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. REPLY TO «CHARLESTONIENSIS.”

To THE CHRIsTIAN PUBLIC.

My Christian Friends;---Permit me to address to you a few letters on
the subject of Psalmody. During the month of August, 1841, I preached
a Discourse on this subject, which was subsequently published and sent
tothe world. A brother in the Presbyterian Church, who signs himself
“Charlestoniensis,” has taken up the discourse in particular, and the
subject in general, and has attempted, with what degree of force and
fairness remains to be seen, to overthrow the principle supported in the
Discourse, and by other writers on the same side of the subject. The
Editor of the Observer has kindly offered me a space in his valuable pa-
per, to defend the discourse in particular, and the subject in general,
against the labored, and lengthy, and learned attack of *‘Charlestonien-
sis;"" and now, as Paul said to King Agrippa, “I beseech you to hear me
patiently.”

In this discussion I labor under several disadvantages, and among
other things unfavorable to a fair hearing, I have the unpopular side of
this controversy. No proof, however, that I am not on the right eide.
The world will wonder after my antagonist, and swallow his argumients
with avidity, while, with many persons, mine will naueeaie at sight---
will stir up prejudice and passion, and awaken that mortal antipathy
which is very generally cherishred against the exclusive use of David’s
Psalms in the praise of God.

The subject of Psalmody seems to be exciting a good deal of attention

" Psalmody 415
at the presert time, in different sections of our country, and recently to
some extent, in tho Emerald Isle. God is about to have a- controversy
with the churches on this subject, and blessed will he be, who will be
found on God's side. If, as some suppose, there is a time of distress and
calamity coming on the Church, and on the world, of an unpregedented
character, then thereis a time coming when no Psalms and Hymes wil|
sujt the Chureh and people of God, but the Psalms of David. Away
with, all human hymns, human promises, and contrivances, while we
draw nigh to Ged in the hour of adversity. In such an hour it is only
the Word of God that can sustain the soul. And when the #battle of
that great day of God Almighty’’ commences, which from the *rigns of
the times” appears to be approximating, God's people will fly to him for
succour and for saiety, and they will find nothing more consoling than
the simple, energetic language of the “‘sweet Psalmist of lsrael,”

“Yea in the shadow of thy wings,
My refuge I will place,

Until these sad calamities
Do wholly overpass.”

Many of these divine songs are admirably adapted to the state of the
Church while in distress, and from the history of the Church we learn

‘that her condition, as a general thing, has been one of suffering and sor-

row, from some cause or other, ever since her subjection to the galling
yoke of Egyptian bondage. We have still to pass through much tribula-
tion in order to reach the heavenly kingdom; and where shall we find
a collection of sacred songs prepared for, and adapted to the state of the
Church in this “vale oftears?”” Where? In the Psalms of David, and
no where else. How sweet to the believer were these heavenly hymns,
while they were pursued over the hills and dales of Scotland by the blood -
thirsty Claverhouse! And when the Church, in the middle ages, fled
into the wilderness from the face of the Dragon, and found a resting place
in the yallies of Piedmont, how did the solemn sound of these songs of
the Lord rise, and swell, and roll along the vale, cheering the hearts of
the pious and persecuted Waldenses, and rising as sweet incense up to
the throne of God!

They have ever been found adapted to the condition of holy martyrs
ia the dungeon and at thestake; and Christ himself, “the man of sor-
rows,”” while in this world, found the language of the Psalmist applica-
ble to his distressed condition, and expired repeating a portion of the 31st
Psalm---*‘into thy hands I commit my spirit.” Shall we cast aside theso
sacred songs, o well adapted to God’s people, not only in afflction, but
also in prosperity! Have those Christian denominations acted properly
who have entirely excluded these Divine songs from the praise of God!
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And have those denominations acted wisely and properly who have so
“‘marred and mutilated them to suit the times that an angel would nos re-
cognize them to be the same?’”’ We say no; and in the following Letters
we hope to establish the correctness of this position. AsIamon the un-
popular side of this controversy, it will be my object to be as brief as pos-
sible; but as ‘“Charlestoniensis’ has said a great deal, and much too that
needs to be corrected, I must be indulged, if deemed necessary, in a lit-
tle prolixity. These lettersare addressed, not to ““Charlestoniensis,” who
on the subject of Psalmody appears.to be gone, beyond recovery---nor tp
the Presbyterian Church merely, which embraces only a part of those
who are in error on the subject before us, but to all the Israel of God---for
we maintain it to be the duty of all God’s people tosing in His praise the
Psalms of David, in acts of instituted- worship, and sing them exclusively.

I am, in the bonds of Christian affection, Yours, &e.
Lindo, Abbeville, S. C. Dec. 21, 1842. W. R. HEMPHILL.

[From the Qharle:ian Obaserver.)

LerTtEr 1.
PSALMODY—THE QUESTION:

My Chrutian Friends,—My opponent, “*Charlestoniensis,” has ta-
ken to himself a vei-y long, out-of-the-way name. As there will be
occasion often to use this name, I will abridge it down simply to that
of Mr. C., meaning, of course, no disrespect; it is done for the sake
of convenience.

In Mr. C’s No. 1. there is not much that demands my attention,
though its contents may elicit some remarks from Mr. W. F., should
the brother think them entitled to his consideration. From a remark
at the commencement of this No. 1, Mr. F., it appears, had attempted

_to throw the burden of proof on the subject in dispute on Mr. C.,

which he, Mr. C. thinks was demanding quite too much. What!
shall the representative of the ““ninety-nine hundredths of the whole
Chsistian world, in every age,” be called upon to account toa very
amall body of Christians for the course which this great majority are

said to have pursued in the case in question? The expression con-

veys the idea that fruth and righ! must be with the majority; or, at
least, that the majority are not to be called on to “define their posi-

tion,” or prove the correctness of their principles and practices firs!,
it is enough for them to act on the defensive! It was not so in the

days of Elijah. That distinguished Prophet demands of the majority

to establish the correctness of their conduct and opinions first, and

then he would advance proof in attestation thai God, and truth, and

right, were with him. They might have responded, What! shall 450

Prophets, with Ahab and Jezebel, and all Israelat their backs, account

to one man for their opinions and practices?

Luther. at the commencement of the Reformation, was almost
alone, and the truth was with him, and not with the *ninety-nine
hundrédtbs,” who, in Psalmody, and in every thing élse, had depart-
ed from the living God.
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Mr. C.received two copies of my Discourse, one of which he sup-

poses, was from the author, and was sent as a challenge toa reply.
A mistake, however; I sent it not. My friend wishes to make the
impression that he is the challenged party, and that I am the chal-
lenger and agitator of this subject; and hence, in his concluding note
of December 10, he says, ‘I shall listen to the teachings of one who
has thought it necessary to agitate this subject, and to challenge and
invite discussion.” No great crime if I had invited discussion, but
1 think the invitation comes from another quarter. If I am not mis-
taken, my friend called for the Discourse several months before its
publication, in a communication published th the Observer more than
a year ago. If this beso, then heit is <“who has thought it necessary
to agitate this subjeet, and to challenge and invite discussion.” We
have “listened to his teachings” for several months, and pronounce
them heterodoz. A second copy of my Discourse was sent to brother
C., by some friend, accompanied with an earnest request that he
would review It in the Observer. He can contain himself no longer?
---he begins to ‘““wax valiant in fight’*---he breaks the long and oin-
inous *‘silence’’---ominous of the coming storm, he enters upon the
task of proving, not that the Psalms of inspiration should be used
exclusively in the praise of God, but that the Psalms---God’s own
Word---should be excluded from His worship, and thata very poor
imitation of that Word, accompanied by ofher human hymns, should
be introduced, or more properly, should be continued in use, instead
of the inspired Psalter! *Tell it not in Gath, publish it not in the
streets of Askelon; lest the daughters of the Philistines rejoice, lest the
dauglhters of the uncircumcised triumph.”

In his No. 2, my opponent proceeds to the discussion of the sub-
ject. He states the questton negatively, in five particulars, showing
what it is not; then affirmitively, in two particulars, showing what it
is; and at tha close of the number, he presents a proposition embod-
ying the question at issue, whieh proposition he proceedsin the next,
and all sueceeding numbers to discuss.

This closing proposition is the best thing in No. 2, yet itis not
strictly correct---not sufficieptly full and fair. In his statement of the
subject negatively, I deny the correctness of each and every one of
his particulars. 3But before proceeding to notice these particulars,
permit me tosay, thatthe brother has notgiven a clear, and fair,
and full statement of the main point in dispute. The matter before
us is to be viewed according to the practice of tlie Church in this
country. And what is that practice? Why itis, that while two or
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three very small denominations of Christians use the Psalms of David
exclusively, the remaining ““ninety-nine hundredths” of the Chris-
tian Church exclude these divine songs from divine worship, and
adopt in their stead mere human compositions. The question then
is, shall we use, in the instituted worship of God, the Psalms, and
Hymns, and Spiritual songs of the Holy Ghost, usually called the
Psalms of David, or shall we use human compositions? Or, in othey
words. shall we sing in the praise of God his songs, or ours? This
is the main question or point; and what is the spontaneous response
to this question from every Christian heart? Certainly it is, that we
ehould sing the Lord’s songs, Why then does not Mr. C. state the
question fully and fairly, and come up fearlessly and at once to its
discussion? Why fill up some seven or eight numbers, in a good de-
gree, attempting to prove that we have a right to sing other divine
songs as well as those called David’s, and then, in No. 8, attempt to
slide gradually and imperceptibly into the defence of Auman compo-
sitions---stating (the monstrous doctrine) that what was proper for
the primitive Christians to do under the exiraordinary gifts of the
Spirit, may now be done by Christians under his ordinary influerices;
and that it is ““quite as modest and Christian to sing our own hymns,
as to offer our own prayers, or preach our own discourses!” Mr, C.
knows that the principal point in dispute is not whether we ought
to sing other divine songs in God’s worship besides David’s Psalms,
but whether we should sing these Psalms or human songs? In stating
the subject then, it was his duty to have brought this prominent point
clearly into view, and in its diseussion to have kept it-constantly be_ .
fore the mind. This ideashould have been embodied in the prdposi-
tion which heads his numbers, and not kept on the back-ground, as
though he were afraid to give it too great a prominence.

But let us notice the negative positions of our brother. In his first
negative particular he says, *‘the yuestion is not whether the Church
is at liberty to singany thing and every thing, or the compositions of
any body and every body, without regard to the orthodoxy of the doc-
trine, the correctness of the sentiments, &e. Again he remarks, “we
do not believe that the Psalmody of our Churches isa matter which
ougnt to be left to their individual selection, or to the random choice
of mere private opinion and judgment. We think the Church ought
to take order, and exercise her most vigilant oversightin this matter.”

Now I do maintain that what Mr. C. here denies to be the

~ question, is the question, in part at least. It is, whethe Church

shall sing “any thing and every thing,from rigid Calvinism
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down to blank Arminianism,’”” or be confined to the Psalms of
David. This is the practical question; and experience has
shewn that when we depart from this divine standard—the
Psalms of David—-there is no limit to the hymn-making busi-

right to take order in selecting what she pleases as the matter
of praise to Ged. God himself has attended to this matter, and
has given the whole Church a Psalter of his own selection and
dictation, and consequently in this business no mere mortal has

ness; and among the multitude of hymns thatare inuse there
is Arminianism of the blankest kind, a3 well as other errors,

set off too in all the charms of poetry, and rendered bewitching

and ensnaring by being offered up in Christian assemblies as
praise lo God.  Although the Presbyterian Church may have
taken order to preventsuch erroneous hymns from being in-
troduced into her collection, yet she has never, as far as my
knowledge extends, adopted any measures to prevent her mem-
bers from singing such hymns in other Christian assemblies.
No, on the contrary, we often read giowing accounts of great
revivals in which the different hymn-singing denominations
have participated, and without a doubt the hymn books of the
different sects are employed on such occasions—books contain-
ing a variety of sentiments—and at such times, (the conclusion
is inevitable,) the mingled throng of anxious, animated wor-
shippers, join in sweet concord, singing gow “rigid Calvinism,”
and again pouring forth the “blank Arminianism,” and all as-
cending as praise to God. .
The Church should *#take order’ in the selection of her
. Psalmody, says our brother; and who, or what does he mean
by #the Church?””> Why, forsooth, he means the Old School
Presbyterian Church—rather a presumptous claim— suffi-
ciently arrogant for a Pope or a Prelate to advance. The Con-
fession of Faith says, (ch xxv. 2,) “the visible Church, which
is also Catholie, or universal under the Gospel, consists of all
those throughout the world that profess the true religion, togeth-
er with their children,” &c. For this Catholic Church there
ought to be a standard of praise. But if every denomina-
tion of professing Christians, (in all of which there are some
true members of the visible Catholic Church,) is allowed to
“take order,’”” and provide 4ts own songs of praise, the conse-
quence will be, as it is this day, that God’s people will' be con-
strained to sing “any thing and every thing,” &ec.'

Throughout this discussion our Charleston friend has been
very prompt in giving his awuthority for opinions advanced,
but what authority does he give for the notion that <the
Church’’ should “take order’” in preparing a system of Psalm-

ody for her use? None, save his own ipse dixzit. The as-

sumption is altogether gratuitous.
We deny that the Church as a whole, or in ifs parts, has any

any right to intermeddle. Although my friend says the
Church ought to “take order” in selecting a Psalmody for her
use, yet when he enters on the discussion of the subject he
finds a great many people, both under the old and new dispen-
sation, making their own hymns—every man for himself, and
everv woman too. The idea seems never to have entered into
the heads of those whom he represents as making hymns in

olden times, that they ought to wait until the Church would

‘take order’’ before they would pour forth their effusions—and

the dear brother, in No. 8, forgetting what he had laid down in

the premises , advances the opinion that it is “quite as modest

and Christian to sing our own hymns, as to offer our own

prayers.”” If this be so, then why should the Church interfere

with private right and privilege? If one man has as much

right to make his own hymns as his own prayers, so has

every man, andin im?rovmg this right or privilege, every

man will make such as will correspond with his own views of
truth, and the consequence will be, some will sing truth and
others falsehood—that is, “any thing and every thing,” &ec.

In his first negative particular then, our opponent has not
stated the question correctly. The term ¢the Church’ must
not be confined to the Presbyterian Church. It isaterm usu-
ally applied to those denominations who, in the judgment of

‘charity, are entitled to the name Christian. And when we take

a survey of ¢the Chureh’’ in this extended sense of the term,
we find one division singing this doctrine, and another that or
the opposite doctrine; and (as it often happens) when the mem-
bers of the different hymn-singing communities meet together,
they join in the song, no matter in what, or in whose hymn
book it may be found. We say then the question is, shall #the
Chureh” be confined to David’s Psalms, 1n praising God, or
ought she to set aside this inspired Psalter, as the “ninety-nine
hundredths’’ have done, and “sing any thing and every thing,”
as the great majority of Christians, in this country, are now
doing? -
Bift while we are on the subject of taking order, it would be
gratifying as well as mortifying to know how often
the Presbyterian Church has taken order on Psalmody since
she left the good old way. ' She has been at this business for
something like 50 years, or more. I have before me a book



of Psalms and Hymns, authorized by this Church, and entered
in the Clerk’s office in 1834; and yet searcely was it adopted
until a Commitiee was appointéd to “take order’” in getting

“up a better one, for Mr. C. says, No. 2. § 1. that “a Committee
has been laboring for years to form a more perfect and com-
plete-book.” And is this Committee likely to succeed? By
no meags. The Biblical Repertory for July, says, with refer-
ence to This new book, “We are free to confess that there are
many things in it which we consider unsuitable for the worship
of God. Some of. them are mere sentimental effusions, some
exhortatory addresses to sinners; some objectionable from the
lightness of their measure; and others from their want of all
positive excellence.” Alas! Alas! when will this business of
taking order come to an end?---Committees may labor in this
work until dooms-day comes, and then they will not have a
book of praises to please the members of the Church,to say
nothing of pleasing God. The Church had better give it up as
a bad job--face about, and turn again to the use of David’s Psalms;
and, 1n military phrase, command her members to stand “as you
were.”” By adoptingsucha course, she may expect to obtain
repose touching the subject of Psalmedy, and not before.—
«Thus saith the Lord, stand ye in the way and see, and ask for
the old paths, where is the good way, and walk therein, and ye
shall find rest for your souls.” -

The consideration of Mr. C’s remaining negative particulars
is deferred until next week, when I hope to state the true ques-
tion at issue:' and in Letter 3, to proceed tothe main argu-
ment—the Divine authority for the exclusive use of David’s
Psalms in Divine worship. Yours, &e. W, R. H.

[From the Charleston Observer.)
Lerrer II.
PSALMODY—THE QUESTION-

My Christian Friends,---In my firar Letter [ considered the firet
negative particular of *“Charlestoniensis,” and it is hoped it was made
sufficiently obvious that what my brother says in that particular is nof
the question, is the question, in part at least, especially in & practical
pointof view. Let us now attend to his second negative particular,
which ig very much like the first, containing the sama general idea,
only itis alittle more exclusive and uncharitable, and when about to
close this particular, he appears to have missed his ink-stand, and
dipped his pen into a vinegar cruet. [ infer as guch from the fact
that he speaks of his opponents as “very uncandid and dishonest,"”
because they do not confine the dispute on Psalmody to the Presby-
terian Chureh exelusively; but oppose themselves to all who are op-
posed to the use of David's Psalms. But let us not detain to find
fault with the above delicate epitkets. With some people, in such
dizcussions, they come in as a8 matter of course, and often, as in the
present case, are entirely unealled for.

In the partieular now under review, Mr, C. secmns especially anx-
ious to confine the question a8 to what is right for Presbyterians to
do in the matter of Psalmody. He says, “the question is not, is it
right for Arians, Socinians, Universahsis, &c., to sing hymns adapt-
cd 10 express their unseriptural and erroneous opinions, but wheth-
er it is right for Presbyterians to sing those Psalms and Hymns which
the Church has authorized as orthodox, devotional, and proper.”
Now, be it known to Mr. C., that we have no contest with “Arians,
Socinians, and Universalists,” on the subject of Pealimody. Our dis-
pute is with those denominations who, in the judgment of charity,
are entitled to the name christign-~even with those whom Mr. ©
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"feelsa delicacy in designating by name, but includes under the wvery
indefinite term of **&e.”

What denominations are included under his.and o forih?! Why,
«certainly, all those Christian denominations (his own excepted) thas
adopt the hymn system. This phrase will include the Methodists,

Baptists, Epiecopalians, Lutherans, Dutch Reformed, Congregation-
alists, New Schoel and Cumberland Presbyterians, We are opposed
to the course pursiied by all these denominatione en the subject of
Pealmody; butour contest for the truthon this subject has been car-
ried on principally with the Presbyterians, for several reasons--1. Be-
-cause, instead of the Psalme themselves they have adopted Dr. Wauts®
dimitation of them, a thing more offensive to us than the use of his
hymns;---2, because Presbyterians and Seceders, entertaining the
same views on Church Gevernment, and the doctrines of religion,
ought 1o be unied, but the difference in their opinions and practices
on Psalmody keeps up the schism, and hence it t& the bone of eon-
tention batween the two bodies. But while we would rejoice to see
this middle wall of partition between us and our Presbyterian breth-
ren broken down and destroyed, we are, at the same time, extremely
-anxious that the whole Christian world should adopt the inspired
Psalter as the matter of their praise; and we feel assured that the
Church---the whole Church---must come to this at last: for we look
forward with joyous anticipations to that happy day when there will
be a union, not only of Presbyterians and Seeeders, but of the Church
universal---of Jew and Gentile---a union not only of sentiment, but
also of song, for the prediction ig, (I=saiah lii. 8.) “Thy watchmen shall
lift up the voice; with the voice together shall they sing: for they shall
<ee eye to eye when the Lord shall bring again Zion."

And if “when the Lord shall bring again Zion,” there is to be &
union of veice in the praise of God, that praise must be taken from
David’s Psalms. The Church ean never settle down upon any other
book or books as the standard of praise. The Seceders, and those
who coincide with them in opinion, will maintain their ground: and
presently the Jews will be restored once more to Divine favor, and
will come in to back the advocates of David’s Pealms, or to lead the
way in defence of truth on this as well ae on other subjects, with an
invineible and never-dying energy---the people of God will erowd
around them from every side---tan men, out of all languages of the
nations, shall take hold of the skirt of the Jew, because God is with
him, and Ged himself will lead on his band of invincibles 1w a glori-
ous and everladting triumph. '
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But toreturn to our Charleston friend. HeTs not disposed to take
such enlarged views on the subject of Psalmody. If he can eecure a
hymn-book tosuit himself, and his own Chureh, it is enough for him;
others may manage the matter as best they can.--Those and s0 forth
denominations alluded to above---those *‘heretical bodies,” as he calls
them, must be allowed to pursue their own course;---for he observes,
we can no more hinder them fromsinging heresy, than from praying
and preaching, and publishing, heresy. Very charitable indeed! Our
friend finds eertain Christian denominatione guilty of offering up her.
etical prayers, and preaching heretical serinons, and therefors he
would abandon them to “add iniquity to iniquity,” and sing hereti-
cal songs of praise---for, a8 we cannot control them in the former, so
neither ean we in the latter, and all we can do in the matter is to ait
down and say, “Ephraim is joined to idols, let him alone.,” How
would tha Temperance Reformation advance if the Reformers in that
good work would say to the guilty inebriate---You “heretic ™ you are
guilty of profanity and wulgarity, of idleness and other crimes, bug
we cannot compel you to abandon these bad habits, and therefore you
must aven go on and become intoxicated as much as you please---
we leave you to ““wax worse and worse.”

Experience, however, has shewn that the best way to deal with
guch characters, is to prevail on them to become sober men, and then
they are found to forsake, to some extent, their other evil habits.
Seo, if these “heretical bodies' could be influenced to lay aeide their
buman compositions, and adopt God's authorized book of praises, the
probability is strong that they would come right in other things. Why
then not admit them as parties in this discussion, and as deeply in-
terested 1n its ulimate decision? But why this anxiety on the
part of our opponent to confine the question as to what Presbyteri-
ans ought to sing in the praise of God! Hecause he knows full well
that if all denominations are taken into the account, then the ques-
tion will be, whether the Church should be confined to David's Pealms,
or be left to *‘sing any thing and every thing," which these differ-
ent bodies of antipedal principles do at this day employ in the praise
of God? Strong as Mr. C. isin the advocation of human compositions,
inetead of God® Word, he does not feel prepared, as yet, to stand up
in defence of that grand assortment of hymns now in use, in whicls
both poetry and sentiment can be found adapted to the 1aste apd faith
of the heterogeneous wass that employs them.

The question thep is not, what shall the Presbyrerian Chureh sing?
No such thing: but the great question is, what ought the Cathelic o
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Universal Church to sing? Or, a8 it is the duty of all men to praise
God---all lands"”"—**from the rising of the sun unto the going down
of the same,” and that too in every age, and under every dispensa-
tion of grace—the question is, what ought the standard of praise for
this mightv mase of immortal minds, in each and every revolving gen-
-eration be! Shallit be David’s Psalms, composed by the Divine Spir-
it—made, designed, adapted, and appointed by him to advance his
praise: or shall every petty sect and fragment of the Church, in eve-
ry passing generation, presume, without Divine permission, to make
or select from hurman compositions, their own hymns, adapted to the
diversified faith of the ever-changing multitude?

This, Christian friende, is the queation; and permit me now to pre-
gent it in a distinct proposition---a proposition which should have
headed the numbers of **Charlestoniensis.” instead of the one devised:

THE QuEsTION,

Has God appointed the Pealms of David to be sung exclusively in
Divine worship, in every age, and among every kindred, and people
and nation, and tengue, in the best vereion of them that can be ob-
tained in the different languages of the nations---or, has Ged appoini-
ed an imitation of David’s Psalms to be sung under the Gospel dispen-
sation, in every age and country---and, in addition to this imitation,
has Qod authorized the use of any one, or all the various Hymn Books,
that have been, or are now in use thronghout the world?

This is the broad question---very unlike that narrow point to which
Mr. C. would confine us in the premises, but very soon himself for-
gets and departe from in the discusssion. One would think that, af
ter he had been so particular in defining the point in dispute, and
contracting it so miserably, he would adhere to his pesition; but ne
such thing, he abandons it immediately, In the very first sentence
of No. 3, he saye, “*having, in our preceding article, settled our pre-
liminaries and distinetly laid down the question in debate between
our Seceding brethren and all other portions of the Christian Church;
we will now proceed to notice the arguments,”™ It is evident then,
from Mr. C's own words, that the question in debate is not one be-
tween us and Preshyterians merely, but between Seceders, and all
other portions of the Christian Church; and if so, and if, as our broth-
er admits, there ought to be some standard of praise what shall it be?
The Book of God for which we contend, or all, or any one of those
Hymn Books, with their contradictory sentiments, which are adopted
and employed by the hymn-singing portions of the Christian Chureh!
After all, why should Mr. C. charge us with being “very uncandid
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and dishonest,” because we state or diseuss the question on’its broad
principles, as one affecting the Church universally, when he does the
very same thing himeelf! ‘'O consistency! thou art a jewel !"

The consideration of the third and fourth negative particulars of
our Charleston friend I must defer for the present. In them he pro-
fesses great Jove and esteem for the Fealms of David, and says, the
qquestion is not whether we shall rejeet the Fealme of David---and that
“gur Book of Psalmody includes a version of the Psalms of David.
Our Congregations are accustomed to ging them.” My friend must
have presumed greatly on the ignorance, the prejudice, and the cre-
dulity of his hearers when he could have the hardihood to eay, **Our
Book of Pealmody includes a version of the Psalms of David.” But
1 will not enter on the discussion of these particulars at present; they
will come under review when the attempt is made to shew that the
imitation of Dr. Waits is no version----that it has no claim to the title
of “David’s Psalms---and that the question is, shall we reject the
Pealms of David!

In my friend’s fifth and last negative particular he observes, ‘‘the
question at issue does not involve any poeint which is essential te
#alvation. It does not invelve the Churchetanding or character of
either party. It does not implicate the orthodoxy of either party.”
To thie attempt of Mr. C. to make out himself and his friends as good
as their neighbors, [ must not object; it is natural for men to *“‘com-
pare themselves among themselves,” though Paul plainly intimates
that it is not very wise. It is not for me tosay how far a man may be
in error, and yet be saved, or how corrupt and heterodox a chureh
may be and yet many of its members be admitted into the Paradise
of God. While, therefore, it is very difficult, if net, impessible, for
man 1o determine with precision what is essentinl o salvation---how
much duty a Christian may emit, how much error he may embrace,
and yet be saved---it is not se difficult 10 determine, with the Bible
in our hands, the amount of error necessary to *involve the Chureh
standing, or implicate the orthodoxy” of any denomination. Ifit is
just as orthodox and proper to sing our own songs in Divine worship
as toging the songs of the Lord, then certainly it is very foolish, not
1o say einful, in us to keep ourselves aloof and separated from our
Preshyterian brethren for a mere bagalelle. It is very painful to our
hearts, on Communion occasions, not to invite our Old School Presby-
terian brethren, (from whom we are not separated a8 weare from the
New School, Methodists, and others,) to conimemorate with us, the
death of Christ; and the principal reason why we keep up this sep-
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aration is, because we constder our brethren heterodox, grievously
heterodox, on the subject of Psalmody. In my Discourse, it was ob-
served, that the use of David’s Psalms was not essential to salvation,
but essential to praire. After attempting to prove that these Psalms
are 10 be used exclusively in Divine worship, I exhorted, or argued,
that our brethren should abandon the use of haman compositions, in-
asmuch as such worship cannot be offered in faith, and without faith
it is impossible to please God. From this Mr, €. infers that, in the
premises, I admit that the use of David’s Psalms is nol essential to
salvation, and in the conclusion contend that it is. But surely the
inference is not féir; if itis fair, thenon what ground does he con-
gratulate himself and friends that *'the question at issue does not in-
volve the Church stand ing, or implicate the orthodoxy of either parsy!"™

No favorable inference ean be drawn from the writings of one who
is represented as denying on one page an opinion or principle for
which he had “sought credit' on a former. Mr. C's *&ec."” denom-
inations are, as he intimates, heretical in praying, in preaching, and
in prajse, yethe might charitally hope that many of them will be
saved. And ifhe could hope for the ealvation of those who are
guilty of three heresies, we surely may be permitted, without the
charge of contradiction, to cherish the hope that those who are charge-
able with but one of those errors, if they are correct in other things
will be admitted into the blissful Paradise.

All that it is thought neeessary to say at present touching the neg-
ative particulare of our Charleston friend has been advanced, and
enough has been said to shew on what a wretched foundation he has
been building for several months. He charges me with building on
a rollen foundation, (No. 5,) but what sort of a quaggy, quicksand
foundation, have we here! Bad as it is, however he has ventured
to erect on it, for hime=elf and his friende, one slory of a showy edi-
fice. We hope to vee it sink, or topple down, by and by.

The affirmitive particulars of my friend will be noticed in due time.
The substance of what he says in these particulars is condeneed and
embodied in the propoesition which heads his numbers. The first part
of this propoesition, viz. *Has God, by Divine appointment, confined
his Church to the exclusive use of the Psalms of David in his worship,"’
he has labored hard to disprove. In this atternpt he has certainly
made a signal failure, exposing at the same time the weakness of his
own cauge, and adding validity to that which he opposes. It 18 a
pity my friend happens to be on the wrong side of this controversy «
With the talent and learning he possesses, what could he not do, by

*§2 Heport.

sound, and solid, and Secriptural arguments, in defending the cause
-of truth?  But now, he is vainly attempting, by sophisiry and asser-

tion, and the “tradition of the Elders,” or Fathers, to prop up a sink-
ing cause---a cause which never should have had an origin of an ad-
wvocate. A bad business truly. But, Christian friends, wishing you
4 clreerful Christmas,. and a happy New Year, I remain,

' ’ Yours, &ec. - W. R. H.

‘Lindo, JAbbeville, S. C. Dec. 29, 1842.
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[From the Charleston QObrerver.)

Lerree III.
PSALMODY...DIVINE AUTHORITY.

- My Christian Friends,---It was intended, in this Letter, to enter
directly on the main point in dispute on the question of Fsalmody,
viz: the Dhvine authorily for the exclusive use of David's Psalma,
which involves another point not to be ovarlooked in the discussion,
viz: the Divine authority for the use of human compositions in the
praiee of God. But-befere adducing any arguments, iu favor of the
exclusive use of the inspired Psalter, it may be proper to offer some
ceneiderations, showing the importance and necessity of ha ving Di-
vine athority for all our acts of worship. It is believed that this mat-
ter is too.much overlooked. It hes been the prevailing disposition of
men, ever since thefatal transaction of our first parents in Eden, to
set aside the Divine Commandment, and adept some course of their
own; or, at least, 1o blend ther own inventions with the appointed
erdinances of Heaven. Thie was, perhaps, the leading sin of the an-
tediluvians; it was the crying, besetting sin of the Israelites; it has
been the crime of the heathen world from time immemorial: *for
when they knew God, they worshipped him not as God, but became
vain in their imaginations,” &e. This of adding to end amending
God’s ordinances, has been the Mammoth sin in the Christian Chuarch
—-a iR which began to work in the days of Paul, and has worked
like leaven, to the emtire corruption of the Ronman Church---the
**Motherof Harlots"---and it is 10 'be feared that there is not a single
Protestamtwommunity whieh has entirely escaped ‘the contaminating
influence of this evil principle---this meddling with Divine things.
‘The notion'that it matters not what a man believes, provided he is
sincere---or what he sings in Divine worship, provided it is, as Mr.
C. says, “orthodox, devotional, and proper---is altogether too prev-
slent. The aceeptableness ofa man’s worship is made to depend on
tiwe stato of his feelings, or on the character of his service, While h
is very necessary that the feelings should be enlisted in our devotion-
al exercises, it is mos! necessary that the act of worship should be
aulhvrized. To illustrate this, permit me to call to your recollection
& number of cases recorded in the Scriptures, in which the necessity
«of adhering rigidly to the Divine appointment in all that we do per-
waining to Ged, is presented clearly and convineingly, and ofien un-
der the most appalling circumetances.

1. The first case to which [ cite you, is that relating to Nadab and
Abihu, recorded, Lev. 10. These men offered strange fire unio the
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Lord, instead of fire from off God’s altar; and for this transgression
“‘there went out fire from the Lord and devoured them.” By a sud-
-den and awful judgment, they were cut off from the congregation of
Israel. Why? Because they had taken upon themselves to do, not
an act which God had positively forbidden, but one **which he com-
manded them not" Thisshows the inrpertance of conforming strict-
1y to the Divine appointment in all our approaches to hiw, or in all
our acts of worship. If Ged has *‘not commanded™ a particular ser-
vice or act of worship, it is sufficient 10 condemn i.

Let us apply this prineiple to the matter in band, for I always like
to come to the point, or as near as possible. Let it be admitted that
God has not positively forbidden the use of human compositions in
hiies praise, yet if he has “not commanded™ their use, sither by pre-
cept or exampla, er in any sense whetever, the want of such a com-
mand is sufficient to seal forever their condemnation. It is the same
a8 if they had been positively forbidden. Had God commanded hir
people to burnineense and offer burnt-offerings upon his aliar with-
out providing any fire for such services, then they might have pro-
cured fire wherever it could be procured most conveniently, just as
did Noah, Abraham, and others. But when it was Ged’s will that
the fire of the altar should te employed in His worship, it was highly
improper to use common fire, though the use of such had not been
positively prohibited. It was *‘not commanded.” So God has pro-
vided His Church with & Book of Pealms, and commanded their use,
and human compositions are not to be introduced into His worship in-
stead of His own songs, for He has “eommanded them not.” But
the cases are not parallel; for whileit was proper to use cominon
fire in the worship of God before the standing or Tabernacle altar
was consecrated, it was not proper to use uninspired songs in the
praise of God before the Book of Pealms was compiled, much less is
it proper 1o use them after the compilation has been made. The
sirange fire which Nadaband Abihu took, would have answered the
purpose of burning the incense or cousuming the sacrifice, just as
well as the fire from off the altar; but it was **not commanded,"” and
that was sufficient---it should not by any means have been offered.
But can the same be eaid of those sirange Hymns which are substi-
tated in the place of the Divine songs! Do they, like the strange
fire, answer the purpose just as well as thoee furnished by the Holy
Spirit? Is the Divine appeintment all that is wanting to render them
an accepiable offering?

2, In the judgment inflicted on Uzza, (1 Chron. xiii. 10.) we have
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another impressive evidence of God’s jealous concern over His ownr
ordinances, and of his determination that no humean contrivances or
measures shall be introduced, with impunity, into his worship. Why
was a breach made upon Uzza because he put forth his hand to stay
the Ark? Because Pavid and the Levites did mot conduct the pro-
ceedings on that oceasion “after the due order.” 1 Chron. xv. 13.
The Ark was to be carried, not on a cart, a8 they were doing, but on
the shoulders of the Priests. And after the Sanctuary was covered,
and prepared to be removed, the Prieats wera not to touch any holy

thing about it under the pain of death, Numbers vii. 9. andiv. 15.
No doubt Uzza was sincere, and supposed that his conduet in thus

staying the Ark, was altogether “orthodox, devotional, and proper.™
But in the calamity that befel him we are taught, to usethe words of
the Wesuninster Divines under the Second Commandment, that
neither *‘custom, devotion, good intent, or any other pretence what-
soever,” will excuse a man, or a company of men for improving up-
on Divine ordinances. Perhaps it was thought an improvement to
carry the Ark on a “new cart,” instead of “afier the due order,” but
the death of Uzza showed the folly and erime of the new measure,

And now to apply this to the matter in hand. If to carry the Ark
on a new cari, instead of on the shoulders of the priesis; and if to
touch it, to prevent its fall or injury, was so criminal in the sight of
heaven, what is it to exclude entirely from the worship of God hie
Divine songs, and substitute our own in their siead?! Has God au-
thorized such a course! Where! When? In what part of Serip-
tare has God condemned bis own Psalier, and declared it unfit for
the Gospel Church as it stands, with all s figures and flowers, its
prayers and promises, its curses and its consolations?! No proof ecan
he adduced from the Bible that we have suthority 10 remodel the
Psalms, and gospelize them, and substitute our own improvement of
them, and our own songs in their stead. And is the lack of such au-
tharity a matter of no moment? 1s God less jealous now, respecting
tlie worship and authority, than he was in the days of Nadab and
Uzzal! Certainly not; he is the same unchangeable Jehovah, yester-
ilay, to-day, and forever; and in the coming downfall of Babylon---
in the dreadful catastrophe thatis to overwhelm the **Man ol Sia"
for changing times and laws, and seating himself in the Temple of
(iod, the Church will be taught most emphatically that God is to be
sought now, as formerly, “afier the due order.”

3. But of all the chastisemenis recorded in the Bible, as infiicted
an the children of men for want of conformity to the commandment
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of God, there is no case. to my mind, more touching and subduiog
than that of Moses and Aaron, particularly the case of Moses, record-
ed in Deut. iii. 23--27, and ir. 21--22. This distinguished servant
of God wassent from the “burniog-bush™ to lead the tribes of Ieraal
from Egypt to the Land of Promise. God, by his hand, performed
the most stupendous miracles in Egypt and at the Red Sea. Foriwice
forty days, or for nearly three months, he was on Sinai's awful top
communing with the great God---for many a weary day did he lead
the children of Israel through the great and terrible wilderness, and
bore with patience their perverseness. At length they arrived at Ka-
desh, and when the people chode with Moses on account of the scarci-
ty of water, God commanded him, and his brother Aaron, to take the
rod and gather the assembly together, and said God, **speak ye unto
the rock beforetheir eyes, and it shall give forth his water.” But in-
stead of speaking to the rock as they were commanded, they siruck
it twice with therod---inetead of speaking to the rock, they spake to
the people, in tones of harshness, which God *“commanded them
not.” For this sin---this (some might think slight) deviation from
the Divine commandment, they were excloded from the prom-
ised land---a land toward which they had journeyed solong, and
amid so many difficulties---a land toward which they had looked with
such joyous anticipations, and such ardent® aspiratiors. How implo-
ringly did Moses pray to be permitted to enter the promised inherit-
ance! I pray thee let me go over and sec the good land, that is be-
yond Jordan, that goodly mountain, and Lebanon." But God, who
had often heard his prayers in behalf of Israel, would not grant this
petition. “Let it suffice thee, said he, speak no more unto me of this
matter.” What a lamentable case! Dul while we are called 1o shed
the tear of pity over the misconduect and mizfortunes of “DMoses, the
man of God,” we are also led to contemplate the inflexible purpose
of God to have any thing that he requires at our hand, especially of a
public nature, done, precisely, according to Divioe appointment.
God's judgment upon Moses was recorded for our sakes;
for **whatsoever things were written aforetime were written for our
learning.” If God dealt thus with Mo=es with whom he was accus-
womed to speak *‘face o face,”” because he failed to sanctify him at
Meribah, it surely behoves usioinguire with the utmost anxiety,
whether in all our religious services, and especially inour songs of
praise, the point in debate, we are acting according to Divine ap-
pointinent.
Other examples might be brought from the Old Testament, afford-~
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mg evidence of God’s jealous regard for his ordinances,. and con-
firming what liee been #aid sbove. The same spirit likewise pervades
the New Testament. Hear the dreadful denuneiations which Chrisy
uttered againstthe Pharisees, who had perverted the worship of God
in many things, and were “teaching for doc trines the commandments
of men.” See him scourging the guilty traders for pollusing and per-
verting his Father’s honse---the Temple. Read the language of Paid
and others respecting the false teachers who were, in their day, per-
verting the Word and worship of God: Read the letters te-the Seven
Churches of Asia, and other parts of the Revelation, and the necessi-
ty of conforming te the Divine commandment under the New as-well.
as under the Old dispensation will be very apparent.

If, then, it is sovery important that we should have a *“thus-saith-
the Lord,” or a Divine appointment for &l our acts of worship, and
conform strictly to it, the question now comes up, who has; and who
eonforms to this appointment, so far asthe praise of God is concerned?

Are the “ninety-nine hundredths" of the Christian CHurch who-

sing *‘any thing and every thing,"” acting by Divine appeintment in.
the matier, or has God appointed the Pealms of David to be used ex-
clusively in His praise? I comtend for the latter, and atternpted to
prove the peintin the Discourse Iam now called upon to defend, bt
did not by any means succeed to the satisfaction of my friend Mr. C,;
and what is somewhat discouraging hie is well persuaded that we
never can succeed in establishing our pesition. He will'give us from
Genesis to Malachi to produce *“*one single declaratlon implying- that
the Book of Psalms consiituted the exelusive, or even the principal
Psalmody of the Jews.” It is certainly very generons in him to allow
us so wide a field to search for evidenee in favor of our-position, or

rather in favor of the half of that for which we contend: for he iz wil--
ling to give us the whole of' the O'd Testament to'produce one single:

dec'aration implying. that the Psalms of David were to constitute the
principal Psalmody even of the Jews. But we will not be out-done
in generosity.. [ suppose if it is necessary for us to produce divine
authority for the exclusive use of the inspired Phalter---God's own
songs of praise---much more is it incumbent on Mr.. C. to produce
Divine authority for the exclusion of these songs from the worship of

[text missing from scan]
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to produce one solitary text of Beripture which plainly and positive-
ly enjoins the use of human compositions in the praise of God, And
farther, we will give him the whols Bible to-furnish one text of Serip--
ture from which itmay be fairly and legitimately inferred that we
eught to set aside the inspired Psalter for songs of man’s composing.
And farther etill, we will give Mr..C. the whole of Church History,
and all the Fathers, from Ignatius down to Fathar Ralston of Western
Pennsylvania, to prove that any seotion of the Christian Church, un-
til the time of Dr.. Watts; was ever exactly on his side of this contro-
versy. Hesetsout with.thie broad assertion that tie ‘“‘ninety-nine
hundredths of the whele Christian Chureh in every age”™ have been
against us---the Seceders—-and with him and his brediren;s--and as
he advances in the debate he finds that a great many persons- and
sections of the Chuarch, and even the Sécedérs themmselves,. with Dy,
Brown and Ralph Erskine at their head, have been against us,and on
the eide of our opponents,

Now we ask, when, or where, has any portion of the Christian.
Church existed, previnus to the time of Dr. Watts, which substituted!
a mutilated imitation of David’s Psalms for the Psalms themselves?

Where then has Mr..C. or his portion of the Church authority for-
the Psalmody they nse in Divine worship!. We have seen thatit is.
of the utmost importanee to have Divine authority for our acte of wor-
ship, and if he cannot show either direct or inferential authorily from.
the Bible for the course which his Church has adopted---and if he
cannot prove that one portion of the Church in any age, except the
present, instead of the “ninety-nine hundredths in every age,” have
sanctioned the couarse which he and his Chureh have pursued on the
subject of Psalmody---if he cannot, as we are sure he has not, produce
either Divine or human authority, either precept or example justify-
ing the Church in the rejection of David's Psalms, and substituting in
their place the imitation now in use, then in what a predicament are
they placed as far as swihority is concerned in this matter! And in
what a condition, on the score of authority, are those Churches placed
from which the Pealms of David are entirely excluded, and the com-
positions of “anybody and every body” are- eroployed? They are,
one and all, utterly destitute of authority, and to use the words of my
friend, their condemnation is “sealed.” We have said that our
friend wae generousin affording us such ample scope to prove our
point; but he is careful to display his generosity when he thinks there
isnothing to be loet by hie liberality. He is sometimes disposed 1o be
unfair in his demands. For example, he demands from us (No. 3,}
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“plain and positive proof™ for the exclusive use of David’s Psalms. -

It is, he says, **a positive institution. It must, therefore, depend on
positive determiniation, which. from the very nature of the case,
must be plainly, surely, and undeniably expressed.” Indeed! does
he alwaya reason in this strain? Are there not some positive institu-
tions or ordinanees which he adgocates, but for which he can find no
“positive proof, plainly, surely, and undeniably expressed? Where
does he find a *thus saith the Lord,” for infant baptism---fer observ-
ing the first instead of the seventh day of the week, as the Christian
Sabbath---and for the Presbyterian form of Church Government! He
will establish and defend these institutions by fair and necessary in-
ference from Seripture, and is it not just that we should do the same
in defending David’s Psalms, especially since we cannot by implica-
tion prove that these Pealms constituted the principal Psalmody even
of the Jews?

There are, at least, three rules by which any ordinance or institu-
tion of the Church may be established. 1. There must be a *thus sa-
ith the Lord"---a plain and positive precept---or, 2. there must be the
example of those whose example is authority, such as that of Christ
and his Apostles,---or 3, in support of anordinance there must ba fair
and legitimate, or necessary inference from Seripture.

For any institution that can be sustained under any one or all of
these rules, there is Divine authorily, and on those that cannot, “Te-
kel must be inseribed. Under one or all of these rules we hope, in
succeeding letters, to establish incontrovertibly the exclusive use of
David’s Psalms in the praise of God, and by so deing *“*seal”™ forever
the condemnation of the opposite excluding system.

Yours truly, W. R. H.
Linde, Abbeville, 8. C, Jan. 6, 1843

[From the Charleston Observer.)
Lerres IV,
PSALMODY---DIVINE AUTHORITY.

My Christian Friends:---In my last Letter [ endeavored, by soma
examples, to illustrate the imporianee and neceesity of having Divine
authority for all our acts of worship, and of adhering rigidly to that
authority. Suffer me now briefly to present another striking
sxample, euforcing and confirming the same important principle.
Immediately afier God had uttered the Decalogue, in accents of thun-
der from the Aaming suminits of Sinai, he directed Moses to provide
an altar of earth on which to present their offerings. **And if," said
God, *thou wilt make me an aliar of stone, thou shalt not build it of
hewn stone; for il thou lift up thy tool upen it, thou hast polluted it.™
To humian view a splendid, polished swone altat, would have been
better adapted to the warship of the Great God than one of rough
stone. But the Divine command was that it should be made of earth,
or of rough stone, and that was sufficient; human tools and polish
would not have improved, but *polluted it.” And if it would have
been pollution for Moses, or an Israelite, without Divine permission,
s lift up his tool upon (God’s altar to polish or improve it, what ia it to
*“lift up a tool” upon God’s Psalter, and essay 1o improve and polish
it by omissione, additions, and variations, and that too without one
joia of Divine authority or permiesion forso doing! And what is it 1>
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exclude the book of praize entirely, as some have done, from Divine
worship, in order to make room for something of man’s composing?
Think of these things, Chrietian friends, they are worthy of more
than a passing thought. _

In the Observer of December 31st, the Editor remarks, that some
of his readers have bean **long anxious for the termination" of this
discussion. 1 am sorry to hear it. I hope, gentle reader, you will
not grow impatient, but lend ue a little longer your impartial atten-
tion. My friend, LIr. C., has much to eay yet, and so have I. It is
no common topic on which we debate. [tis no less than “What
shall we sing in the praiseof God?” On this subject, in which the
hongt of God and the purity of his worehip are involved, we ghould
earnestly desire to be right; and 1 know of no other way, among Pro-
testants, to arrive ala knowledge of truth and duty on disputed
points, except by honest and friendly discussion.

Im the heat of debate some things a little caustic or improper may be
said on both eides, for the beet men have sometimes spoken -‘unad-
visedly;"" butif any thing rough or severe should be found in my ar-
gument, 1 hope to smooth it off in the sequel, and come over your
spirits soft and soothing as the balmy zephyrs---cool and refreshing
as the dews of heaven.

Lot me have your attention, then, while I proceed, in my humble
way, to establish the Divine authority for the exclusive use of David’s
Psalys in Divine worship. . In my discourse it was taken for granted,
in a measure, that these Divine songs were authorized 1o be used ex-
clusively under the Old Testament dispensation. But my opponent
i unwilling to eoncede the point; he says, in No. 3, that *the con-
trary is inost elear and undeniable,” and that we have “Divine ap-
pointisent against the supposed exclusive use of the Pealms of David.'s
It behiooves us, therefore, to prove that which we supposed would be
admited; and let it be observed that if we ean prove that the Psalme
of David were to be used exclusively under the Old Testament dis-
pensation, it will go far to estallish thewr exclusive use under the
MNew economy.

1. In the first place, [ 1ake advantage of a prineiple laid down by
‘my friend, in which he says that the Chureh should “iake order, and
exéreise her most vigilant oversight in this matter”---that is, of
Psalmody. '

If this ie the duty of the Church now---if the preparation and relec-
tion of her songs of praise have been committed toher care and vig-
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ilance under the New dispensation, no good reason can be assigned
why the same duty should not have been confided to her under the
Mosaic economy. Itsurely will not be pretended that the Church in
our day, rent and distracted as she is, and to some extent corrupted,
at least in some of her divisions, is better qualified to prepare songs of
praise for the Gospel, than she was in old times for the Legal dspen-

sation. Were Watts and Wesley, Newion and Erskine, better Fo-

etz than Moses, David, A=aph, and [saiah! Were the former better
qualified to provide songs and sonnets for the Gospel Church, than
the latter were to prepare Psalms, Hymns, and Spiritual Songs for
the Jewish! Certainly not. If, then, God did not, and would not

~commit the matter of Psalmody to the “vigilant oversight” of such

men as we have named, nor to the Jewish Sanhedrin, but exercised

“apeculiar vigilance over the matter himself, and required that every

song sung in His praise shonld be dictated by His Spirit, it is an ev-
idence that the whole matter was above the ability and wvigilance of
the best men that have ever lived in any age, unless inspired, Un-
der the Old dispensation the selection of Hymns was neither 1o be
left to the *random choice of mere private opinion and judgment,”
nor to the united wisdom and vigilanee of tne whole Jewish nation.
God required that 1the whole work of making and selecting should
come under his own special supervisinon. This, then, takes it out .nl'
the hands of man, and eonfi e it to the all-wise God, who alone was
and iII!: eyual to the work of preparing his own praise.

And now what order, what oversight did God exerciee on the sub-
jeet of Pealmwody under the Old Testament dispensation? He inspir-
ed David and others to prepare a large collection of Hymns. He in-
spired Ezra, it is adinitted, long after David’s day, to colleet and ar-
range the whole into one book, as it now sands. Why! What is
the object in preparing a Psaln or Hymn Book! To be employed in
praise, of course. Psalmsare made 1o be sung rather than to be read
But although the Psalms of David were prepared by the Spirit to be
used in praise, was the Book, especially when completed, to be used
exclusively? Certainly.

In the Presbyterian Church, “a Commiues has been laboring for
years to forin a more perfect and complete Book" of Hymne; and af-
ter it is furnished, is this ““complete book™ to be used exclusively in
that Church?! Undoubtedly; for in the paragraph from which the

" above is quoted, {No. 2,) my friend says, *‘there ought to be some

standard of praiee;" and that the Psalmody of our Chuiches is not a
matter which ought to be lefito their (the Churches) individnal se-
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lection, nor to the rand o choice of mere private opinion and judg-
ment."” This “complete book™ then, when provided, is to be used
exclusively in the Presbyterian Church. not only by private individu.
als, but also by *‘the Churches,” or congregatione; for if any one, or
all of them, are allowed to select for themeelves, who knows what
unhappy eelections some might make?! Even in this day of liberality
an the subject of Psalmody, there must be some exclusiveness---some
limit to the use of Hymns---some book or books in the different de-
nominations to which the people are to be confined erelusively, other-
wige the Chureh ecannot “exercise a vigilant oversight in the matter,"”

“and the people, if left to *“random ciices™” will be likely to sing
*tany thing and every thing.” There must, then, be exclusiveness in
this matter. Apply this principle to the point in debate; and my
friend will surely not object io this legitimate application of his own
principles. God furnished his Old Testament Church with a *“*com-
plete Book** of H vmns---complete, at least, after the dme of Ezra.
Were his people, or were they not, confined to the use of this book?
What eays brother C?  He says nay. Whatthen? Why it follows,
contrary to his principles, that they were left to “random choice”---
each one to make his own selection, and whe knows now what un-
happy selections they eometimes made!---What **blank Arminianism™
they pometimes sung! But perhaps, it will besaid, while the Old
Testament saints were not confined o the use of David's Dsalms,
they were not to “‘travel ont of the record” for Psalms, they were to
select such Hymuos, and such only, as were to be found in the sacred
writinge. Where is the proof! If they were not confined to the
Book prepared expressly for the purpnse of praise there is certainly
no “positive prool™ that they were restricted to the use of the inspir_
ed writings at all, but were left, as in our day, 10 sing **any thing and
every thing."

Then upon the principle which brother C. has laid down for him-
eelf, ithe conelusion is inevitable that the Old Testament Church was
confined to the use of David’s Psalms, and consequently, by his own
weapone, he is overthrown.

2. Wa argue, in the second place, that the Churech under the Old
Testament dispensation was confined to the use of David's Dsalms,
eapecially afier these Psalms wore compiled into a Book, from the fact
thal the compilation was made,

Had the Psalms been scattered throughout the books of the Old
Testament, instead of being collected into one Book, then it might
have been fairly inferred thas the people of God were left to sing all
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the songs contained in the sacred writings--«the songs of Moses, Deb-
orah, Hannah, &e., as well as those composed by David, Asaph, and
others, and now found in the Pealter. But infinite Wisdom in pre-
pannga Psalm Book for His Church, thought proper to leave out the
song of Moses st the Red Sea, of Deborah, of Hannah, and other
songs, and who wil! eay that it was a fault, and that God ounght to
have incorporated thess songs with the “Sepher Tehillim,” or Book
of Praiees? How can Mr. C. say, a8 he ofien does in substanece, that
the Church is as much hound to ring those Ditine eongs which have
been left out of the Pealter, as those contained in it?! Ifso, why were
theyleftout? Their omission wassurely notan oversightin the Deity. Tt
was Hie will that they should be omitied, and no man can say with
propriety that they should not, and that the Church was, and is suill
bound to employ them in Divine worship, notwithstanding their ex-
clusion from that standard of praise which God himself has provided.
It may be the songe of Mozca, Daborah, aud others, not found in the
Book of Pealms, were sung in the staled worship of God previous to
the compilation of that Book, but afier the compilation was made, and
they were omitted, it was no longer proper to employ them in the
regular instituted service of the Temple---¢lse where was the propri-
ety of GGod’s “taking order” in selecting a systew of Pealmody, if, af-
ter the selection war made, every one had a right 1o add to it what-
ever be thought pioper, and even those very songs which Infinite
Wisdom thought wise to omii?

In the Patriarchal age it was proper for heads of families 1o offor
up their racrificer themselves, and at any convenient place; but af-
ter the Priesthood was established, and God had chosen Jerusalem
as the place in which to place llis name. and establish His worship,
it was not right then for any one to offer eacrifices but the Priests,
and that only in Jerusalens. So, previous to the time of David, or be-
fore the Eook of Psalms was compiled, it was proper, it may Le, fof
Gods people to use, inthe regular service of the Sanctuary, those
Divine songs not now found in that book, thongh there is no evidence
that ruch was the fact. But after the seleciion wes made, it became
proper 1o employ those, and those only, which are contained in tha
eollection.

Mr. C. must admit one of two thinge, either that the Book of Pealms
was the slendard of praise for the Old Testament Church, and that
the people of God were coufined to it, after its compilation, or elve
that they had no rlandard, and were lefi to “random choice,’ o Bing
any thing and every thing." Heisin a dileinma, and may choose
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either born of it, at his option. Strange to tell, he hae seized en both,

" as it suited his purpose, In No. 2, he lays it down as a sewtled prin-

[

eiple that there must be “*some rtandard of praise;” and in No. 3, =0
eager is he to prove that David’s Paalms was not the elandard for the
0ld Testament Church, that he liss the people singing, not only oth-
er Divine eongs than thoee of David, Sut also human compositions,
such aes the 1005 songs of Bolomon, long since lost. If those songs
had been inspired for tl.e use of the Church, they would still be in use,
for “the Word of the Lord endureth forever.” They were human,
and have perished. So then in No 2, our brother contends for a
standard, and in Mo. 3, and geverally throughout the discussion,
agrinst one, We stand up for a standard---a Divine standard---and
mamiain that David's Pealmes was 1he Pealm Book---the exclusive
Pealm look of the Old Testament Church. It was for this purpose,
us one olject at least, that it was compiled.

3. We plead for the exclusive use of David's Pealms under the
Old Testament dispensat’on from the faet that David was **ihe sweet
Pealmi=t of Tsrael---get apart 10 the particular work of preparing and

~eollecting a book of raered =onge for the Chureh. Tt is evident from

Pealm 137. which was composed during or afier the Babylonish cap-
tivity, that some additions were made to the Fook of T'salms by Ezra, or
some one else long afier the time of David,  Siill the eollection is en-
titled **David’s Psa!m=," and the authorghip is aseribed to the Royal
Bard, and not to Ezra or Asaph. The book was compiled in a good
degree in the time of David, and under his supervision, as the in-
epired **Pealimist'

If we consider 1he station which David sustained asthe “sweet
Pealmist of Tsrael,™ and the arrangements whieh he mada in Divine
worship, and the authority by which he made them, wé will be led
1o the seriptural conelnsion that nothing was used in the worship of
tiod but his eollection, afier it assumed the character of the Paalter,
which we believe was in David’s time, The compilation was made
by “the Pealimist,” and very litle was left for Exra to add. It was
doubtless known as the “hook of Pzalms" from the days of Dawid.
And the fact that alter ““fonrieen generations™ and more had passed
away, and Ezra; by “inspired authority,” made a few additions to
the eoilections, and #till lefi out the songs of Moses, Deborah, Han-
nah, &e., afforde indubitable evidence that they were not to be em-
ployed in the service of the Sanciuary.

In my discourse I observed that David was appointed to the office
of Pealmist, as Paul was 10 that of the Apostleship, and that it devoly-
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ed on him to-arrange the order and manner of giving thanks. This
position Mr. C. rejects, and affirms that it is without “any warrant
whatever,” because other persons were Pealmists, as well as David.
[ am happy 1oetate, however, thatsince the delivery of iy discourse
Dr. Claybaugh of Ohio, takes the eame view of 1his mauer, and eays
that David was the “sweet Paalinist of [erael, as Moses was the Law-
giver,” &e¢. [am, therefore not alone in the opinion expressed.
But pray, who is Dr. Claybaugh? Why, to be brief, he is a Pro essor
of Theology at Oxford, Ohio, and one whose opinionson Pealmody
are more 1o be dfparidrd on, than the opinions of one-half of the
learned anthorities addueed by Mr. C., because he 1= better acquaint-

~ed withthe subject. B

It does not follow, because Asaph and others composed some of the
Pealms, thit David, under God, Lad not a particular “oyersight® of
the whole mauer. To David, as we shall see, was committed the
regulation of the entire service of the Sancinary, and a part of that
service consisted in singing praises, over which David, as the “*Psalm.
ist,” had a particular inepired oversight. Paul was the great Apos-
tle of the Gentiles; and although there were many preachers and la-
borers in the field with him, yet on him devolved = the care of all the
Churches.” 8o David was *the sweet Pzalmist of [=rael,” and al-

though Asaph and others composed some of the sacred songs used

in Divine worship, yet doubiless all such passed through the hands
of David as *the Psalmist,” and were by him introduced into the
Psalier which was then preparing, and ordered to be sung as a part
of divinely instituted worship. This is at least a very reasonable
and plavsible supposition; for if God had not appointed some one
to *take order” in this matter---if there had been no regulator---if it
had been lefi to every one to prepare his own song, or make his own
eelections, then many individuals would have been ambitious to
have had their peetical produstions intraduced into Divine worship,
and they would have felt aggricved if the “Chief Musician' had ex.
eluded their pieces, and admitied thoze of Heman, Eihan and A=aph.
But when every thing of this kind had 10 pass throdgh the hands of
him who was appointed to the offie of *“Psalmist”---and who was in-
spired and directed in the duties of his office by the Holy Spirit---
every song that was not dictated by 1he Spicit, and had obtained  his
sanction, would very soon, and with infallible certainty, be detected;
%o that it was impuoesible, under this Divine arrangement, that the
*‘Chief Muoegician" could be imposed on, or that human awd unau-
thorized compositions could be introduced into Divine worship.
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That David arranged the whole service of the temple, according Lo
Divine direction, is very evident from 1 Chron. xxviii, It is said in
verse 11, that he gave to Solomon, his son, the patiern of the House
of the Lord; and, in verse 12, that this pattera was furnished him by
the Spiril; and,in verse 13, he gave to Solomon, by the same Divine
authority, the pattern or plan, “for the courses of the Priesis, and the
Levites, and for all the work of the service of the house of the Lord.*
s Al this," said David, (v. 19,) “the Lord made me upderstand, in
writing by his hand upon me, even all the works of this pattern.””
What now was *the work of the service of the house of the Lord,”
which a partof the Levites had to perform? They were by David
ssget over the serviee of soag in the housze of the Lord." 1. Chron.
vi. 31. They were set apart to praise God with harps, psalteries, and
gymbals, 1 Cliron. xxv. 1, and elsewhere.

And when the children of Israel returned from captivity in Baby-
lon, the rame class of persons, the eons of Asanh, were set apart with
eymbals 10 praise the Lord, afier the ordinance of David, the King of
Iirael. Eera iii. 10--11, Neh, xii. 46. Let it be distinctly observed
that this setting apart a portion of the Levites to conduet the song of
the Lord, and to praiee himi with eymbals and harps, though called
an “ordinance of David,” was not a contrivance of his own, but the
whole pattern of the house of the Lord, the service or the Levites,
Musicians, and all, was given 1o him‘*by the Spirit"---“The Lord
made him to understand it in writing,” &ec. Now [ask, is it at all
rearonable 10 suppose that God would direet David, the Psalmist as
he was, to arrange the order and manner of giving thanke, without
directing and inepiring him 1o “exerciee a vigilant oversight” over
the whole matter of praise? If this is a duty now, it was fhen, and if
“the sweet Pralmist” was not intrusted with thisduty, who wael
Would God be more concerned about the instraments with which
He was to be praised, than about the matter of praise! Would the
Holy Spirit, in furnishing David with a pattern of His house, define
with exactnes the weight of gold and silver to be used in the con-
struction of the different instruments and vessele of His house. (1
Chron. xxviii. 14--19,) and yet leave it altogether indefinite as to the
character of the songs which should be sung in His praiee---indiffer-
ent as to whether they were huwan or Divine, and if Divine, leaving
it 10 every one to make his own selections, from any of the poetical
portions of the Biblel By nomeans. God was careful about the
matter of praise, as well as about other things. He did not leave it
w0 every one to make or select Hymne, David was “the Paalmist;"
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the title was not due, nor given to any one else, It was his duty te
provide a book of Pralms for the Church---a duty which God never
imposed on any one else, His Psalm book is the only one ever au-
thorized to be used in Divine worship, and from these considerations
w e conclude that it was and is to be used exclusively in the Chureh.

We hope to sirengthen the arguinent and finish on the point now
before us, in our next letter, and then proceed to establish the ex-
¢lusive use of David's Pealros in the New Testament Church.

Yours, &e. W. R. H.




