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Lerrer V.
PSALMODY---DIVINE AUTHORITY.

My Christian Friends,---In Letter IV, I entered on the argument
in favor of the exclusive use of David's Psalms, and presented sever-
sl considerations, tending, as I think, to establish the point at issus.

In the Observer of January 14, received since my last Letter, the
Editor suggeets the propriety of adhering strictly to the Seriptural
argument respecting the exclusive use of David's Psalms, in order
to render the discussion as brief as possible, or to avoid ““running in-
to too great prolixity.” The suggestion is a very good one, butit
cotnes up a little too late. Ifit had been made three months ago, and
attended to, it would have saved my worthy opponent the labor of
writing mmathing like the one third of his numbers, I shall attend
1o the suggestion, and endeavor to confirie ruyself, as far as possible,
to the Seriptural argument. But as the argument of Mr. C. is to be
followed and reviewed, it may lead me occasionally into partial di-
gression, or into greater prolixity than would otherwise be necessary.

T have no idea of following my learned friend through his lono arewn-
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. ity on this subject, cannot be ascertained from Church History, ex-

cept 8o far as that history is recorded in the Scriptures, We pur.
pose, therefore, to give, as the Editor suggests, the “plain Seripture
precapt,’ and the *indubitdble example” for the exclusive use of
David’s Psalms. .But in deingso we will'have to prove that the pre-
cept is plain, and the example indubitable, and this may require no
little argument. A man may deny ‘in one breath a truth or proposi-
tion which will require his antagonist a whole chapter to establish,
For example, in my discourse 1 referred to the command of Hezeki-
ab enjoining the use of “the words of David, and Asaph the Seer,"™
-as authority for the exclusive use of David’s Pealms. Thie Mr. C.
«denies; and now it will require the half of this letter to prove that it
is a “plain precept,” not from Hezekiah, but frem God, enjoining on

_tha Old Testament Church the exclusive use of the inspired Psalter.

And it it is made to appear that this command of Hezekiah is a “plain
precept” on this subject,them the “*indubitable example” will follow
of course. For all we have to do is to ask, who wera members -of
thie Old Testament Church eonfined exclusively to the use of David's
Psaims! Who! Thousands of the first converts to Christianity---
SBimeon, Anna, the Blessed Virgin Mary, the inspired Apostles, and
Jesus Christ himself, *‘the blessed and only Potentate, the King of
Kings, and Lord of Lords!™

I will endeavor to conduct the argument as briefly as possible. I
hepe, Christian Friends, you will not grow impatient; if the Seceders
are right on this subject, the other denominations are certainly very
wrong, and we may just as well consider the matter earefully on this
side of the tomb; it cannot be settled among ourselver on the other side:

Having in my last letter adduced three argumenis in favor of the
exclusive use of David’s Psalme under the old dispensation, [ now
offer as a 4th argument, the command of Hezekiah and his Pringes,
1 Chron. xxix. 30, The command runs thus: *Moreover, Hezeki-
ah the King and the Princes commanded the Levites tosing praise
unto the Lord with the words of David, and of Asaph the Seer.” I
view this injunction to use, in praise, “the words of Dur:d and of

+ Asaph the Seer,” as equivalent to a command to sing “David's Pealme.’

By David’s Psalme we mean the whole collection as it now stands,
and by ““the words of David and of Asaph the Seer,” Hezekiah and
his Princes meant David’s Psalms, as the collection stood in their
day. They did oot intend that the Levites should not use any thing
in the collection but what was composed by David and Asaph; and
when we contend for the exclusive use of “David’s Psalme,” we do
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not intend, as Mr, C. represents us, (No. 8,) that the Church is to be
confined enly to thoee attributed to David. “Even then,”” he says,
*the Psalms of Asaph were to be sung as well as thoee of David.”
No one pleads for the exclusive use of the seventy-three ascribed to
David. Nor did Hezekiah intend that the Levites should confine
themselves entirely to*‘the words of David and Aeaph,” but that they
should employ that whole collection of Hymnas of which those two
Poets were the chief composers.

I consider the command of King Hezekiah and his Princes, as ci-
. ted above, as & command of God, enjoining the use---the exclusive
use of this inspired collection of sacred songs. Mr. C., and those
who coincide with him in opinion, contend that the injunction con-
tained in the above cited passage, was & mere recommendation or
command of Hezekiah and his Princes, Mr. C. asks, ,Doea ihis
‘prove Glod's Divine appointment, under the old economy of the
Pealms of David? And he replies, “by no means.” Dr. Latta and
others view it in the same light, not as God's, but as man’s appoint-
ment. Let us examine thie matter for a moment. [t has been usual,
I believe on our part, merely to present this command as a *plain
precept” in favor of our position, and ou the other hand it has been
customary to deny it without much discussion, but now let us argue
the case. Hezekish, it is said. had no authority from God to enjoin
the use of **the words of David and Asaph the Seer,” that is, Da-
wid's Psaline---it was & mere matter of taste with him and his Prin-
ces-—a mare *civil” regulation, as Dr. Latta intimates, page 96.
Now what ia the first thing that i said in this 29th chapter, respect.
ing this pious and worthy king of Judah! It is said, verse 2d, that
e+he did that which was right in the sight of the Lord ™ This com-
mendation has particular reference o the couise which he pursued
in regulating the worship of (Fed, and restoring it toits former puri-
ty. Ahaz, his father, was a very bad man., and did that which was
uiterly wrong in God & sight, aid among other evil deeds, he cut in
pieces the vereels of God's house, .nd shut up the doors thereof.
{2 Chron, xxviii.24 ) But Hezekiah did that which was right in
God'"s right.«-he opened the donre of the Lord’s house, and restored
the Diviné ordinances---aml among other right thinys that he did,
he eujoined the use of David’s Pealme, or restored them, a8 well a8
other thinge, to their former place in Divine worship. But it would
hive been jusias right, it will he said, if he had commanded the Le.
vites to usehe Song of Solomon, or portione of Job, Isaish, or rome
other inspired poetry. I deny the correctness of thie spinion. The
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Song of Sclomon, the poetical parts of Isaiah, Jerpmish, &c. were
never designed to be used in the praise of God; but of this again.
But admitting that it would have been right for Hezekiah and his
Princes to have commanded the Levites to use other Divine songs
instead of, or in addition to those of David, would it have been equal-
ly as acceptable to God for the King in the exercise of his taste or
judgment, or “civil authority,” to have commanded the use of Auman
compositions instead of, or in addition to “the words of David and
Asaph!” Let it be remembered, Christian friends, this is the great
point in dispute. If some great Doctor had lived previous to the
reign of Hezekiah, and had dreadfully mutilated the Psalms of David
to suit his own caprice, and, in'addition to his mutilation of these
Divine songs, had composed some two or three books of poetic pieces
entirely his own, would it have been as right for the King and his
Princes to have commanded the use of these human compositions,
as the Divine songs of David and of Asaph?! What says brother C?
He certainly replies in the negative. I defy any good man in Chris-
tendom, who understands the subject, to give any thing else than an
emphatic Ko, to the above interrogatory. But why would it have
been wrong for the King and his Courtiers, in regulating and rein-
stating the pure worship of God in His Temple, to have commanded
the use of human compositions instead of David’s Psalms! No good
reason can be given but this, It wes God’s will---it was the Divine
appointmemnt---and not the taste or prejudice of the King and his
Court, that the Psalms of David should be sung in Divine worship;
and, therefore, the King and his Princes acting under the Divine di-
rection, enjoined the use of this inspired eellection, and of nn other
songs, either Divine or human.

{ it was right for Hezekiahand his princes to exercise their judg-
ment, their “*civil authority,” jindependent of all Divine authority,
in gelecting Psalms and Hymuoe for the worship of God, it was proper
for other Kings and their Courts to follow the inclinations of their
hearts in the same matter, Ahaz the father, and Manasseh the son of
Hezekiah. were both very bad men and wicked rulers. According
to the reasoning of our opponents, they and their Princes had a right
to command the Levites to sing just such Psalms and Hymns as they
might think proper toappoint; for if Hezekiah and his Court had a
right to make their own selection of Hymns for Divine worehip, so
had other Kings and thefr Courts. But suppose, (and itis a very sup-
posable case,) that Ahaz or Manasseh bad, in exercising this suppos-
ed right, laid aside the Psalms of David, and commanded she use of
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a collection of human =ongs, (for thie is the point at issue,) would
their conduct haVe been as acceptable in the sight of God, as the con-
duct of Hezekiah and his Princes! Our opponentssay no; they are
eompelled to say no, though the admizsion may come from some of
them with reluctance. But why was the course pursued by Hezeki-
ah and his Princes more acceptable, by far, than the conduct of Ahaz
and Manasseh would have been in the case supposed! Because
Hezekiah and his Court acted according to Divine appointment in the
dnatter. They knew that the whole patiern of God*s house had been
given to David by the Spirif---that the services of the Levites were
divinely arranged, both as to the manner and the matter of praise.
They knew that God had set'apart King David 1o the office of Psalm-
ist for the exprees purpose of furnishing the Church with a collection

of inepired Hymne, and that Asaph and others had been inspired to
furnish a certain number---that thig collection had always been used
in the Church sinee the days of David with Divine approbation. In
restoring Divine worship to its former purity, they adopted no new

measures, but commanded the use of those instruments gnd of those

services and songs which God had previously authorized; and the

fact, they erpresely enjoined the Levites to sing  the words of David

and Apaph---that is, David's Pealms, confining them to this collec-

tion--—ie a strong pgeof that it was Divinely authorized to be used

exclusively in the worship of God under the Old Testament dispensa-
vion.

Suffer me w make an additional remark or two touching this com.
mand of Hezekiah. Our opponents would have the world beliave
that when the King and his Princes opened the Temple and restored
the pure worehip of God, they did every thing according to Divine ap-
pointment, except making a selection of Hymns in which the works,
and wonders, and perfections of Jehovah might be suitably extolled.
In this mafter, which was certainly not one of minor importance, or
devoid of difficulty, they were left 1o the exercise of “‘private judg-

~ment.” - We read in 2 Chron. xxiv 15. that the Levites, in cleans-
ing the house of the Lord_ acted according to Divine appointment
and that the Eing, in setting the Levites to attend to instrumental
music, acted by the eame authority. (verse 25.) And in the nexg
chapter we are informed that the King, his Princes, and all the con-
gregation took counsel---deliberated about keeping the Passover the
second month. (verse 2.) But although they consulied about the
matter, the ordinance itself was no new contrivance of “the King
and his Princes'---they introduced nothing on the score of expedi-
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ency,or to sail their own whim or caprice. The people obeyed “the
eommandment of the King and of the Prinees,” et it wasall done
according to Divine appointment, or as it is expressed in verse 12,
by the word of the Lord. . ;
From whathas been said above, we discover that Ged was very
particubar about every part of Divine worship, and every thing that
pertained to the services of the Tabernacle or Temple. The cleans-
ing of the Temple, the use of instrumental inusie, the time and man=-
ner of keeping the Pazsover; and in-fact every thing about the Taber,,

, nacle-—every knop, and flower, and fringe---every bowl, and branch,

and board---every ekin, and curtain, and coupling-loop, had iwe place
in the Tabernacle by Divine appointment. (Exodus xxv. xxvi. &c.)
And the whole pattern of the temple, including the service thereof,
was given to David by the Spiri. And yet, netwithstanding all this
porticularity about the very smallest matters--—-about pins, and loops,
and flowers---there was one thing, argues Mr, C., and that too a mat-
ter of great importence, which God lefi of old entirely to the man-
agement of Kings and Frinces, and we might add, in our day, to
“Committees,” that is, the selection and collection of songs of praise
adapted to magnify the mercy and justice, the power and glory of
Almighty God!! Who can believe it? No one. And if the thing
e incredible—-if it iz inconceivable that God should leave the selec-
tion of Hymns of praise to Kings and Courts, whether pious or impi-
ous, for if it was a matier committed to one of Judah's Sovereigns,
it was to every one---then it follows that the command of Hezekial
and his Prinees to the Lewites to “*sing in the words of David and of
Asaph,’” that is, David’s Pealms, wae the command of God, and con-
sequently we bave in this injunection a *plain precept™ for the erciu-
rive uge of David's Pealms under the Old Testament dispensation-
With reference to ether songs, it may be said, “*he eommanded them
not." .

From the foregoing train of argument I feel persuaded that every
honeet man, aud even those who are not disposed to reason fairly,
must sdront that this command of Hezekiah and his Princes, was the
eommand and appointment of God; and where and when, [ ask, has
this appointment been annulled! When or where has God said that
this collaction of sacred songe, dictated by His Bpirit, and appointed
by His authority to be sung in His praise, might orought to be laid
nside, and an imitation of them, very badly executed, with & host of
other sopgs of wan’s composing, good, bad, and indifferent, should be-
mtroduced in theiretead! Where! Letthe chapler and werse, or
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any thing in the neighborhood of Divine authority be produced for
laying aside these heavenly songs of the “‘sweet Psalmist,” and for
subetituting in their stead human compositions, and I will drop my
pen and abandon the contest, orstnke my colors and call for quar-
ters---but I'll **never give up the ehip," with the blessing of God, un-
til such authority is produced.

6. We argue, in the fifth place, shat the Pealms of David were us-
ed exclusively by Divine appointment, under t he @ld Testament die-
pensation, from the- fact that we often find themsmployed in_the wor.
ship ofi God during that dispensation. Many of. them are addressed
to the “chief musician," or to **the sons of Korab,” to those very Le-
vites whom David, by the Spirit, had set apart 1o the ““service of pong
in the house of the Lord.” Ofcourse all such were designed for per--
manent use in the worship ofGed. . There are a. number of instan-.
ees recorded in which these Psalms were used in the regular institu-
ted worship of Ged, and we have noevidence that those Seripture
songs, which arenot in this eollection, were ever sung more than.
once, and then not in the regula service of the sanctuary. ’

Some time after the death.of David, at the dedieation of Sojomon’s
Temple, a Psalm of David was sung, 2 Chron. 5, 13. About: one
hundred yeare after the dedieation of the Temple, when Jehoeha-
pbat went forth to battle it with Moab and Ammon, a Psalm of Da-.
vid was sung, 2 Chron, 20: 21. About one hundred and seventy or
eighty years after Jehoshaphat’s war with Moab, Hezekiah and his
friends restored the pure uéurship of God, and ecommanded, with Di-
vine approbation, the Pealms of David to be sung. IHere let me re-
move a cavil, Mr.C. and others say, that the occasion on which
Hezekiah gEave this command was particular, Wery true, 4ut the
peculiarity favors our views, and not those of our friends.  T'revoous
to the time of Hezekiah, the worship of God had been grievou-l. or-
rupted, and, in fact, entirely intercupied; scarce a ve-tige of . ri-

-mained, Iis wicked father Ahaz, had “‘eut in pieces the ves~ - of '

the house of God, and shut up the doors of the house of the Lord;
and he made them altars in EVETy COXDEr u-fhruaa.lem " Now what
did Hezekiah do, under these *“*particular’ circumsianges, when he
came to the throne? Why he restored Divine wership to what il had
JSormerly been. He added nothing new, but commanded that every
thing should be resumed and conducted as God had ordained; and

smong ether things, he enjoined a return to the use of David’s Pealms

-=-the oaly collection, certainly, that had formerly been used ima wor-
ship. But, to proceed; about one hundred and seventy-five years
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after Hezekiah restored the worship of God, and afier the people of
Israel had returned from Babylon, they sung a Psalm of David, at the
laying of the foundation of the second Temple. Ezra 3; 12. And it
is evident, from Nehemiah 12, that the Psalms of David were sung at
the dediéation of the wall of Jerusalem, about ninety years after the
foundation of the Temple was laid. Bat where, it will be asked, is
the evidence that the Psalms of David were sung on these occasions?
The people or Levites are said to have prajsed God on most.of these
occasions---**for he is good, for his merey endureth forever,---and
with these words, it is known, some of David’s Pealms (Ps. 108, 107,

" 136,) are introduced, and no other Psalme but those of David’s col-

lection, were ever given into the hands of the Levites, beginning
with such langnage; therefore, on these occasions, the Peaims of Da.’
vid were sung exclusively,

Thus, for more than five hundred years, from the time of David to
that of Ezra, we find the Psalms of David, or his collection, used time
after time in the worship of God, and during the whole of that peri-
od we bave not one particle of evidence that any other songs, either
divine or human, were employed in divine instituted worship, Does
all this prove nothing respecting the exclusive use of David's Psalms
under theold diepensation? For my part, [ view it asindubitable ev- '
idence of the fact. If it is not “*plain precept,” or *‘positive proof,”
it is at least circumstanticl evidence, accumulating and corroborating
until it reaches demonstration.

Let me now call your atlention for a moment to some of these
eongs, which brother C. says were sung in the Old Testament Church;
and if it will appear that they are not songs at all, or were not used
in Divine worship, it will, of course, strengthen wy arguments I
have already =aid enough in a former letter, respecting the songs of
Moses, Deborah, and Hannah. My object, at present, in noticing
some of the songs he enumerates, is to show how hard run he was
-to find certain songs which would authorize him or excuse him in
saying that David’s Pealn:s were not to be used, exclusively, under
the Old Testament dispeneation. After specifying a number of
eongs, part of which we now notied, he comes to this su-ong
conclusion: “Nothing, therefore, can be more unfounded than the
declaration that the Church of Gﬂd. under the Old Testament econo-
mY, was evclusively confined to the Book of Psalins.” Let us see.
There 18 what he calls (No. 8) ““the Song of Samuel.” 1 Saml. 12: 6,
36, Partof this “song” is a narrative of what God had dene for [s-
rael, and part a reproof of the people from Semuel for desiring a -
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-King, clesing with comfortable words from the Seer. Look at it,
my friends, and if you can discover any poatry about it, your discern-
ment must be keen. It is mere like a sermon than a song. Again,
there is “the SBongof David.” 2 Baml. 1: (19--27. This is David's
lamentation over Baul and Jonathan. Whoever supposed that Da-
vid’s sympathy for, and praise of a disobedient King and his worthy
#on, was ever sung by David himself, or by any one else, as praise to
Ged. Forthe Pealmist to bave sung praise to God over the disaster
of Saul, his Father-in-law and Sovereign, and over Jonathan, his cov-
enant friend, would be somewhat afier the fashion of those who
praise God for falling from grace.” This lameniation of David is
highly poetieal, but we must remember that all poetry 1w not song, nor
is every song to be sung in Divine worship. I suppose that these
pathetic strains of David over Sauland Jonathan were ullered and
not sung, justas many other poetical parts of the Scriptures were,

Again, Mr. C. cites us to **the Song of Bolomon,” 1 Kings &§: 1--
66, (a mistake I suppose, for 1 Kings 8: 1--66, as the latter chapter is
theonly one in Kings containing 66 verses.) The chapter records
the transactions that took place at the dedication of Solomon's Tem-
ple. Let it be examined, and I will venture 1o say that neither Mr.
C. nor any one else will maintsin that there is @ word of song in the
whole chapter. Partofit is a narrative respecting the removal of the

Ark into the Tomple---part-of it Solomon’s dedicatory prayer, & part

an sceount of the offerings presented, and the royal feast prepared,
Was all this, or any part of it sung at the dedication, or at any other
time in the Temple service! Never, never. But enough of this.
Did ever such songe take the place of the book of Psalms! Here let
it be understood, we ses the necessity of adhering rigidly to Mr. C's
own principle, viz: that the matter of Psalmody should not be left to
“random choice, or to mere private opinion and judgment;" for if a
enan ol so much talent and learning as my worthy friend, did deliber-
ately make such a poor selection as the above *songs,” what a’ mis-
<rable choice would many a poor ignorant Jew have made, had they
been permitted to select for themselves, and not confined, as we con-
tend, exclusively to the use of David’s Pealms.

We have now closed our argument in favor of the exclusive use of
David’s Pealms, under the Old Testament dispensation---We natur-
ally eonclude that it is conclusive, and we trust that it will prove con*
vincing. Read it again Christian friende.

Yours truly, W. R. H.

From #he Charlesfon Observer.
Lerrzs VL

PSALMODY---DIVINE AUTHORITY FOR THE EXCLUSIVE USE
OF DAVID'S PSALMS IN THE WORSHIP OF GOD UNDER
THE NEW TESTAMENT DISPENSATION.

My Christian Friends.---In my last letter F closed the argument for

_the exclusive use of David’s Pralms under the Old Testament dis-

pensation, and proved upon Mr C’s own principles, as well as by va-
rious other argaments, that the Psalms of David were used exclusive-
ly n Divine worship, under the old dispensation. We expect 4 en-
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ter, on this letter, on the argmment for the exclusive use of these
Psalms under the Gospel dispensation. Before proceeding, however,
with the discussion, it may be proper to take a note of what my bro-
ther has said touching the use.of instrumental musie under the old
S00AMDY. . _ . b

" He remarks, (No. 3.) “This Divine appointment (2 Chron. 29: 25,)
has never besn abrogated,” and he asks how can we casf sfones at our
less guilty brethren, if we live in open violation ‘of thie Divine ap-
pointment?! As this matter is not necessarily connected with the
point in dispute, I will not discuss it at present, but will give two oy
three quotations from the *Organ Cause,” to show that the *‘appoini-
ment” relative to the use of instrumental music has been abrogsted,

and that conssquently, in refusing to employ musical instruments in

worship, we are not more **guilty"” than those who refuse to use Da-
vid’s Pealms, the appointment respecting which, wa hope to shew,
hes not been snnulled. The Glasgow Presbytery of Scotland, in
which the sabject of Instrumental Music in Divine worship was ful-
ly investigated in 1808, concludes that *‘circumcision, sacrifice, in-
strumental music, and the Temple---the whole of these institutjons
must siand or fall together.” Organ Cause, page 92. Again, it
seems 1o be acknowledged by all deseriptions of Christians, that a-
mong the Hebrews, instrumental musie, in the publie worship of God,
was ensentially connecled wilh sacrifice.” page 03. Again, “instrumen-
tal music belonged to the Temple service, and was never employed in
the Synagogue.” page 98. If the above opinions are correct, (and
Mr C. may prove them fa'se if he can,at his leisurs,)---if instrumen-
tal music was essenlially connected with sacrifice, then it followa that
when the law of eacrifice was annaolled at the death of Christ, the
Divine appointment respecting musical instruments in worship was
Hkewise abrogated. Our Christian friends then who rejeet entirely
the use of David's Pealms, or those whoe use only a portion of them
badly imitated, are not ““less guilty” in this matter, than. we are,
touching the use of musical insiraments in worship. I may there-
fore proceed to*‘cast stones™-—a thankless office, but not without ita
benefits.

Let me here observe that my friend has fallen into the habit of say-
ing thatsuch and such a thing ie 8o, “*as we have seen,” leaving the
careless and inattentive reader to suppose that he had previously and
indubitably established the position 10 which he refers with so much
eonfidence, when such is not the case. For example, near the com-
mencement of No. 5, he says that the Psalme of David were used by
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thie Apodilésin their attendance upon the Bynagbgds’ service; ant®

very soon after, in the same number; hé observes, *we caiimot =
agine how an'o¢éasional attendance upon the Synageguw servide, i
whiich the Psalme of David were dsed, bt not exclusively, ar #dd
been reen, could prove,” &e. Now where had it been seen of shewer
that the Paalms of David were not waed exclurively ja the Synagogue
servical! Ceviainly noiin. any thing that Mr C. had .previously ail-
vanced, and [ guery if it would not puzzle bhim to see it or.shew it
sny where alés.. In Robinson’s Calmet, Prid. Connections, Godwyn's
-Moses:-and Asron, and in the [Comprehensive Commsntary, wvel. a
page 146 in all.of whioh there is & partieular acconnt given. of tha
services of the Synagogoe, singing Psalms-of any kind is not given
ad a part of -these services, much less is it said that David's Psalms
ware not.used sxclusively, 1 do noteay that singing prajee waa ne
part:of the Synsgogue serviee, but sute. I am that Mr C. has. neithes
soen mor shewn in this dissussion thay David'e Collection, was nof used
exciurively in ihat service.

Again, with referenee to the hymn Christ saag on the Mount, nr
previeus-to his departure for the Moant of Olives, Mr C, (No. 5.) afs
ter a pgocees of very inconclusive reasoning, comes to this sirgRg cony
clusion---“*beyond all doubt, therefore, as we think, Chrigt bid his diss
viplea to sing some hymu+--some new seng-—appropriate 1o this firat
beginning of tke Gospel economy.” And he informs us that *such
a:lym# hes besn. praserved among the Apocryphal writings and a-
tribated-to this occasion.’ Well, it may be 8p, but is his *an we .
think,” and his %A poeryphal bymn,” preof thas Christ djd. net, sing
one of David’s Pealms, while he is said to have “supg an hymn1”--
To be sure they are; for a likle farthes on in the same number, (No§)
be says, “‘the Chureh of God, us we have seen, never was gonfined
ebclurively 1o the Pealms of David in the praise of God;"” and of the
same connection  and wnder thesame “a8 we have spep,” he informs
w4 that it wes repeatedly foreteld that the. New Testament Church
should emplay new songe in God's worship—-aad what “Christ. in the
wvery epaning of this new .diepensatian, gave 10 hig disciples an illum
tration of the fulfilment of these prophecies,” It is such proof and
such reasoning that helps him to the conclusjon that what I had said
respecting this “hymn," sung hj’ Christ aud his d:mpteu, g b-elri.'rnd
controversy wrong!”

He demands of u:"pnmt:ra proof,’* and “proof as aimng as holy
writ,” for the exclusive use of David'’s Psalms under the New djs-
pensation; apd when we had furnished an ;‘induhit.u_l:-lé_ example" of
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“fhe-fact, he gives tis we think and- “we have“seen,” and his
-« A poctyphal hymn,” ahd whdt Grotius thought, as his preof aguinm
the example. Mr C.'must'excfise hie resders if they cannot:“aee™
‘Ihs procfs as :hlrly &5 he appears to have seen themn; for
" +His optics must be good I ween,
To see athing that can’t be geen,”™

Permit me here to present two or three admissions which my friend
_makes respecting the use of David's I’El.!ms #s we may find it conve-
nient to eall them up occasionally in our progress. He makes BOme
-immportant admissions in his third and fourth negative particulars res-
peciing these Psalms, (No.2) which we pass at present. InNo. 3 he
saye, “that these Psalms, (David’s,) were inspired for the use of the
AChurch in all ages, we cermmly do believe.” Of course he does not
anzan exclusive use. A little farther on in the same nuwber he ob-
serves. “*doubtless from David’s time the Psalms came into general
use, but they were not compiled inte this cellection” by tna;pired au-
Aheriry wntil the time mentioned;" that is, until Ezra’s time.  While
Aoy brother makes these and other important admissions respealmg
‘the use of David’s Psalms, I make not a particle of admission relative
to the use of huwan hymns in the worship of God, but repudiate the
“whole system of human Paalmudj—-ln this we claim some nntaga-
gmuuﬂ

Let us :mw pmcead to l.he airgument in favor of the exclusive use
of the Peulms of David under the New Testament diapenﬁatmn.

-1 Inm the first place, I rnm-nrk that these Psalms are.1o be used ex-
elusively ir Divine worship in the New Testament Church, frem. _thn
Afact that they wera so used. in the Old Testament Church, and ne
.ehauge has beep ordered, or can be shown to have taken place, Ly
Divine authority. st the.comumencement of the New econpmy. .

The Old T'estament Church' was confined evelusivalyy- “‘as we have
‘#@en,” and as we have demonsieated tod, to the ee of David's-Pealms
-in the regular instituted worship of God. We do not dany that-other
-inspired Psaltue or songs were somelimes sung by individuale, or by
‘4 eollection of individuals on- pariiealar oceasions, such as the sopgs
of Moses, Deborah; and Hanmaly, slready alluded to, but we do deny
‘thist Buch:somgs were ever sung in God’sinstituted worship after the
- Pestms of David were composed and compiled inta -a * Bogk,” \‘rhﬁlh-
-#r that was in Dhvid'e, Hezekiah's, or Bzra’s time. -

Nor would we bhlecl. at allto individuals of congregations at this
cTaj slnglng newly compbsed -hymnes, provided they aver'e :mpired‘ bt
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even then we would protest against their introducing such isspired
songs of praise into the Psalter, or as a pari of the standing praise of
the Church, uniess they bad Divine authority, as Ezra had, for so do-
ing; and much more do we protest against the introduction of human
compositions as the Church’s standing praise, without such Divine
permission.  For example, should God inspire any one now living,
gay Dr. Miller of Princeton, to compose & hymn on some spacial oc-

casion, it would surely be his duty to sing it, but afier it wassung by

him snd those interested in the oceasion, it would then requirs Ii-

vine permission for him, or the Presbyterian Church, of which he is

dne of the most distinguished members, to introduce his inspired

hymn as a part of the standing praise of the Church; for if one man

was allow'ed to introduce his inspired hymns as a part of God's praise

without Divine permission, how many would claim the right of ob-

truding their uninspired effusions? Or if they did not claim the right

themselves, others would elaim it for them. How many? We know

not but the Presbyterian Hymn-book now before us is made up of

pealms and hymns from more than fifly individuals, some from W es-

ley, and some from Toplady! and some from almost every quarter,

except Rouse!

Psalme and hymne then, should not only be composed by inspirs.
tion, but aleo admiited by the same authority into the Psalmedy of the
Church. God required this under the Old dispensation---He aleo re-
quires the eame now; and as thers is no book of praises in existence
which has been composed by the Spirit, and collected by “‘inspired
authority,” but the Psalms of David, the consequence is that the
New Testament Church is to be canfined exclusively to this suthor-
ized collection, as the Old Testament Church was. Admitting, for
the sake of illustration, that the Apostles and others st the commenes-
ment of the Christian dispensation, composed new hymns under the
Bpivit's inapiration, yot as these hyms have not been incorporatad, by
Divine authority, with the Psaims of David, whish Mr,C. sdmisms
““were inspired for the use of the Chureh in all ages™---as they hawe
not been eollected into a separate book, and autherized 1o be suag---
and a=, in fact, no such hymns, sither eollected or scattared, are to
be found, the comclusion is inevitable that the matter of Psalmody
stands now just as it did at the close of the Old dispensation. As the
people of God were to be confined then to the use of David’'s Peaime
in Divine worship, 8o are they now; and we now demand from our
friemds the same that they have asked at our hands, viz “plain pre-
cept,” ““positive proof..-plainly, clearly, and undeniably expressed,”
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for the change they bave thought fit to make in the matter of Pralmeo-
dy. Iimay be said, bowever, that this argument rests upon the sup-
position that the former argument on which it is based is conclusive.
Admitted. We have proved, ““as we think,” not by the Apoerypha,
nor by the opinion®f Grotius, or any learned author, but by the Bible,
and by fair and logical reasoning from the Bible, and also upon the
principles of our opponent, that the Psalms of David were divinely
authorised to be used exclusively in Divine worship under the Old
dispensation, and the matter standas proved umntil it can be disproved;
and if it eannot be disproved, then the argument now advanced i#
good and conclusive in favor of the exclusive sysiem.

The Old Testament Church was confined exclusively to the use of

David's Pealms in her worship---Christ and his disciples, who were:

members of that Church, and who conformed to her ritual, made no
change, as we shall see, on the subject of Psalmody; and from this
we maintsin that the Goapel Charch is to be confined exclusively to
the inspired Psalter. And here let me ask, by what auwthority have the
Churchee of Christ set aside these Divine sougs enlirely, as some have
done, or for an imitation of them, as others, or for mere scraps of
them in metre, a8 we find to be the case in the Episcopal book of com-
mon Prayer? Is not God saying to the Churches by the present gen-
eral agitation of this subject, *“Who bath required this (change) at
your hands!”? Wha! Echo answers *who!"--for all else are silemt.

My health, which has not been good for several monthe, is now too
delicaie to allow me to pursue the subject further in this letter,..
Should Providence grant health and help I will attempt to continue
the discussion next week; but if not allowed to resume it, enough
has already been eaid to show that the advocates for the exclusive
uee of David's Peelme in Divine worship, are right---that they have
Divine authority, and “indubitable example,” for the exslusive use
of these Psalme---while the advocates of Auman Aymns can find neiih-
er plun nor doubtful precept nor example, from the Bible, for the
uee of such hymns in the worship of God. Yours truly,

L“"o’ Julﬂh’ -s' c#l Fﬁb-a. 1“‘3! w- Rt Ht
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PSALMODY - DIVINE AUTHORITY.

My Christian Friends:---With health somewhat restored, through
the gooduess of God, I return to advocate the exclusive use of Da-
vid's Paalms under. the Gospe: dispensation. Sines roy last letter was
despatched, a new antagonist has appeared in the field under the sig-
nature of “G.” To his communication the Editor direets my aften-
tion, and *G." himeelf invites a candid examination of his positions,
“Oneat a tirne, gentlemen.” [entered on this discussion to defend
my Discourse, and ‘the point which it advorates, against the learned
and labored attack of “‘Charlesioniensis.” He is considered, in the
up-country at least, if [ mistake not, the very Goliath of the cause
which he ad vocates; and if, by the blessipg of God, I shall be.enabled
to overthrow his arguments by Scripture, and by the application of
his own prineiples, the eonsequence will be that the whole army of
sommon opposers, with *G.’ in the van, must beat & reireat, or egme
to an honorable surrender.

I cannot stay at present to notice in detail the positions of friend
“F;" it may be conveniens to bring them up as we proceed.

The Editor speaks of the *intrinsie merit of his communication,”
but there are one or two things in it. which I notice at present, that
certainly detract very much from the merit of the production. At the
close of the article *G' assures us that he looks upon the question of
Pealmody as in iteelf a very little matter! In his estimation it is only
important from the difference it has produced m the Church. IF the
Chureh ean be united in her Psalmody, no matter to him whose songs
are sung---whether inspired or uninspired---whether from God, who
knows perfectly his own perfections, and the whole extended plan of
hie operations in natnre and grace, and what praise is due to him;---
or from man, who by searching eannot find out God,---who does not
even know himself---who is corpaseed about with so many inficmi-
ties that he is unable to express in prayer his own wantsto God with-
out the help of the Spirit, and who is, consequently, much less capa-
ble of expressing the high praises, in poetic strains, of that God whoee
presence fills immensity---*‘who only hath immortality, dwelling in’
the light which no man can approach unio; whom no man hath seen,
nor cansee. ' 1 Tim. vi. 16, To ‘G" it matiers not whether we praise
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this incomprehensible Jehovali-Jesus.--this King eternal, immortal,

and invisible, in the imperfect effusions which men, (who see thre®

a glass darkly,) pour out respecting Him, or whether we sing the dig-
tates of his own Divine Bpirit. :

What are we to think of “G's’ indifference on the subject of Psalm-
edy, when we consider the attention that God has given to this
matter? '

If he considers it a matier of go little importanee, ha surely eannot’
think it much of a sacrifice to abandon the use of uninspired songe,---

sepecially when by so doing he might promote the peace, the purity,.

and the prosperity of Zion. Let him say, as Paul said about the meat

offered to idols;---*if singing -unifispired hymns causes my weak:

brethrén to offend, Ill sing no more such while the world stands.”

“ There is another sentiment contained in the communieation of

*(3? still more obnoxious than that above quoted---a sentiment which

strikes at the very foundation of Divine truth, and places the Word

of God on a level with thatof man. Ha says, under his second prop='
osition---*if a hymn, no matter by whom composed, contains the truths

revealed in the New Testament, or any portion of Seripture, it ir no
less tacred than are the Psalms of David.” What a sentiment,

Christian friendsl---yet a #entiment, we have reason to fear, but too’

prevalent, and its inculeation is one of the evils resulting from-the
use of human compositions in the praise of God.

What Batan could not aceomplish by Popery, Infidelity, and other
means, Christians have gradually and impercetibly effected by sub-
stituting theirown in place of Divine songs in Divine worship.

They have brought down God’s Word to a level with that of man-.-
one is as sacred as the other! Ifa hymn composed according to the
Seriptures is just as sacred as the Psalms of David, so by a parity of
reasoning isa letter, by whomsoever composed, ifit is according te
Beripture, just as sacred as one of Paul’s Epistles;-—s0 is a sermon,
by whomsoever preached, if orthodox, just as sacred as Christ’s ser-
mon on the Mouni!

The Editor says, in the Observer of August 13th, **it is freely ad-
mitted that no human eomposition which is employed in the praise of
God, ie entirely exempt from the universal charge,” that is, of defec-
tivenéss. This is true, but *G* has the assurance to tell us that such
defective produnctions “are no less sacred than are the Psalms of Da-
vid."” Not to dwell on this matter, let me quote for the benefit of *G,’
and others of a kindred epirit, one expression from the Rev, Mr.
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Kirk’s Introduction to *“Theopneusty:”---*All we oppose, is, the con-
founding one twig, one leaf, one fibre of this wonderful production:
of Divine goodness, (the Bible, of which the Psalms are a part,) with
any thing man has made and marred.” -

Friend ‘G’ mwy consider these remarks foreign to the discussion.
If they are, it is mot my fault. My attention has been ealled to his
communication, and I eould not but condemn the above cited senti-
mente. We are likely to hear of him sguin.

In my last lester I entered on the argument in favor of the exelu-
eive use of David’s Pealms under the New Testament dispensation.
I was able to present but one argument, whick was thet these Psalms
sre to be used exclusively under the Gospel dispeneation, from the
fact that they were so used under the old economy, and no change
took place in the matter of Pealmody when the dispensation of grace
waa changed.

Lot us now proceed with the discussion. Isuppose thet the book
of Psalms was completed in a good degree in David’s time, but Mr.
C. argues, (No. 3,) that the Old Teetament church for the space of
three thousand five hundred years, was ““not ouly not confined to the
exclusive use of this book---he (God) did not give them this book =t
all,” vatil the time of Ezra. If this be so---if this Pealter was neither
collected nor gompiled until the time of Eara---until near the close of
the old dispensation-—then, in the second place, I contend from this
very fact that it was principally and especially designed for the New
Testament Church, to be employed as her book, her only book of
praises. God never does any thing without design: what design had
he in view indirecting Ezra, the Scribe, to collect and compile the
bock of Pealms, so near the close of the Old dispensationt For what
is a Psalm book intended? To be ueed in praise of course. I so,
then what was the object in collecting “David's Psalms?” Was it
that the Old Testament Church, about to clese, might af length, afler
thirty-five hundred years, have some standard of praise---that 1he peo-
ple might notba left any longer tp “*random choice,” to blunder on
‘“Samuel’s sermon," or *“Solomon’s prayer,” or on other poetiesl parts
of Beripture, even less adapted 1o the praise of God? Or was it that
the New Testament Chureh, soon to-be estaslished, and te arise oul of
the old one , might from the first have a ‘‘complete book” of sacred
hymas#, in which God’s dealinge with His Church, from first to last,
are set forth in sirains as sweat as angels use---““in thooghts that
breathe, and words that burn?"

Li the book of Pealme was neither collected nor compiled until Ez-



Ezxtract 563

ra’s time, say about 450 years before Christ, and if, as Mr, C. plainly
imtimates, it is Jewish, and devoid of christian instruction, (No. 2,
§4,and No. 7 {8,) and consequently not adapied to the Christian die-
pensation, then we have the Divine Being seting the part of imper-
fect shori-sighted man. He leaves the Church thirty-five hundred
years without a book of praises; at length impressed with the impor-
tance of having seme standard of praise, He has a book of inimitable
songs collected, but, unfortunately, they are of such a character that
they do nos suit the Church for more than fouror five centuries of the
most ohecure period of her existence.

Thus we have the All-wise God leaving the matter of Psalmody
from the beginning, until Ezra’s time, to the management of Kinge
and Princes, and' others, then He provides a collection himself, but it
soon becomes obsolete, and the Church is left again, from the eom-
mencement of the Christian era to the end of the world;, to manage
this important matter! Would Infinite Wisdom act sucha part?! By
no means. If not, and if the book of Psalms wae not given by *'in-
spired authofity” to the Church until Ezra's time, (and we have Mr,
C's word for it,) then we maintain that it was given with a special’
wview to be used under the new dispensation, and consequently it
will require the strongest kind of proof to show that it ir not adapted:
to that dispensatien, that it requires any remoddelling from man, and
that any thing else of man's sompositien or selection is to be used. in-
addition to this Divine collection.

(To be continued)
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From the Charlesion Observer:
Lerter VII.---Concluded.
PSALMODY-..DIVINE AUTHORITY.

3. We srgue that the Psalms of David are to be used exclusively
during the Gospel dispensation, from the fact thatthey were s0 used
by Christ and his Apostles who introduced that dispensation, and
whose example is indubitable authority. "I dm anxious w introduce
here the whole of the argument respecting the example of Christ and
his Aposiles, as contained in my discourse, but it would occupy 1oo
much reom; let those who are in possession of the discourse read the
argument again. Itis unanswered and unanswerable. I consider it
the sirong point in the discourse, and now made Btill stronger after
having established the exclusive use of tha Psalter, under the old
dispensation. Mr. C has not met the argument. He has given us
his *as we think,” and his “ Apocryphal hymn,' to show that Christ
sung something elsé than David's Pealms, when he sung “an hymn,”
‘and he has told us that David’s Psalms were not used ezclusively in
the Synagogueservice: but his remarks on these points, “as we have
scen,” in our last letter, are no proof, instead of being '* proof as
etrong as Holy Writ.” | He has left my main position, the “indubita-
ble example,” unanswered. And as for *“G."” he seems to have
come to a sudden pause when he reached the argnment respecting
the example of Christ and his Aposiles. On the points on which I |
laid no great stress, he is at least **caustic,” if not convineing; but
when he comes to one of the main pn&itinnn, he flies off at » tangent,
and then assuree us that arguments, some of which he felt himself
unable to answer, “*will never sattle the controversy.” He states
the argument, and then says, “I would add, nor did they make a co!-
lection of prayers and sermons for the use of the Church.” If that
is all that iriend 'G.” has to advance against one of my main positions,
I can assure him that “such arguments will never zettle the contro-
veray," Ifadding remarks will accomplish anything, 1 would also
add, that God never furnizshed the Church af any time with a collec-
tion of prayers and sermons, while He has given her a Book of
Psalms. They preached and prayed under the old dispansation, and
if*G." will tell us why God gave a collection of sacred songs toths
Old Testament Church, and did not give her alook, or books of
prayere and sermons, then he will have a key o his difficulty---he
will be able to discover how it was that Christ and his Apostles used
the Psalter exclusively, which,says Mr. C., **was inspired for the use
of the Church in all agee,” while they never thought of giving a eol-
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lection of prayers and sermone. As ‘G.’ is disposed 1o deal in syllo-
gism, let us deal a little in the same. God gave to His Chureh a book
of Pealms, which was used by Christ and his Apostles;—-but Christ
and his Apostles never gave the Church a book of prayers and ser-
nons---therefore their example in using the Book of Psalms goes for
nothing—it is eancelled;—or rather, the fact that Christ abd his A-
postles did not furnish the Chureh with a book of prayers and ser-
mone, has authorized the Churches to set aside the book of FPsalms
“which they used, and provide an assortment for themselves! As-G.
gays, *look at the logie.”

In my fourth and fifth letters [ advanced variousarguments, which
when taken together, establish conclusively, “as we think," the ez-
clusive use of David’s Paalms under the old dispensation.

Let it here be observed that the Old and New Testament Church
are not distinet Churehes, having no connection with each other.
They are one and the same Chureh, or community of believers, under
different digpensations of grace; they are inseparably connected---
the New rises out of the Old: Now we want to know, Christian
brethren, whether Christ and his Apostles, in introducing the new
economy, made any change in the malter of Peslmody, and if any,
what? They were connected with both dispeneations, and if any
change was demanded, # should have been made from the firel, and it
was lheir province to make jt, and not that of the Church in our day.
Christ was a member of the Old Testament Church for at least thirty
years of his life, and while a member, conformed to all her divine reg-
ulatione;---in fact the old dispensation was not abolished until he ex«
claimed on the eroes, “it is finished.” Did he, during the whole of
his eventful life, ever intimate that the Psalms of David, which had
been dictated by IHis Spirit, and collected by his authority, were
#Jewish,” (a term used, as *G.” would say, ad caplandum vulgus)—
did He ever insinuate that for Him and his followers to sing them,
as they stood on record, was to *pervert them to a use for which they
were never intended?” (No 2, | 4.) Did he gospelize any one or all
of them, or command it to be done?! Did He lay the Pealter aside and
adopt hymns of man’s composing, as preferable 1o his own, as has
been done by His followersin these degenerate 1imes! And after he
rese from the dead, and sent forth his disciples to establish the New
Testament Church, did he caution them against the use of the Psalm
book, and assure them that it was no longer adapted 1o the circum-
stances of the Church—that its whole character must be changed be-
fore it would be fit for use—and that they must make, and encourage
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gthers 1o make thelr own songs—that those Pealme (Ps 98, 88, &c.)
which they had but yesserday sung as *‘new songe,” were now old
and out of date, the dispensation being changed;---in a word, is there
a single intimation in the whole of the New Testamen: that Chriss
either used any thing elee himself in praise, or authorised his disci-
ples and followers Lo ervploy any thing elee than the boolk of Pealme,
whieh we have shewn, was used exclusively in Divine worship,
when he made his humble advent. Surely there is not. What then
followe! Wiy, in the condnet of Christ, the King and Head of the
Church, we have, what has been ealled for, “indubitable example™
that the Pealms of David are to he used erclusively under the gospel
diepensation. Did the blessed Savior sing these Psalms from childhood
to his agony,---did be die with them upen his lips, and shall his ex-
ample avall nothing with his follewers-.-shall it be eaid that they do
not eontain christian instruction—and shall a thousand other *hard
speeches™ be uttered respecting these Divine songs, with the repiti-
tion of which I will not wound your christian sensibilities?

But farther; not only was Christ himeelf a member of the Old Tes-
tament Chureh, the Apostles likewise were members, and thousands
too of the Jews that were converted on the day of Pentecost, and
after that day, and they had all been accusiomed fram childhoed to
the exclusive use of David's Psalms in Divine worship---it was the
anly Psalm book among vhem, and as it had been compiled by inspired
autherify they did not dare to add any thing to it while they wero
members of the Old Testament Church, And now when they be-
same members of the New Testament Chureh, could a system of
Pralmody in.any degree similar to that which now exists in the church:
have been adopted or commended without producing some excite-
ment among a people, wedded not only to their “*lively oracles,” but
even to theic “beggarly elerwents?’ It is abundantly evident from
the Aets of the Aposties, from Romans, Galatians, and also from Faul's
Epistlé to the Hebrews, that there was among the Jews a very sirong
opposition torthe entire relinguishment of theit carnal ordinances,

_their **meats, and drinks, and divers washinga™ But what would

have been the sommetion smong them had they been told that they
must not only abandon their lagal ceremonies, but likewize lay aside
a part of their lively oracles—-a part too, 80 dear to their hearts, that,
at the very mention of it, &ll the sympathies of their ancestors were
awakened, as they sat weeping by the Rivers of Babylon, and they
were carried back to Zion with agonizing emotions, exclaiming, “If
L forget thee, O Jerusalem, (where I have heard these songs so often.
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srig,] let-eny right hand forget her tﬂnn’ing--lﬂ oy mw cleave
trthe roof of my mouth.'™

" Had the Apostles told the pesple that their Pslm book was no lon-
ger adapted to the worship of God---that it had [ost all its sacredness,
o that ahymn, by whomsoever mpnsecr whether the religion. had
religion or not, provided it was “orthodox, dévotional, and proper,”
was just as sacred as one of thelr beloved, heaven-inspired songs---
had the Apostles used such language as this, or any thing akin to it
what a tremendous tumult would have been raised ameng the peo-
pls, and sarely some account of the eommaotion would have reached
this distant generation. But there is nota word said in the New Tes-
tament that there was any excitement among the people on the sub-
ject of Pealmody;---they had no fear about losing their Psalm book. or
about having it mutilated and marred, or of lLaving the “defective™
effusions of men obtruded upon them them.

Any change in she character of their Psalmody, or any excitement
on the subject among the first Christiaps, is never once alluded to,
while there was excitement on almost every other subject. From
thie the fair, and necessary, and ecriptural inference is, that a change
in the Pealmody of the Church was neither cantemplated nor com-
manded---that the praclice of the Chureh on this subject after the
death nfﬂhhn, was just what it was before it; thatis, the Psalms of
David were: n‘sud exclusively, Here, then, is the “indubitadle exam-
ple- ‘And if Christ and his ﬁpuslles, and the first eonverts to Chris-
tianity, all confined themselves, in praise; 10 the Fsalme of David,
shall their example, brethren, have no authoritative 1nfluence upon
our own hearts?. In my next [expect 1o give the “plain precept.”™

. Very lifecuonatelf yours, &c.. W. R H.




