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 Last week I had the opportunity to discuss instrumental music with a number of 
grace/unity disciples on the Internet. While there were seven of them involved, their 
spokesman and ringleader was a man named Al Maxey. What follows is a condensed 
version of our discussion. Please understand that liberal churches of Christ are now 
embracing, not just the human institution, but also the instrument of music in worship. 
They are also teaching that salvation is apart from obedience, but that’s another 
discussion. 
 (Al Maxey: The arguments against the instrument are conjured up, created, by a 
law of silence hermeneutic that is itself impossible to sustain. There is no biblical 
justification for prohibiting instrumental music.) 
 My answer: An interesting declaration. Are you willing to defend its application in 
all New Testament commands? Consider... 
 I like fish sandwiches and iced water. While the Lord used unleavened bread and 
fruit of the vine to establish His weekly memorial, he did not say I could not use cold 
water and fish sandwiches. In fact, I am certain that the Lord ate those things on 
occasion. Even more, he miraculously served five thousand men and their families with 
loaves and fishes. I conclude that he approved of cool water and fish sandwiches, and 
since he was silent about water and fish sandwiches when setting up his memorial, then 
by your reasoning I am permitted to serve them to my brethren at communion this 
coming Sunday.  
 This reasoning is no less foolish than suggesting that since the Lord did not 
forbid instrumental music, then it is permitted. Honest men acknowledge that when a 
command is specific, it identifies all other options as unauthorized. "A law of silence 
hermenuetic" that you so carelessly dismiss is universal to logical reasoning, not just in 
religion, but in law, business, forensics, and so on. 
 (Al Maxey: Find ONE verse of disapproval of instrumental music in the New 
Testament. You can’t.) 
 My answer: Burden of Proof Fallacy. The person making an assertion is required 
to supply proof. The New Testament has specified singing (Col. 3:16; Eph. 5:19). 
Errorists teach that one can sing and play an instrument. The burden of proof will 
always fall to the one teaching more than what is specified, whether in religion, business 
or law.  
 In addition, precedents illustrate the intent and scope of a specific command. In 
all New Testament examples of musical worship, the disciples sang; they did not play 
an instrument. (Rom. 15:9; 1Cor. 14:15; James 5:13; Matt. 26:30; Mark 14:26) 
 As persons who practiced the command to sing at the time it was given, the first 
century disciples would have a greater insight into the original intent of the Bible writers. 
In addition, since they were practicing vocal music in the absence of instrumental 
accompaniment when the authors were alive, there certainly would have been 
opportunity for the writers to inform them of the additional option of the instrument. That 
they did not, speaks to their intent that it be vocal music alone. 


