--fill their hearts with the sure words of eternal life; inspire them, not with the love of music, but the love of God and their fellow man, --and led them by paths of virtue and charity into ways of righteousness and peace.


If the people will have an idol, music is perhaps as respectable a one as the religious development of the nineteenth century can invent. We are not arguing the relative merit of human inventions. We are denying that the Christian religion is, in any part, --or jot or tittle,--a human invention at all. “Development” has nothing to do with it. It came from its divine author perfect and complete, and the great work of the church is to hold the people to it; to protest, to remonstrate, to anathematize against anything that sets itself up beside it,--till every imagination of man is crushed under its feet and withered by the breath of its nostrils. “Pure religion and undefiled”—sublimated into music! The sweet charities, that fall like heavenly dew upon its arid places of human woe—expired in screaming ecstasies of sound! ‘Tis too impious. Better for the people, that some stern iconoclast should rise in the holy indignation of the old prophets, and break to pieces all the senseless organs and scatter all the godless choirs that desecrate our fashionable cathedrals, than that this fatal tendency to substitute a musical sentimentalism for a living Christianity, should be allowed to go unrebuked until it has fixed itself, with the power of a fatal delusion, upon the habits and the credulity of the age.

It has been said, that nothing is so absurd but that someone will be found foolish enough to embrace it. It would seem especially true, in matters of religion. This folly of elevating organ-grinding and accompaniments into the place of apostolic worship, illustrates it. Who could have thought that with the Bible in their hands, the American people could have ever drifted into such idolatry! Is it true that the Baptists are breasting the current? Then honor the Baptists! Let us hold up their hands in this work. They are with the Savior and the apostles, and there is where we profess and desire to stand. Let us keep music in its place, as the expression of the melody of the heart, the instrument and aid, not the essence and end of our worship (Millennial Harbinger, 1868, pp. 39-42).
Moses E. Lard, who possessed one of the keenest and most penetrating minds of the day, threw the weight of his influence and that of the Quarterly with the opposition of the introduction of instruments into the worship. Lard appealed to the Restoration plea of the Scriptures and their authorization for all the acts of worship and matters of doctrine. The old attitude found one of its strongest advocates in this keen and trenchant writer. In an article appearing in 1864, warning the churches of the ultimate apostasy which would be occasioned by forsaking the old position on authority, he said:
…Now that we as a people have agreed to accept the New Testament as that standard is a fact too notorious to admit of question. To this we have consented to bring the smallest point of doctrine, and the most trivial feature in practice. And furthermore, we have solemnly covenanted that whatever cannot be clearly shown to have the sanction of this standard shall be held as not doctrine, and shall not be practiced…As a people we have from the first and continually to the present proclaimed that the New Testament and that alone is our only full and perfect rule of faith and practice…

…In what light then must we view him who attempts to introduce it into the churches of Christ of the present day? I answer, as an insulter of the authority of Christ, and as a defiant and impious innovator of the simplicity and purity of the ancient worship…

…The day on which a church sets up an organ in its house, Is the day on which it reaches the first station on the road to apostasy. From this it will soon proceed to other innovations; and the work of innovating once fairly commenced, no stop can be put to it till ruin ensues…(Lard’s Quarterly, Vol. 1, 1864, pp. 330-332).
After writing at much length on the subject, opposing it on the ground of its unscripturalness, he closed one of his articles with these words, expressing his own personal attitude toward the introduction of such innovations:

…Thus these organ-grinding churches will in the lapse of time be broken down, or wholly apostasize, and the sooner they are in fragments the better for the cause of Christ. I have no sympathy with them, no fellowship for them, and so help me God never intend to knowingly put my foot into one of them. As a people we claim to be engaged in an effort to return to the purity, simplicity, freedom from ostentation and pride, of the ancient apostolic churches. Let us, then, neither wink at anything standing in the way, nor compromise aught essential to this end. The moment we do so our unity is at an end, and our hopes are in the dust (Lard’s Quarterly, Vol. 1, 1864, p.333).
The attitude toward the whole question was summed up by the same writer a few years later, when writing under the caption, “The True Worship of God,” he declared:


…Every man among us must stand nobly up for the following position: In all acts of worship we must do only what is prescribed in the New Testament, or was done with divine sanction by the primitive Christians. Not the semblance of innovation must be allowed on this sacred principle (Lard’s Quarterly, Vol. I, 1867, p.395).


About that time the church in St. Louis bought from the Episcopal Church a building containing a very fine organ which many of the members wanted to retain in the building, using it in the church services. This desire on the part of the church brought forth an address from Dr. Christopher in 1867 opposing those wishing to retain it. Dr. Christopher had written much on the subject prior to that time. C.L. Loos, associated with Mr. Pendleton as a professor in Bethany College and as assistant editor of the Harbinger, wrote an article commenting upon and commending the address delivered by Dr. Christopher. Loos summed up his own position in a few words, saying:

…Every new experience in this matter strengthens the conviction that the participation and edification of the congregation in the solemn and joyful service of praise to God, is hindered and often destroyed by instrumental music. All the pleadings of the defenders of this practice seem to fail to cure the evil, and to convince men against the testimony of their own eyes and ears. So far as the argument is concerned, not the persons nor the place, it is an exact parallel to the question of theaters. Strong pleadings are perpetually repeated of what they ought to be, can be, and might be made; --but unfortunately all the meantime, they are, and continue uninterruptedly to be, bad. Don’t wonder then, good brethren, that we fail to be convinced, when there is so much against and very little for it (Millennial Harbinger, 1867, pp. 476,477).

Commenting upon the same address by Dr. Christopher, Moses E. Lard said,


The question of instrumental music in the churches of Christ involves a great and sacred principle…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 in the act, I fear (Lard’s Quarterly, 1867, p.368).

In 1869 there was an article by Professor Robert Richardson published in the American Christian Review, which was endorsed and commended by the editor, and considered by Mr. Franklin to have been unanswerable. Mr. Richardson practiced medicine for a number of years. In 1835 he moved to Bethany where for many years he was associated with Mr. Campbell as co-laborer on the Millenial Harbinger and professor of chemistry in Bethany College. Mr. Richardson was also a preacher and lecturer of no mean ability. His greatest work, no doubt, is his “Memoirs of Alexander Campbell.” In his History of the Disciples of Christ, W.T. Moore ranks him (Richardson) among the “Big Four of the Nineteenth Century, Reformation.” Because of Mr. Richardson’s importance in the movement under discussion, the article from his pen on the subject of instrumental music in the worship is especially interesting.

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.

A writer in the Standard, indeed, attempted some time ago to show that musical instruments were actually commanded, because implied in the word “psalms.” This effort was altogether in the right direction, and afforded quite a contrast to the far-fetched sophistries of others, who have sought to justify the use of instruments by something else than the law of Christ. For the proper question is not, Is it expedient? Nor, Does it assist the singing? Nor, Is it not as lawful to use a musical instrument in the church as in the social circle (the implied principle of which question, if decided in the affirmative, would authorize equally the introduction into the church of blind man’s bluff, or a game of hot-cockles); but, Is there any law for it? Have we a “thus saith the Lord” for it? Have we an approved precedent for it among the primitive churches? Nay; it is perfectly well known that there is not a shadow of authority in the Christian Scriptures for it, and that instrumental music was not practiced by the primitive Christians—the organ having been introduced for the first time into the church served by Maranus Sanutus, in the year 1290. This delay is not attributable to the absence of suitable instruments at an earlier period; or, as some allege, to the poverty of early Christians—an assertion disproved by the apostolic exhortation to the rich; but simply because a progressive musical refinement had not previously demanded this additional corruption of primitive order as a concession to “itching ears.”


I think I showed, in noticing the argument based upon the word psalms, that the law authorizing the exercise of singing not only does not imply the use of musical instruments, but in its very terms prohibits this, as incapable of fulfilling any of the requirements of the law. I have seen no attempt to set aside these arguments, though, as sophists practice, something of the sort was promised to be forthcoming “at another time.” The introduction of a musical instrument into a church is a triumph of the sensual over the spiritual. The innovation once effected, the sensual mind seeks to justify the act by plausibilities, as any error may be sustained, and to trust to the Christian forbearance of those who are unconvinced, until the habit of hearing the instrument shall at length silence their scruples. There will be no joy, however, I fancy, at the great day, in a triumph thus gained over conscientious objection, where the soothing strains of music are employed, not to “admonish” or to enlighten, but to put to sleep the guardian of the soul. The humble, law-abiding Christian will not thus introduce anything that wounds the consciences of his brethren. His inquiry is: what hath the Lord answered? And, what hath the Lord spoken? He must first find the law before he can render the obedience, and before he can admit of any questions of expediency, as to the manner in which, or the circumstances under which, he is to fulfill the duties enjoined upon him (F.M. Green, Life and Times of John Franklin Rowe, pp. 117,118).

It is not to be thought that none were to be found who favored the introduction of the instruments into the worship, for that side had its champions as well as the opponents to instrumental music. Isaac Errett became the champion of a more liberal attitude among the Disciples, the greatest defender of the Missionary Society, and a supporter of instruments into church services. In 1866 the Christian Standard was founded with Mr. Errett as editor. The first issue appeared just after the death of Mr. Campbell, carrying an announcement of the death of the great leader. Many now began to look to Mr. Errett for leadership, especially from among the more liberal group, which was only natural as he was a forceful preacher and popular writer. In an article appearing in the Standard in 1870, Mr. Errett stated the position of his paper, saying:

The Review and the Standard can agree to oppose the introduction of instrumental music in our churches, but they are not likely to agree in the style of their opposition, for they differ radically in the grounds of their opposition. 


The Review regards the use of instruments as an attempt to introduce a new element of worship, and declaims against it as utterly wanting in divine authority. 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. The conclusions reached are as different as the premises. On the ground of the Review, it must be condemned and rejected as a corruption of the worship—a daring attempt to invade the authority of the Head of the Church, and those who have anything to do with it must be dealt with as violators of the laws of the kingdom. From our point of view it must be treated simply as a question of expediency, and decided according to its real merits as an expedient, not as a matter of positive law.


The Review admits expedients—means of obeying the divine precept to sing—such as hymn-books, note books, tuning forks, etc., and notwithstanding all the brave talk in its former article against inferences, is compelled to infer the propriety of these and many other arrangements for promoting the edification of the church. Why, then, raise such a clamor about instruments? Why may they not be treated as expedients, and a decision reached for or against them as such? Because, says the Review, “The instrument, when introduced, is made an integral part of, and an element in, the worship.” That is just where we fail to agree. We do not so understand the friends of instrumental music. A few, it is true, have attempted to advocate it as of divine authority, but these are the exceptions, and these attempts we have uniformly condemned. But the advocates of instrumental music generally, so far as our brethren are concerned, urge it simply as a means of promoting congregational singing, and a false issue is made with them when they are represented as seeking to alter or amend the worship instituted by the Lord.


We must be allowed, therefore, to treat this question from the point of view which those who favor instrumental music occupy; and we are sure we can do more with them in this way than the Review can possibly do in attempting to compel an issue which they will not accept (Green, op. cit., pp. 107,108).
Many other articles, for and against, splendid and timely, appeared in the periodicals of the period, but these suffice. To find such men as Alexander Campbell, W.K. Pendleton, J.W. McGarvey, Moses E. Lard, Isaac Errett, I.B. Grubbs, Benjamin Franklin, and a host of others equally as vigorous and influential, opposing the introduction of the new practice, seems proof that no scriptural authority could be produced for its introduction. Its introduction became the result of a disposition to get away from the early position of the reformers. The new tendency within the body appears to have been the consequence of the development of an attitude different from that which had characterized the pioneers. But a rather large group continued to adhere to the old position, although they constituted a minority to the brotherhood. Besides the men mentioned above, Tolbert Fanning and David Lipscomb in Tennessee were staunch opposers to the introduction of the instruments, who wielded great influence against it in the South, where the “anti-organ” group has always been its strongest. Of the arguments pro and con, Garrison says, “The pro-organ arguments, then and later, did not always do full justice to the logic of the anti-organ position” (W.E. Garrison, op cit., p. 236), which is an admission worthy of reflection.

4. Division and the Fundamental Issue

Division came, not all at once, but gradually and surely. By 1875 the cleavage was a reality, although not fully recognized by all. It was not until 1906 that two separate groups were listed in the United States Census of Religious Bodies (A.T. DeGroot, op. cit., pp. 127-134). Since that time the body of Disciples using instrumental music in the worship, and supporting the missionary societies, have been generally known as the “Christian Church” and “Disciples,” while those who do not are known as “churches of Christ” and the individuals as “Christians.” This, however, is not always true, for many congregations using the instrument are known in certain sections as “Churches of Christ,” while the more liberal wing speak of themselves as the “Disciples Church.”

Beginning with the organization of the first missionary society and culminating with the introduction of mechanical instruments of music in the worship, a new attitude was growing up beside the older one, which could not but eventually lead to division. “Shall two walk together except they agree?” asked the prophet (Amos 3:3, ASV). Hard feelings resulted, harsh things were said, each party blaming the other for the division. A statement from Jacob Creath, an opponent to missionary societies and instrumental music, written when he was an old man, is to the point just here. Said he: 

The tendency of all such things (modern music in churches, prizes, fairs, etc.) is to promote two parties or divisions among us,--and then ultimately to throw the blame of the split upon those who have strictly adhered to our Rule” (Millennial Harbinger, 1867, p. 346).

The fundamental issue was one of an attitude toward the Scriptures and the extent of their authority in prescribing the faith, worship, and life of the church. We may not be sufficiently far away from the division, or far enough into the new period, to fully determine the place of the two bodies in the religious world just now. 
