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Introduction


Many books have been written about preaching, and all seminaries require instruction and practice in homiletics.  Fewer books, and less instruction, have been devoted to other aspects of the church’s worship-life, such as leading in public prayer, though many earlier works on preaching (such as those by John Broadus and Robert Lewis Dabney) had helpful appendices discussing such.  In 1849, Princeton’s Samuel Miller distinguished himself by publishing a volume entitled Thoughts on Public Prayer, growing out of his lectures on the topic.  While much has been written on private prayer, or on prayer generally, Miller rightly devoted an entire volume to the specific issue of public prayer, which may have been the last time such a volume was written, until a century and a half later, Hughes Oliphant Old wrote Leading in Prayer:  A Workbook for Worship.  Regrettably, Miller did not write for us a volume on selecting hymns for use in public worship; and, to my knowledge, comparatively little has been written about it by anyone else.  While many hymnals exist, and presumably therefore someone thought about which hymns to include or exclude, I know of no hymnals that have published their criteria (other than in the most general terms) for such inclusion or exclusion, and I surely know of none that have a companion volume explaining the rationale, hymn by hymn (though, presumably, this could be easily done, since the committee secretary could easily make brief minutes of the discussion).  I envision something like the Textual Commentary on the Greek New Testament, that accompanies the United Bible Society’s Greek New Testament, in which there is a candid explanation of the criteria by which certain readings were included in the text and others in the margin, and an even-more candid assessment of the committee’s degree of confidence and unanimity.

I. Theological Criteria

A. Theologically Orthodox


It goes without saying that a hymn should be orthodox, and that it should be explicitly so.  That is, the singer shouldn’t have to do some kind of intellectual gymnastics, saying, “well, it says x, but I don’t think it actually means x.”  As an example, many orthodox theologians have (rightly, in my estimation) expressed concern over Charles Wesley’s lyrics in “And Can it Be” that say “that Thou my God didst die for me.”  Many ancient pagan religions had “dying god” myths, and Christianity was quick to distinguish itself from such.  Within a proper understanding of the hypostatic union of Christ’s two natures, it was not his divine, but his human, nature that died (or could die).  I won’t multiply examples here, other than to observe that sometimes there is a puzzlingly inverse relationship between the orthodoxy of the hymn and its popularity.


Different communions of the church will, of course, have slightly different definitions of “theologically orthodox,” and their hymnals will justly disclose their respective doctrinal emphases.  

B. Theologically Significant


Just as important, though not always regarded as so, is the criterion that the hymn be theologically/religiously significant.  Not everything affirmed in Holy Scripture is equally significant.  One could, for instance write a hymn about the wedding of Cana in Galilee, with or without mentioning that Jesus turned water to wine there.  Theologically, the hymn would be true, but weddings happen all the time, and it would not be sufficiently significant to write a hymn about it.  Similarly, the Scriptures candidly record that when Paul’s preaching persisted until midnight, the hapless Eutychus fell from the window to his death (Acts 20:9), but thankfully no hymn has (yet) enshrined the event.  In a television-soaked culture, bombarded by and de-sensitized to triviality, it is not surprising (but it is tragic) that much contemporary Christian music is profoundly trivial.  Worse, there appears to be some kind of Faustian-pact-gone-bad principle at work whereby the more trivial the lyrics are, the more frequently they are repeated.  Rich, pregnant, profound liturgical forms such as the Gloria Patri or Doxology are sung once, but some trite “We just love you, Lord” gets repeated ten or twelve times.  I suppose that, at an implicit level, when we sing something comparatively trivial, we are aware that we’re getting nothing from it, so we repeat it in the vain hope that eventually something will happen.

C. Theologically Appropriate to a meeting between God and His people


Some hymns are both orthodox and theologically significant, but they are utterly abstract and didactic, and therefore unsuitable to a meeting between God and His people.  A good hymn celebrates God’s character and works, but does not lecture either Him or His people in the language of the theological classroom.  Matthew Loy’s “The Law of God is Good and Wise,” for instance, reads more like a lecture on the three uses of the law than it does like a hymn.  Everything in it is entirely orthodox and true, and even significant, but a song of praise is not a lecture, and should not sound like one (as an academic, I’ve been lecturing for virtually all of my adult life, so I have no objections to lectures per se; but they belong in the classroom, not the hymnal).  If we were granted an audience with the President, we would not lecture him on the the constitutional provision for the executive branch, nor would we lecture him on the history of the American presidency.

II. Liturgical Criteria

A. Suitable to a meeting between God and His corporate people


What we call “worship” is called, biblically, an “assembly.”  It is a particular kind of assembly, where God calls His people to assemble before His presence.
  Worship is therefore essentially a dialogue between God and His people, and a prime consideration for Protestant worship is to preserve the corporate character of worship,
 in which God speaks to us in Word and Sacrament, and we, as His corporate people, respond in confession, adoration, thanksgiving, etc.  Some religious sentiments are more appropriate to such a meeting than others, and some would be altogether inappropriate.  For example, my objection to much of the Revivalist hymnody is that it focuses on the individual’s private/subjective experience of faith (or, worse, sudden conversion) rather than the common objective realities upon which all faith rests.  In our private devotional activity, it is entirely proper to give thanks for such individual/private realities, but they have little or no appropriate place in corporate worship, which should celebrate what is common to us all, not what is particular to some of us (Yes, this means I’m not entirely happy with “the hour I first believed,” or the much-loved hymn in which it appears, because some people have no memory of that hour, because they were regenerate from an early age).

B. Promotes congregation participation.  Hymns, by this criterion, fall into three categories

1. Singable.  Some hymns are singable by the average individual or congregation.

2. Not singable.  Some rhythms are virtually unsingable by a chorus, though they might be singable either by a soloist or an expertly-trained voice.  Similarly, intervals of thirds and fifths are ordinarly more singable than intervals of sixths and sevenths, and melodies that have sixths and sevenths are very hard to sing for most individuals.  Further, some hymns can only be sung by congregations that have unusual musical abilities.  Hymns that have moving parts, which parts are almost essential to pulling it off, cannot be sung by congregations with few or no bases or tenors who read music (Wesley’s “And Can it Be,” for instance, requires fairly aggressive singing by the bases and tenors, and few congregations are up to it.  People who hear a professional recording of it sometimes “like” it, but this does not mean that most congregations can sing it, with or without its theological difficulties). One of the happy contributions of the (early, 1906) twentieth century to hymnody was the Ralph Vaughan Williams Sine Nomine tune to W. W. How’s wonderful “For All the Saints.”  Previously, this was ordinarily set to the less-melodic, somewhat more-difficult (and therefore less triumphant) Sarum tune by Joseph Barnby.  Like many of the English chorales, the Barnby tune, if sung by a professional chorus, was a reasonably apt setting for the hymn, but Williams provided a setting that is both apt and engagingly singable (once a congregation gets used to the vocal rest on the first down-beat).  The hymn now gushes forth from most congregations as triumphantly as its lyrics suggest.


Some hymns are not singable because the musical score is not written, and the congregation must use the first two or three verses to learn the melody.  This is one of the chief demerits of the so-called contemporary praise choruses; their lyrics are printed in a bulletin (or, worse, projected on a screen, bit-by-bit so that the worshiper begins singing a sentence without knowing whether it has a heterodox or blasphemous ending) without a musical score, so that those present who can read music, who might learn it (as I have many times) in the ten or fifteen minutes before the service begins, are incapable of sight-reading, and therefore effectively prohibited from singing until the final verses are possibly learned.

3. Difficult, but singable.  Some hymns have some difficulties, but ones that can be overcome.  If the key signature, for instance, places the hymn out of the range of the average singer, the hymn can be transposed into a lower key (the New Trinity Hymnal changed the key signatures of over 150 of the hymns in the previous Trinity Hymnal).  Or, a hymn with one or two odd rhythms might be singable if some effort is made to teach it to the congregation.  Such hymns should ordinarily not be introduced to the congregation “cold,” but should be pre-introduced for some period of time by having a pianist or other instrumentalist play the piece as a prelude, postlude, or offertory.  Also, some hymns that are singable become unsingable due to the accompaniment.  If a hymn has some lengthy phrases in it, and if the accompanist plays at too slow a tempo, the congregation is constantly incapable of finishing these phrases, feels like it is suffocating, and one by one, people drop out.  Indeed, the piano constantly faces this challenge, because phrasing that would be optimal if the piano were played as a solo instrument would almost always be at a slower tempo than if a chorus is singing the same hymn.  Most pianists are well advised, while practicing beforehand, to sing the hymn while playing it, to be sure that the tempo is neither too fast nor too slow for the human voice.  Curiously, when a pianist is nervous about playing in public, the tempo tends to get too fast, and then the congregation can’t find opportunties to gather breath between phrases, and once again the result is a congregation that is literally “breathless,” but in the unhelpful sense of the word.

C. Situated properly liturgically


While most of the considerations of this brief outline are germane to the question of what hymns to select at all, it is also appropriate to be self-conscious about the selection of hymns for particular portions or places within a service of worship.  Commonly, hymns appear to be selected for their topical similarity to the sermon, as though they were a teaching aid.  This does not always have negative consequences, and good hymns are good hymns regardless of their location, but other considerations might be considered.  Historically, the standard Christian liturgies tended to have what the late Peter Toon has called two aspects or moments:  the penitential and the celebratory, and the service moved from the one to the other.  Early in the service would be such acts as the confession of sin and statement of pardon, and later would be the celebration of our communion with God in Christ in the Lord’s Supper, and the service would end with a benediction, in which the blessings of the Triune God were declared upon His gathered people.  


One might find that some hymns would be better suited, ordinarily, to one part of the service than to another.  Perhaps hymns of praise might be considered early on to remind the creature that he is in the presence of his Maker.  Perhaps hymns of thanksgiving or gratitude might be well-located before or after the pastoral prayer.  Some hymns, invoking the presence of the Holy Spirit, might be especially appropriate prior to the sermon or Table.  Surely, for instance, a hymn such as “Blessed Jesus, at your word, we are gathered all to hear you” is particularly appropriate before the sermon.  Similarly, many communion hymns have been written that might be well selected as part of the service of the Lord’s Supper.  Thus, once one has conducted all the other steps suggested in this outline, one might also consider noting the particular liturgical aptness of certain hymns, as a guide to placing them in particular places in the service of worship. 

III. Musicological Criteria

The liturgical criteria “trump” all musicological criteria.  That is, if by musicological criteria, one composition were superior to another, but so superior that the average individual or congregation could not sing it, this would have to give way to the primary liturgical criterion of congregational participation.  Nonetheless, musicological criteria are important in their own right.

A. Musical score appropriate to the lyrical score.  

When Handel, Bach, Brahms, Schubert or Wagner wrote music that had lyrics, they all attempted to create an appropriate blend between the lyrical and musical score.  Sometimes, this attempt drove them to write musical scores that, in part, were virtually onomatapoeic of the lyrical scores (e.g. Handel’s pulsating “tre-he-he-he-hembled” in one of the Chandos anthems, where the word “tremble” in the phrase “The earth trembled” actually has a trembling sound).  More often, it is a more-general matter of tone or mood; does the tone produced by the musical score accord with the mood of the lyrical score?  In the first movement of Brahms’s Ein Deutsches Requiem, there is a very pensive, even compassionate tenderness to the introductory “Selig sind die das Leid tragen” (blessed are those who mourn), part of which is accomplished through the chorus singing in hushed piano voices, but part of which is also accomplished by having no string parts higher than the second violin.  There is no first violin part to this movement, because the soaring, higher notes are not appropriate to this gentle expression of comfort in the presence of grief.  Music is an emotional reality, and when the emotions evoked by the musical score differ from those suggested by the lyrics, the resulting dissonance is unsatisfying, if not emotionally distracting.  

B. Musical properties promote congregational participation.  Aaron Copland (What to Listen for in Music) taught that music has five distinct properties, and in each of these properties, a given hymn may be better or worse.

1. Rhythm  

Arguably, all music has rhythm of some sort, though some rhythms are more difficult to discern than others.  Having rhythm does not mean, for instance, that it is “easy to tap one’s foot to.”  The opening measures of Stravinsky’s Rite of Spring, for instance, juxtapose on top of each other different time signatures.  This juxtaposition creates profound energy, and is very interesting, but one cannot easily tap one’s foot to it.  Some rhythms are more difficult to sing than others; and difficult rhythms should ordinarily be avoided in selecting hymns.  

Further, rhythm, by itself, is one of the most determining aspects of tone or mood.  The ¾ tempos that characterize so much of the nineteenth-century revivalist hymnody tend to promote a march-like tempo that is incompatible with grief, penitence, or pensiveness.  Such rhythmic choices would not accompany well a hymn such as “O Sacred Head, Now Wounded.”

One might notice here that not all rhythms can be successfully performed on all instruments.  Strummed instruments, such as the guitar, tend to be most comfortable with rythmic patterns that permit the performer to strum the instrument down and back, often in what is called a “shuffle rythm.”  It is nearly impossible, for instance, to play a march rhythm on the guitar.  

2. Melody


Most (but not all) music has melody, and indeed melody is perhaps the most prominent aspect of most western music.  Some melodies are fairly easy for a congregation to learn, and others are more difficult.  When/if the intervals are too difficult, or rhythms too difficult, or if the melody is un-melodious, another should be selected.

3. Harmony


Harmony is a debated issue in liturgical circles.  Some promote singing in all four parts, as a reflection of the diversity of people and peoples reconciled in Christ, and others promote unison singing only, as a reflection of the church’s unity.  While I prefer the former, reflecting the multitude of tongues, tribes and nations redeemed by Christ, I have respect for the alternative.  For those who wish to permit or promote singing of parts, it should be noted that some versions of hymns have better parts than others.  Sometimes a hymn with a perfectly good melody line has oblique lines that are either difficult to sing or unmusical, or dull.  Further, the accompanying instrument can make it difficult to sing the other parts, especially if the rhythms of the accompanying instrument different from those of the other parts.  Guitars-strumming, for instance, tends to conflict with harmony lines that have moving parts whose rhythms that differ from strumming pattern; whereas a piano can play the other parts and actually thereby assist in their being sung.

4. Timbre


Timbre is one of the most-overlooked aspects of music by the casual listener, but it refers to the particular aural properties of particular instruments or voices.  One of the big changes in so-called “modern” (20th century) symphonic music, for instance, was the greater prevalence of brass instruments, in contrast to the dominance of string instruments in the 18th and 19th centuries.  Such brass instruments are much more prominent in the works of composers such as Copeland or Bruckner than they were, for instance, in Mozart or Brahms.  It isn’t surprising, for instance, that brass instruments were historically employed martially, to signal military forces on the field.  Their loud, piercing sounds, capable of staccato (and therefore rhythmically distinctive) playing, made them ideal for signalling troops.  Stringed instruments, by contrast, would have proven very ineffective in the same environment.  Choice of timbre, therefore, is very important in establishing mood, and the timbre of some instruments has a broader range than that of others.  The piano-forte, as its name suggests, has a broad dynamic range, and is capable of the delicate, floating quality of Debussey’s “Claire de Lune,” or the driving, furious scherzi of Chopin.  


Timbre is a significant consideration for an accompanying instrument (as opposed to a solo instrument).  Presumably, the purpose of an instrument accompanying choral singing is to assist the congregation (especially if an untrained one, such as the typical congregation) in keeping pitch and tempo.  Its notes need to be loud enough to serve this role, without drowning out the lyrics sung by the congregation.  Somewhat unhappily, it has been common since the late-19th century for churches to employ organs in this role, for which they are not especially well-suited.  Only a remarkably skilled and sensitive organist can succeed (and then only relatively) when employing the instrument in this role.  As a wind instrument, and a darned big one at that, the organ’s notes are comparatively imprecise (though some organ-makers have made some that are surprisingly precise, considering the challenge of doing so).  Worse, its individual tones cannot vary dynamically, which means that the volume of a given tone is the same from the time the keyboard is struck until the finger is taken off the note.  By contrast, the piano is a percussive instrument, and when a give note is played, the initial part of the note is loud, and then the volume immediately falls off (even to some degree when the sustain pedal is depressed).  The piano, therefore, is able to keep tempo without drowning out the lyrics being sung.  The reason the piano has been used to accompany such a wide range of musical styles, from classical to boogie, is due to this property.  Also, as its name suggests, the piano-forte has quite a dynamic range, and a skilled accompanist can either play at double forté or double piano, as need arises.  The guitar has proven itself fairly capable of accompanying soloists or small groups (trios, or quintets, as in folk music), but has proven itself less competent at accompanying larger choruses.  Unless it is amplified to levels that drown out congregational lyrics, it has difficulty providing direction for pitch and rhythm.  Singers listening for its “help” rarely find it.  To my knowledge, in the entire range of classical music, the guitar has never been employed to accompany a group of more than four or five singers, because its musical properties just do not lend itself to providing such accompaniment.

5. Form.  

Form will have less significance for assessing hymns, simply because hymns are such brief musical compositions that they have comparatively little complex form.  Hymns are simply too brief, for example, to begin with an introduction, move to exposition, then development, and then recapitulation, as in the first movement of classical sonata-allegro form.  Indeed, most hymns will have little movement at all; there will be a simple melody consisting of a small number of musical phrases.  Rarely (and perhaps even more rarely successfully), a hymn-writer will attempt some sort of movement in the form of a hymn that provides contrast (such as Robert Lowry’s “Low in the Grave He Lay”), or that moves to a refrain that establishes a different melody.

IV.  Applying these Criteria


It might appear daunting to the typical pastor to consider applying these critera week by week while preparing for worship.  And, indeed, it can be daunting, which is why many communions have their experts prepare a hymnal, from which their churches can make selections with reasonable confidence that such criteria have already been applied.  Unhappily, many hymnals have serious failings, often preserving hymns that are very difficult for the average congregation to sing, and not a few of which are theologically heterodox or insipid.  


During the nine years that I pastored, I recognized how daunting the task of hymn-evaluating was, and I determined that it was too big a task to accomplish on a given week.  Far wiser, I judged, to begin with my communion’s hymnal, and work through it whenever I had additional study time, until I had filtered its roughly 750 hymns through these criteria.  The first pass was the theological test (no sense going further if a hymn failed here), and then if a hymn made it by this test I applied the other two.  When I was done, about 150 had made the grade, and while that appears to be a small percentage (one-fifth) of the total, 150 hymns is still a large number of hymns.  Most congregations probably have a repertoire of less than one-third that number.  But once I was done with the project (actually, one is never done with such; I would now add some others to the list, and probably delete a few), it was fairly efficient to simply select from the list those that fit certain parts of the liturgy on certain Sundays.


Some pastors, perhaps most, would not be able to do much with the musicological criteria, and would need the assistance of someone who could help there.  Right off the bat, you can rule out hymns that require a top-end f-natural, or, in most cases an e-natural.  For most congregations, e-flat is about as high as you can fly.  But any pastor who can sight-read music can attempt singing a hymn in the study, and if it is difficult for the pastor to sing, it will probably be difficult for the congregation also.  And most congregations will have some people with musical training who will assist in this process if given clear directions:  Do not ask them whether they “like” a hymn or not, which is irrelevant.  Ask them to answer the specific musicological questions that need to be addressed.  Most will be happy to help (actually, in some settings, there is no one with these abilities, because the church’s previous practices have already “run off” people with refined musical sensibilities; in such situations, outside help is needed).  Indeed, the pastor could even informally request the assistance of those with musicological skills, by simply inviting them to comment whenever a hymn is selected that has difficulties that he did not notice.  If invited, most people with such ability will be happy to explain why, on a given week, a given hymn “bombed.”

****************

General (and Extremely Abbreviated) Thoughts on the Issue du Jour:  

Contemporary Praise Choruses


It would take a brief book to assess this phenomenon adequately, at a minimum employing all of the considerations mentioned above.
  That is, in the history of hymnody, the hymns that made it into the various hymnals had to satisfy criteria such as the ones mentioned above.  Why does this genre now get a “pass” on this, and just circumvent the ordinary requirement that a hymn be good (measured by some discernible criteria)?  Imagine singing 17th century hymns, for instance, simply because they were written in the 17th century, without their having any other merits.  Why would the mere historical accident of the date of a work’s composition be sufficient ground for its inclusion in the repertoire of the Church’s hymnody?  If we disapprove a particular nineteenth century hymn because it is, for instance un-singable, why do we approve a 21st-century hymn that is just as un-singable?  Or, if we reject an 18th-century hymn for being trivial or repetitive, why do we embrace a 21st-century hymn that is just as trivial or repetitive?


These questions are not entirely rhetorical; they are also designed to be answered, and to refute the typical answer which is untrue.  Ordinarily, the answer given is:  “We select these because people like them.”  But this answer is not true, in two ways.  First, in the most obvious way, many people, such as myself, detest them.  On theological and artistic grounds, I regard them with measured contempt.  I do not like them, and ordinarily decline to sing them.  So, it is not a general truth that “people like them,” when we know perfectly well that some people dislike them.  Truthfully, we could only say:  “We select them because some people, presumably the majority of people, like them.”  Further, I believe this answer is untruthful in a second way:  Has any statistically-sound measuring tool, one that would pass the muster of trained sociologists, ever demonstrated that even the majority of people prefer these choruses to hymns?  Further yet, if some people do prefer them, do they prefer them on the same grounds or on different grounds, and what are those grounds?


Some evade this (though I am not saying that they attempt to evade it) by suggesting that it is necessary to the church’s outreach and evangelism to sing hymns in this idiom.  But this just drives us back to the previous consideration; it doesn’t take us beyond it.  Suppose we agreed that the majority of our culture is essentially a philistine culture, with crude and/or childish artistic preferences.  Would this justify our evangelizing only the crude, and not the more-refined?  Does not the church’s evangelistic responsibility extend to all of Adam’s race, or does Marx now direct our missions only to the impoverished and lowest rungs of the sociological ladder?


As a media ecologist and culture observer, I would say that in point of fact there are four factors that have led us to the present situation:  Our culture is egalitarian (Richard Hofstadter, Nathan Hatch), our culture is trivial (Jacques Ellul, David Denby, Todd Gitlin), our culture is paedo-centric (John McWhorter), and our culture is contemporaneous (Postman et al.).  Various observers of culture have made these points in their own ways.  As an egalitarian culture, we are implicitly opposed to excellence, and we embrace the opinions and tastes of “the common man.”  Swamped by electronic media that can only handle and communicate what is trivial and ephemeral, our sensibilities have grown accustomed to the mundane, and we do not strive for what is sublime.  It is not surprising, therefore, that when we do the most sublime thing imaginable (meet with God), even here, we are content with what is mundane or trivial.  Also, our culture has become paedo-centric.  In the pop culture of the early sixties, “Father Knows Best.”  Such a notion doesn’t enter our cultural mind any more.  Children, who once were to be seen but not heard, run the show now, and it is not surprising that we accomodate ourselves to them, their tastes, and their preferences, more and more.  Whereas a given church in 1965 might have sung “Jesus Loves Me This I Know” once or twice a year, as a special act of condesenscion to those too young to read within the congregation, many congregations do the equivalent of this now every week.  Commercial forces have made ours a contemporaneous culture, a culture without regard for the past.  We market everything by its being “new,” which implies that newer is preferable to what is older.


But in each of these four arenas, the values of egalitarianism, triviality, paedo-centrism and contemporaneity are not values that are consistent with biblical Christianity (though I would need several pages to argue each point here).  That is, if we look at our ostensible defense of contemporary praise-choruses (they are an evangelistic necessity), we still would have to ask why the church in the 1930s did not rewrite hymnody in the idiom of Swing and big band, and/or why the church in the 1960s did not rewrite hymnody in the idiom of rock and roll.  This is not the first generation to have pop music; it is the third.  Pop music is mass music, and we have had it since the radio (and possibly earlier, with early phonographs).  So we can only conclude one of two things:  The churches in the 1930s through 1960s did not care about evangelism; or that those churches did care about it, but did not capitulate to egalitarianism, triviality, paedo-centrism or contemporaneity in order to evangelize.  Possibly, those generations recognized that evangelism always has an elenctic quality to it; it always, in some senses, challenges those worldly ideas and values that oppose true Christianity, and calls people out of such culture.  Possibly, they recognized that evangelism calls them to embrace Christian values, such as those Paul articulated in Philippians 4:8--“Finally, brothers, whatever is true, whatever is honorable, whatever is just, whatever is pure, whatever is lovely, whatever is commendable, if there is any excellence, if there is anything worthy of praise, think about these things.”  


I do not assert that the churches of the mid-to-late twentieth century were necessarily more wise or virtuous than the churches today.  Rather, I think these four cultural tendencies became more pronounced in the latter half of the twentieth century, and therefore it has only been recently that well-thinking churches have recognized them for the influence they have.  But just as the churches in the 1960s found it necessary to confront, not capitulate to, ethical relativism; it may be the duty of the churches in the third millenium to confront, not capitulate to, aesthetic relativism.  If the apostles call us to esteem those things which are lovely, commendable, excellent, or worthy of praise, then we simply cannot be neutral about such matters.

Christian Classics Ethereal Library lists these traits of a hymn tune:

1. Composed (rather than extemporaneous)

2. Suitable for singing

3. In a poetic meter compatible with some "hymn"

4. In a musical style generally considered to be suitable for devotional use in public Christian worship

5. Intended for, or actually used with, a "hymn"

6. Singable by a group

7. Usable without (or with minimal) instrumental accompaniment

8. At least partially singable by (relatively) untrained and unsophisticated ("folk") performers
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