Should Non-Members Partake of the Sacrament?
Introduction

See the studies 
Sacrament- In Remembrance of the Sacrifice of Jesus Christ
The Sacrament is for Baptised Members of the Church
The Lord has given instruction in the Doctrine and Covenants that the sacrament is to be reserved for baptized members of the church who are striving to obey the commandments. The following scripture explains the order the Priesthood are to follow:

D&C 20:68: “The duty of members after they are received by baptism-The elders or priests are to have a sufficient time to expound all things concerning the Church of Christ to their understanding, previous to their partaking of the sacrament, and being confirmed by the laying on of hands of the elders, so that all things may be done in order” 

If it is important to ensure that baptized individuals receive sufficient instruction before partaking of the sacrament then it must also be proper for unbaptised individuals not to partake because they have received insufficient instruction. During the period when investigators are learning about the church and developing an understanding of the Gospel right up to the time of being baptized this scripture clearly indicates that they should not partake of the sacrament. 

It is inappropriate for the Priesthood to offer the ordinance of baptism to individuals who not ready and this should likewise apply to the ordinance of the sacrament which renews the covenant of baptism. Baptism is for the remission of sins and entrance into the Kingdom of God. The sacrament likewise renews the covenant of Baptism and is for a continuation of a remission of sins and membership in the Kingdom of God. Both are sacred ordinances and should not be treated with disrespect. 

. 
When the Savior introduced the sacrament to His disciples as recorded by Nephi he gave instruction that only those who have repented and are baptized should receive the sacrament: 
3 Nephi 18:5-6, 10-12: “Behold there shall one be ordained among you, and to him will I give power that he shall break bread and bless it and give it unto the people of my church, unto all those who shall be baptized in my name. And this shall ye always observe to do, even as I have done, even as I have broken bread and blessed it and given it unto you……And when the disciples had done this, Jesus said unto them: Blessed are ye for this thing which ye have done, for this is fulfilling my commandments, and doth witness unto the Father that ye are willing to do that which I have commanded you. And this shall ye always do to those who repent and are baptized in my name…...And I give unto you a commandment that ye shall always do these things. And if ye shall always do these things blessed are ye, for ye are built upon my rock.” 
These words are plain and simple in stating that the sacrament is meant for those who have repented and been baptized. This message is consistent in both the Book of Mormon and Doctrine and Covenants.

To further emphasize this point the Lord gave a commandment in the same sermon that His disciples are not to offer the sacrament to anyone they know to be unworthy. Worthiness in is equated with those who are repentant and have obeyed the ordinance of baptism.

3 Nephi 18:27-33: “Behold, verily, verily, I say unto you, I give unto you another commandment, and then I must go unto my Father…. And now behold, this is the commandment which I give unto you, that ye shall not suffer any one knowingly to partake of my flesh and blood unworthily, when ye shall minister it. For whoso eateth and drinketh my flesh and blood unworthily eateth and drinketh damnation to his soul; therefore, if ye know that a man is unworthy to eat and drink of my flesh and blood ye shall forbid him.” 
“Nevertheless, ye shall not cast him out from among you, but ye shall minister unto him and shall pray for him unto the Father, in my name; and if it so be that he repenteth and is baptized in my name, then shall ye receive him, and shall minister unto him of my flesh and blood. But if he repent not he shall not be numbered among my people, that he may not destroy my people, for behold I know my sheep, and they are numbered. Nevertheless, ye shall not cast him out of your synagogues, or places of worship, for unto such ye shall continue to minister…... 
Therefore, keep these saying which I have commanded you that ye come not under condemnation for wo unto him whom the Father condemneth.”  

Worthiness Essential

The Savior clearly teaches His disciples that if they are aware that an individual is not worthy of the sacrament they should advise them not to partake. The Savior in the above scripture even goes as far as to say the priesthood should actively forbid the sacrament to the unworthy which applies to both members and non-members of the Church. In the dictionary, the word forbid is given the meanings of prohibit, refuse to allow, ban, and exclude. All that is generally required is to advise non-members in a kindly gentle manner that they should not partake of the sacrament until they become confirmed members of the church. Investigators readily accept this from the beginning and it neither causes embarrassment or rejection if explained in the correct manner. In doing this the priesthood are obeying the commandment of the Savior as recorded in the scriptures. 

With all ordinances that pertain to the salvation of an individual a standard of worthiness is required to receive the ordinance. Before a person is allowed to be baptised and receive the gift of the Holy Ghost they receive a worthiness interview. The same applies to those receiving the Priesthood or participating in the Temple ordinances. At the present time the sacrament is the only ordinance where an individual can walk in off the street and participate in a sacred ordinance. They may have a lifestyle that is totally against the principles of the gospel, for example being unchaste, but there are no restrictions in regard to the ordinance of the sacrament. These individuals will not suffer since they “know not what they do”.  However, those who hold the keys and allow this to happen when it is preventable are not justified before the Lord. 

It has also been my personal experience that those non-members attending church over a period of time if gently advised not to take the sacrament until they are baptised respond by actually being baptised. There are three converts in the ward I attend who can testify to this. One sister whose husband and some of her children had been baptised came to church for several months with her husband and would take the sacrament. I noticed this and gently advised her husband to suggest to her not to take the sacrament until she was baptised. She followed his advice and was baptised a few weeks later. 

Is it possible that by allowing non-members who attend regularly to take the sacrament, there progress is being held back?

President Joseph Fielding Smith advised the following announcement to be made:
“Non-members cannot comply with the covenants embodied in the blessings of the sacrament and therefore should not partake of it. They are old enough to reason and should understand that the sacrament so far as adults are concerned is for those who have repented of their sins in the waters of baptism. It would be proper in a meeting to say, “The sacrament will now be administered to the members of the church,” in cases where there are non-members present; otherwise nothing need be said of this nature.” Joseph Fielding Smith “Doctrines of Salvation” Volume 2 page 350
This was the procedure when I joined the church in 1967 with a brief announcement made from the Bishopric. I was an investigator for five months before being baptised. During this period I did not take the sacrament due to this advice given. When I look back I know I was unworthy to partake due to the bad habits I had formed. I am grateful for the advice given. 
Leaders are responsible to help individuals’ members and non-members realize the need for worthiness in participating in the ordinances of the Gospel. 

Mormon 9:29: “See that ye are not baptized unworthily; see that ye partake not of the sacrament of Christ unworthily; but see that ye do all things in worthiness, and do it in the name of Jesus Christ, the Son of the Living God…” 

1 Corinthians 11:27-30: “Wherefore whosoever shall eat this bread and drink this cup of the Lord unworthily shall be guilty of the body and blood of the Lord. But let a man examine himself, and so let him eat of that bread and drink of that cup. For he that eateth and drinketh unworthily, eateth and drinketh damnation to himself, not discerning the Lord’s body. For this cause many are weak and sickly among you and many sleep” 
Providing a person has repented the ordinance of baptism will produce a complete remission of sins as the following scriptures testify: 
D&C 33:11: “Yea, repent and be baptized, every one of you, for a remission of your sins; yea, be baptized even by water and then cometh the baptism of fire and of the Holy Ghost.” 
D&C 76:51-52 extracts: “These are they who……were baptized after the manner of his burial, being buried in the water in His name….that by keeping the commandments they might be washed and cleansed from all their sins, and receive the Gift of the Holy Ghost…”. 
3 Nephi 30:2 extracts: “Turn, all ye Gentiles, from your wicked ways; and repent of your evil doings…….and come unto me and be baptized in my name, that ye may receive a remission of your sins, and be filled with the Holy Ghost....”  (See also D&C 13:1; D&C 19:31; D&C 55:1; D&C 84:74; D&C 107:20; Moroni 8:11; 3 Nephi 1:23.)
The investigator’s sins are not wiped clean until they receive the ordinance of baptism and this is fundamental to understanding why the Lord has stated that the unbaptised should not take the sacrament. Until a person has received the ordinance of baptism their accumulated sins make them unworthy to partake of the sacrament, even though they may be honest sincere people. 
All that is required is for the investigator to be informed in a gentle manner that the sacrament is for baptised members of the church so that they can make an informed decision. The sacrament is to be offered to all so the individual can make their own informed decision. The Lord will not penalize investigators if they do partake of the sacrament since they do not realize what they are doing. But the fact remains that until baptism when they receive a remission of their sins and the slate is wiped clean they are not worthy to partake. The whole purpose of baptism is to remove those sins because they are repentant and want to change their lives. They then become worthy and are free to partake.

Those holding the keys of the Priesthood of the church have an obligation to protect the sacredness of the ordinances of the Gospel and this includes the sacrament. Their decision in this reflects how they personally feel about the emblems of the Lord’s sacrifice and how sacred they regard the sacrament.
What Constitutes Worthiness

Is the church falling into the same pattern that happened to the Nephites two hundred years after the appearance of the Saviour amongst them?

4 Nephi 27: “…. And yet they did deny the more parts of His gospel, insomuch that they did receive all manner of wickedness, and did administer that which was sacred unto him to whom it had been forbidden because of his unworthiness.” 
Same Standards of worthiness for Baptism and the Sacrament

The same standards that are required for baptism should also be required of those who partake of the sacrament, inasmuch as they are renewing the covenants of baptism. This is the standard to be baptised: 

Moroni 6:2-3: “Neither did they receive any unto baptism save they came forth with a broken heart and a contrite spirit, and witnessed unto the church that they truly repented of all their sins, and none were received unto baptism save they took upon them the name of Christ, having a determination to serve him to the end”
The Sacrament was Withdrawn for a Short Period due to Unworthiness in the Church
“So sacred did the First Presidency regard the sacrament as an ordinance that, during the reformation period (1856–57), it was withheld from the Saints for some months “to afford them space and time for repentance, restitution and, when ready, for a renewal of their covenants.” Journal History of The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints,” 26 Jan. 1857, p. 2.

Heber C. Kimball lamented in 1857 that “there are a great many people … in this Valley who could justly … partake of the sacrament, but they are prohibited for the present in consequence of the wickedness of some who would also partake and thus eat and drink to their condemnation.” (In Journal of Discourses 4: 164)

Elder Wilford Woodruff said in 1856 that when he saw the sacrament “removed from the table … it was a loud sermon to this people.” (In Journal of Discourses, 4: 146)
Personal Experience

Whilst serving as a Bishop when I observed investigators partaking of the sacrament I asked the missionaries what they were instructed to advise investigators concerning this ordinance. They replied it was mission policy that the investigator could choose whether they partake or not. One of the missionaries also made the comment that after reading the scriptures she had recently asked this question of her leaders because she also felt it was not right that they should partake.
At a fast and testimony meeting two beautiful babies were blessed by their fathers. The parents had invited their non-member friends and relatives to the blessing. On the front row of the chapel were several of these non-members who were unfamiliar with a Latter-Day Saint service. They had not been informed by anybody that it was not necessary for them to partake. So as the sacrament was passed, each non-member partook and I personally felt guilty as the Bishop that I was allowing this to happen without giving them instruction so they could make an informed choice. They were not sincere investigators wanting to know if the gospel was true but were just attending a baby’s blessing.

Those individuals who attended the blessing partook of the sacrament because no advice was given to them to the contrary. The Spirit bore witness to me that this was inappropriate. The same happens at Christmas meetings when some people make their annual pilgrimage to the church. I sat in the meeting and cringed at the thought of all the unbaptised partaking of the sacrament which in my opinion was showing disregard for the sacredness of this Holy ordinance. 

Is it possible that church leaders have become so sensitive in trying not to give offence to non-members, that they are actually offending their Lawgiver who has given specific instructions on the sacrament? (see D&C 64:13) 

In gently advising non-members not to partake of the sacrament until they are confirmed members of the church the Priesthood are actually fulfilling the commandments of the Saviour as contained in both the Doctrine and Covenants and the Book of Mormon. From personal experience giving this advice in a kind thoughtful way with explanation of the reason does not hinder missionary work in the slightest but is respected fully by investigators of the church

I once showed an investigator round the church for the first time. In the chapel, I pointed out the sacrament table, explained to him what happened with the sacrament and that it was not necessary for him to partake until he was a member of the church. He was not offended in the slightest and is now a good strong member of the church. 

When a choice is to be made about something there needs to be sufficient information on which to base that choice. Missionaries and ushers should be instructed on how to explain to non-members in a kind gentle loving way that the sacrament is reserved for baptized members of the church. A gentle announcement from the stand can help assist in that choice. 

One sister in the ward bore her testimony concerning the sacrament. As an investigator, several years ago she attended church for many months and partook of the sacrament but would not commit to baptism. Then a new missionary elder advised her that she should not partake of the sacrament until after she was baptized. She then made the commitment to get baptized a short time later. 

According to the Lord ‘righteous intent’ alone is not sufficient for individuals to partake of the sacrament until those intentions have resulted in repentance, baptism and confirmation into the church. 

Correspondence Relating to D&C 20:68

It is my testimony that the book of Doctrine and Covenants contains the foundation beliefs and principles upon which the church should operate today. It is the Word of God to all people in this the dispensation of the fullness of times. This book contains the doctrines the Lord expects His people to believe, and the covenants He expects them to keep. It is the measuring rod by which members can know if a doctrine taught or a policy practiced is correct and true.

The Doctrine and Covenants is indeed the Book of Commandments for Modern Israel and contains the stamp of authority of the Lord. “Behold, this is mine authority, and the authority of my servants, and my preface unto the Book of my Commandments, which I have given them to publish unto you, O inhabitants of the earth.” D&C 1:6:

If the ward and stake level of leadership are unable to answer an appropriate question on policy or doctrine the General Level of Church leadership have the responsibility to respond even up to the level of the First Presidency. This will only need to happen in a very few instances since the vast majority of questions are answered in the wards and stakes. 

It will be seen from the following correspondence just how difficult it is to get an answer to one simple question on a church policy that apparently does not agree with the teachings in the Doctrine and Covenants.  I actually used the following as a test case to see whether the brethren were willing to acknowledge the authority of the Doctrine and Covenants. In the end I came to the same conclusion reached by the great gospel scholar Hugh Nibley. He gave the following poignant statement at the end his study on Zion ‘Our Glory or our Condemnation’: “It is amazing that any teaching so fundamental and so clear-cut could be so effectively silenced today among people professing to preach and to practice the restored gospel.”
A Summary of my Attempts to get an Answer to the Question of Giving the Sacrament to Non-Members of the church 

After consulting with the Stake President, I wrote a letter to Elder Gerald N. Lund of the Area Presidency on the subject of “The Sacrament and Non-Members” dated 7th July 2004.

I received a reply from Elder Lund dated 12th July 2004

I replied to Elder Lund dated the 15th August 2004 stating the actual question was not answered.

I received a reply from Elder Lund dated 9th September 2004 stating, “It was probably inappropriate of me to even speculate as to why they (The First Presidency) have chosen to make this statement.” 

I wrote a letter to Elder Russell M. Nelson on the 31st August 2004 because of his message at the worldwide leadership meeting called “Worshipping at Sacrament Meeting” to obtain his opinion on this subject.

I received a reply from Elder Russell M. Nelson dated 9 September 2004 but received on the 17 January 2005. (Delay due to post.) Elder Nelson made no attempt to answer the question.
I therefore sent a letter to First Presidency on the same question dated 12th Jan 2005. I received no reply from the First Presidency, but they returned the letter to the Area Presidency and asked them to handle the matter.

Prior to writing to the First Presidency I had studied the subject extensively and produced a study document bringing together all the scriptures and rational thoughts on this subject. I then asked the Stake President for his opinion and he could give no answer. I also spoke with the Mission President for his opinion and he stated he had wondered about the answer to the same question. It was then that I wrote to Elder Lund of the Area Presidency for his opinion but he made no reference to D&C 20:68. President Lund in his final reply stated again “It was probably inappropriate of me to even speculate as to why they have chosen to make this statement, but they have”. 
Instead of replying to my letter sent to the First Presidency on the 12 Jan 2005 requesting an understanding to a question on a basic doctrine of the church the following then happened:
A letter was sent from the Office of the First Presidency to Elder Lund

Elder Lund sent a letter to President Day informing him to interview me.

I was interviewed by President Day on the 9 Feb 2005 

I was interviewed again on the 16th of Feb 2005

President Day sent a letter to Elder Lund on my worthiness status

President Day received a reply from Elder Lund

President Day replied further defending my right to ask a basic doctrinal question

I wrote a letter to Elder Lund dated 12th March expressing my feelings on the inappropriate way this has been handled and what the scriptures teach on how questions about church doctrine and practice should be resolved.

Elder Lund replied to my letter above on the 17th March 

I wrote a letter to Elder Lund on 6th April 2005 asking for specific comment on D&C 20:68 stating the question had not yet been answered.

I receive a reply from Elder Lund dated 9 June 2005 

I wrote a letter to Elder Lund dated 18th July summarizing our correspondence
President Day stated in his reply to Elder Lund “As you say, he has simply raised an honest enquiry about a principle of great importance to him”
Copies of Correspondence

President Gerald N. Lund,

Europe West Area 

751, Warwick Road,

Solihull, 

West Midlands,

B91 3 DQ

                                                                           7 July 2004
Dear Elder Lund,

In our Fast and Testimony meeting last Sunday we had the blessings of two lovely babies. As the Bishop of the ward I always enjoy these experiences, especially since we always get a good increase to our attendance!

However, from this meeting I would like to share a concern that I have with you and in so doing obtain your opinion. On the front row of the chapel were several relatives of one of the parents of the baby being blessed all of whom were non-members. Because of the restriction now placed upon leadership we could not announce that it was unnecessary for non-members of the church to partake of the sacrament. So as the sacrament was passed, each non-member partook, and I felt guilty as the Bishop that I was allowing this to happen. The Bishop holds the keys of authority but not the direction to prevent the sacrament being taken by non-members. In my opinion the scriptures clearly teach, and it is also common-sense that it is not right for non-members to be allowed to partake of the sacred emblems of the Lord’s sacrifice.

I have prepared a brief study document on this subject and would ask if you study this and then give me your sincere honest opinion on whether according to the scriptures it is right for non-members to partake of the sacrament. I am fully aware of the instructions in the handbook and other communications concerning the present policy of the church in this respect. I have discussed this with the Stake President, and he is comfortable with the fact that I am writing to you on this subject.

Like yourself I am a student of the scriptures and often seek guidance from the Word of the Lord.  I recall the words of Elder Packer at the World Leadership Meeting held on 3 Jan 03: 
“It is from the scriptures that we learn how to govern the church. When we have a decision to make and need help, ask yourself-what did the Lord say about this? Is there anything in the scriptures that will show me what to do? Then read the handbook. Always follow the promptings of the Spirit. We must be unified in doctrine and principle.”
I also recall those wonderful words in the Doctrine and Covenants often quoted by President Benson:  “And your minds in times past have been darkened because of unbelief, and because you have treated lightly the things you have received-which vanity and unbelief have brought the whole church under condemnation…and they shall remain under this condemnation until they repent and remember the new covenant, even the Book of Mormon and the former commandments which I have given them, not only to say, but to do according to that which I have written. D&C 84:54-55, 57 
May I express my appreciation to you for the inspired direction given by yourself at the meeting in Preston with President Hinckley, when you admonished the saints to use the scriptures. You also gave an excellent talk at a fireside in Chorley for temple workers when you spoke on the Gift of The Holy Ghost. It’s good to have sound doctrine well explained.
Sincerely,
Bishop Malcolm Twigg
Study enclosed:

Reply from Elder Lund dated 12 July 2004

Europe West Area Presidency,

751 Warwick Road,

Solihull, West Midlands

England B91 3 DQ

12 July 2004

Dear Bishop Twigg

Thank you for your thoughtful and thought-provoking letter concerning worthiness to partake of the sacrament. I appreciate your desire to fulfill your responsibilities as a bishop, particularly in the critical area of worthily partaking of the sacrament. I also appreciate your careful research and pondering of the issues involved. In my response I would suggest some additional things to consider that might help you better understand why currently the Brethren, meaning the First Presidency and the Quorum of the Twelve, have taken the policy stance that they have.

I am not sure if you have been in priesthood leadership long enough to remember, but some years ago when I was a bishop, the policy (whether it was written or unofficial I’m not sure), was that priesthood leaders who conducted sacrament meeting were to indicate that “ The sacrament would now be passed to members of the church.” Then as you indicated, later the directive came out that this was not to be done, that nothing was to be said either way. Rather than try to give a lengthy discourse, I will just outline some points that may help us better understand why the current policy is as it is:

(Only selections of the reply which refer to the sacrament and non-members are given.)
3 “As you cite on page 16, Third Nephi, chapter 18 which seems to be one of the strongest scriptures indicating that the sacrament should be reserved for those who have repented and been baptized “in my name”. Here we have an inherent problem that is often overlooked. First of all note it doesn’t say, ‘And this shall ye always do only to those who repent and are baptized in my name.’ It only suggests that this should be done to those who have been baptized. It is at the end of Third Nephi, Chapter 18 where he talks about the partaking of His flesh and blood unworthily and bringing damnation to our souls. I’ll say more about that in a moment but here is the sticky point of that whole chapter if we use that as proof that only baptized members should receive the sacrament. In chapter 19, after that incredible sacrament meeting directed by the Savior, we learn that He left them and all that night the word went out. The next day the Twelve had a huge multitude. Now notice what happens in verses 7-13. The disciples prayed to the Father and when they ministered
6 “ In the case of non-members my understanding, and I’ll have to do some further investigating, is not that missionaries are instructed not to say anything about the sacrament to their investigators, but to just explain to them what the sacrament is and what it represents and then leave the choice up to them. Who knows but that an investigator of a sincere heart could’nt partake of that sacrament and honestly and sincerely commit in their hearts to take the name of Christ upon them, to keep His commandments and to always remember Him. And do we really want to try to stop that from happening, even though they haven’t been fully baptized?

7 “One last thought as to why the Brethren have taken this stance. I saw this personally happen in a ward adjacent to mine and wondered if that or other similar events may have been what caused the Brethren to put out the edict that we do not specifically make a statement in sacrament meeting. I was told of a non-member father of a family who had come to church. Quietly he had been putting his life in order trying to get things straightened around and had decided to come back to church. No one in the ward knew anything about this and so, when the sacrament was passed and he partook of it, the bishop afterwards kindly but pretty bluntly, told him that he was in error and should not partake. Because he worked with so called “good members” who were doing things worse than him, and no one was telling them not to partake, he was greatly offended. Although he eventually came back, it was a setback for him. Related to this idea, I remember once seeing a sign in the Salt Lake Temple aimed at Temple workers which said something like this: ‘we must take care that in our efforts to correct one problem we don’t give offence which can be a greater problem than the original’
Well bishop, I don’t know if that’s helpful or if I have frustrated you further, but these are some of the thoughts that I have had on this issues. If you have any additional questions, I am happy to pursue it further. Again, we commend you for your thoughtfulness and your desire to fulfill your responsibilities as a bishop and to care for the spiritual welfare of your ward.

May you continue to have success in doing so and may the Lord bless you and your family in your efforts.

                                                        Sincerely

                                                        Gerald N. Lund

                                                        Europe West Area Presidency
cc President Ian J. Day

Note: The letter was three pages long but no reference whatsoever is made to the key scripture that I emphasized in the study-Doctrine and Covenants 20:68 
My reply to the letter of Elder Lund 
President Gerald N. Lund,

Europe West Area 

751, Warwick Road,

Solihull, 

West Midlands,

B91 3 DQ

15 Aug 2004

Dear Elder Lund,

Thank you for your time and effort in replying to my letter re the sacrament. I wish you to know that you are well respected by the members of the church in my area. It is good to have faith and confidence in the leaders of the church. 

In response to your letter I make the following observations. You state in (No2) “We need to be very careful how we state things” so we do not “put a slight twist on it”. You are absolutely correct and I have revised those comments you quoted of mine.

The key to this subject in my opinion is D&C 20:68 to which you made no comment. 
It states: - “The duty of members after they are received by baptism-The elders or priests are to have a sufficient time to expound all things concerning the Church of Christ to their understanding, previous to their partaking of the sacrament, and being confirmed by the laying on of hands of the elders, so that all things may be done in order” D&C 20:68
If it is important that baptized individuals receive sufficient instruction before partaking of the sacrament then surely it is appropriate for unbaptised individuals to be also given time. The point I am making is that in the sacrament meeting I referred to in my letter several individuals who were not investigators attended church to witness a blessing of a baby. They were not sincere investigators wanting to know the gospel and we have no idea of their lifestyle. 

We would not offer the ordinance of baptism to these individuals who were not ready. We are taught that the sacrament renews the covenant of baptism and is therefore just as important. Should we therefore offer the sacrament to them without at least giving them some information so they can make an informed choice of whether to partake? 

Surely we have an obligation to protect the sacredness of the ordinance of the sacrament. I feel our decisions in this regard reflect how we personally feel towards the emblems of the Lord’s sacrifice (D&C 20:40) and how sacred and special they are to us as members of the Lord’s church.

Concerning your comments on the scriptures quoted in 3rd Nephi 18 about which you state, “seems to be one of the strongest scriptures indicating that the sacrament should be reserved for those who have repented and been baptized”. This is especially true of 3 Nephi 18:28-30 which without doubt equates unworthiness with those who have not repented and are not baptized.  You then however proceed to explain that this was probably not the case giving a contrary reason which you called a “sticky point”. 

First, I believe the Lord teaches in “plainness and simplicity” and leaves no doubt to the understanding of the basic doctrines of the gospel. Only when we are looking “beyond the mark” to justify alternative actions do we find “sticky points”. 

It is worth noting that these individuals to whom the Lord was addressing His remarks had most likely already been baptized under the Law of Moses just a few years earlier (See 3 Nephi 7:23-26)  and that only the “more righteous part of the people were saved”. (3 Nephi 10:12) The Lord had previously said unto Nephi “that ye shall baptize this people when I am again ascended into Heaven”. (3 Nephi 11:21) The Lord chose the opportunity to teach the Nephites about the sacrament and show them how it was to be performed before He ascended into Heaven and therefore before they were baptized under the Law of the Gospel. Again, however I repeat the key to this question is the scripture in the Doctrine and Covenants D&C 20:68 and whether we accept this arbitrarily as the Word of the Lord and the Law by which the church should governed. 

Those individuals who attended the blessing of their relative partook of the sacrament because no advice was given to them to the contrary. The Spirit bore witness to me that this was inappropriate and in my opinion the scriptures also teach the same. The same happens at Christmas meetings when some people make their annual pilgrimage to church. I sit on the stand and cringe at the thought of all the unbaptised partaking of the sacrament and our disregard for the sacredness of this holy ordinance. Do you think as members of the church it is possible we have become over sensitive in the process of trying not to give offence to our fellow man and therefore may be offending our Lawgiver? (D&C 64:13; 3 Nephi 18:33) 

I recently showed an investigator round the church for the first time. In the chapel I pointed out the sacrament table, explained to him what happened with the sacrament and that it was not necessary for him to partake until he was a member of the church. He was not offended in the slightest and is now a good strong member of the church. I feel this should be the common practice of the church.  

I like the instruction given in the enclosed sheet from a “how to” web site on “How to attend a Mormon service if you are not a Mormon” It does not give offence because it mentions “Do not take the sacrament unless you are a baptized member of the church
The comments of Elder Russell M. Nelson at the worldwide leadership meeting on the sacrament meeting are interesting: - “Because we invite all to come unto Christ, friends and neighbors are always welcome but not expected to take the sacrament. However it is not forbidden. They choose for themselves.” Page 28 Aug 2004 Ensign

When we make a choice about something we need sufficient information on which to base that choice. This does not have to be by announcement from the stand which detracts from the meeting, but members, missionaries and even ushers should be instructed in how to explain to non-members in a kind gentle loving way that there is no need for them to partake. Maybe we should even publish a sheet similar to the one I have enclosed from the “www.ehow.com” web site. Something positive should be done to ensure that good church practice allows the saints to fully conform with the doctrine taught in the scriptures on this subject. 

I remember a few years ago many members were concerned about what they regarded as “flog baptisms” in this country. This left the church with very many inactive members. Clearly many were baptized without regard to the instruction given in D&C 20:37. Fortunately under the leadership of President Hinckley who has repeatedly stressed the above scripture, there has been a greater stress on the need of worthiness for individuals to be baptized and as a result there has been much improvement in recent years in this regard. My point is that are we now as a church neglecting to emphasize D&C 20:68 in regard to the sacrament as we once neglected to some extent D&C 20:37? I feel that it is so important to conform to the teachings and practice as outlined by the Lord in the Doctrine and Covenants. 

There are many examples from church history which illustrate this principle of the necessity of conforming to the principles outlined in the Doctrine and Covenants. I well remember when the calling of Regional Representative was established. These brethren were not sustained in their positions at either stake or general level. The Doctrine and Covenants however states the principle that “No person is to be ordained to any office in this church, whether there is a regularly organized branch of the same, without the vote of the church D&C 20:67. This is according to the law of common consent given by the Lord in D&C 26:2. Eventually these brethren were placed into the quorums of the Seventies and sustained at General level.

I enclose a collection of scriptures and quotes on why I take the Doctrine and Covenants as the Law by which the church should be governed. I do realize the necessity of sustaining the “brethren” who hold the keys of the Kingdom of God. Theirs is the responsibility to make important decisions for the whole church. I also however feel that if local leaders have real and honest concerns these should be addressed accordingly.

I assure you I have no frustration over this issue since I feel secure in my testimony and knowledge of the Word of the Lord.

Best Wishes
Bishop Twigg
Further Reply from Elder Lund dated 9 September 2004

Europe West Area Presidency,

751 Warwick Road,

Solihull, West Midlands

England B91 3 DQ

9 Sept 2004

Dear Bishop Twigg,

Thank you for your further reply to my response concerning non-members partaking of the sacrament. (Personal remarks left out)

Let me say just a couple of things in reply. You have evidently thought about this a great deal and have a legitimate concern that you, as a bishop, are in harmony with the doctrines of the church. I hope you didn’t think I was suggesting that you were twisting the scriptures to suit your own viewpoint, nor that I am worried about your faithfulness. I know this is simply an honest inquiry about a principle of importance.

The bottom line for me is that, for whatever reason, the Brethren have chosen to include the following statement in the Church Handbook of Instructions: “Although the sacrament is for Church members, the bishopric should not announce that it will be passed to members only, and nothing (my emphasis) should be done to prevent nonmembers from partaking of the sacrament” (p29). Having worked in the Church Office Building writing curriculum for almost 25 years, I happen to know that of all the documents the Church produces, save the scriptures only, the general handbook gets a very careful scrutiny from the First Presidency and the Quorum of the Twelve before it is published. Thus, the handbook represents the collective wisdom and counsel of the 15 men we sustain as prophets, seers and revelators. It was probably inappropriate of me to even speculate as to why they have chosen to make this statement, but they have, and that is our guideline.

That being said, the sheet which you enclosed from the Web site, though well- meaning and sincere, actually goes counter to the counsel in the handbook. Therefore, I would not feel comfortable in passing it out to nonmembers if I were a bishop. Well I don’t need to belabor this further. Thank you for taking the time to write and for the service you render.

                                                                           Sincerely

                                                                           Gerald N. Lund

                                                                           Europe West Area Presidency

Letter to Elder Russell M. Nelson of the Council of Twelve

Elder Russell M. Nelson,

The Quorum of the Twelve 

47 East South Temple Street, 

Salt Lake City,

Utah 84150-1200
31 September 2004
Dear Elder Nelson,

As the Bishop of the Huddersfield 1st Ward in the Huddersfield England Stake, I read with great interest your address on “Worshipping at Sacrament Meeting”. I would like to comment on the following statement in that article: “Because we invite all to come unto Christ, friends and neighbors are always welcome but not expected to take the sacrament. However, it is not forbidden. They choose for themselves.”  

When we make a choice about something, we need sufficient information on which to base that choice. This does not have to be by announcement from the stand which detracts from the meeting, but surely members, missionaries and even ushers should be instructed in how to explain to non-members in a kind gentle loving way that there is no need for them to partake. Maybe we should even publish a sheet similar to the one I have enclosed from the “www.ehow.com” web site. I do feel that something positive should be done to ensure that good church practice allows the saints to fully conform with the doctrine taught in the scriptures on this subject. 

At our recent ward joint Priesthood/relief society meeting this subject was considered and a copy of the enclosed sheet “How to attend a Mormon service if you are not a Mormon” was given to each member. It does not give offence because it mentions “Do not take the sacrament unless you are a baptized member of the church” but is an ideal way of helping members fulfil their responsibility in this regard. The members sustained this action fully and were pleased with the instruction given. One sister stood up and bore her testimony that as an investigator five years ago she attended church for several months partaking of the sacrament. Then a new missionary in the ward pointed out that she should not partake of the sacrament until she was baptized. The result was that she became a baptized member within two weeks.

I have enclosed a study on this subject taken from the scriptures.

Best wishes
Bishop Malcolm E Twigg
Reply from Elder Russell M Nelson 9 September 2004 received 17 January 2005

The Quorum of The Twelve Apostles,

47 East South Temple Street,

Salt Lake City,

Utah 84150-1200
17 January 2005

Dear Bishop Twigg:
         Thank you for your recent letter. It was kind of you to write. Thank you also for the excellent attention you pay to the sacred purpose of our sacrament meetings.

         Just for your own clarification, you may wish to know that the remarks made by General Authorities at Worldwide Leadership Training Meetings are all approved in advance by the First Presidency and Quorum of the Twelve Apostles. The article in the Ensign magazine to which you make reference was taken from that original source.

        Please know of our love, best wishes, and sincere gratitude for the service you render.

                                                              Faithfully Yours

                                                              Russell M. Nelson
Letter to the First Presidency

Office of the First Presidency

47 East South Temple Street,

Salt Lake City

Utah 84150-1000

12 January 2005
Dear Brethren:

As the Bishop of the Huddersfield 1st Ward may I extend my kindest thoughts to you for your continued health and strength as you continue to serve the Lord so diligently. Members in the Huddersfield area have a great love for the Presidency of the church. You have their confidence, love and respect.

I have a question concerning a policy of the church which concerns me as a bishop and which I feel can only be answered by the presiding leadership of the church. I have had discussions with the stake President on this subject and he has no answer to the question. Because the question involved missionary work I spoke with President Bowen, the mission president, (released July 2004) and he commented that he had the same thoughts on this subject. I have written to Elder Lund of the Area Presidency who stated that he could only speculate as to why the church had adopted this policy.

The question concerns the policy of allowing non-members to freely partake of the sacrament without giving them any advice on the subject so that they can make an informed choice. In my ward the missionaries even encourage them to partake without explanation of the significance of the sacrament. This would seem to be a general policy in our area.

The Doctrine and Covenants plainly teaches that even those who are baptized should not partake of the sacrament until they have been sufficiently instructed in the doctrine and practice of the church. The Lord explains that this is the order He wants His Priesthood to follow: 
“The duty of members after they are received by baptism-The elders or priests are to have a sufficient time to expound all things concerning the Church of Christ to their understanding, previous to their partaking of the sacrament, and being confirmed by the laying on of hands of the elders, so that all things may be done in order” D&C 20:68

The Book of Mormon also clearly states that the sacrament as a sacred ordinance of the gospel should be reserved for those who have made the commitment of baptism. (See 3 Nephi 18) 

We are taught by leaders to study the scriptures diligently and apply their teachings in our lives as priesthood holders representing the Lord. I recall the words of Elder Packer at the World Leadership Meeting held on 3 Jan 03: -

“It is from the scriptures that we learn how to govern the church. When we have a decision to make and need help, ask yourself-what did the Lord say about this? -Is there anything in the scriptures that will show me what to do? “

I have prepared a separate study on this subject explaining why in my opinion the Lord has given this instruction concerning the sacrament and non-members. I have pondered, studied, and prayed about this subject and have felt the guidance of the Spirit.

All I ask is that you consider the material I have submitted to see if there is any justification for my viewpoint. Maybe if you have insufficient time you could appoint a committee to do this on your behalf. I am fully aware of what the handbook of instructions states on this subject.

With all best wishes

Sincerely,
Bishop Malcolm E. Twigg
I received no direct reply from the First Presidency.
What followed after the letter sent to the First Presidency
Interview by the Stake President
As a result of the above letter to the First Presidency the Stake President received a communication from Elder Lund of the Area Presidency that he was to counsel me and then report back by letter to him.

President Day interviewed me on Wednesday the 9th February 2005 and a further meeting on Wednesday the 16th Feb. The meeting was very cordial but the Stake President was unsure what to say and felt that he had been put in a difficult position by the secretary to the First Presidency. He felt I was justified in writing and remarked that he did not understand why the subject had been passed back to him for answer when he had none. He also wisely counseled me to sustain and respect the brethren. He remarked that I was a good Bishop and had done a good job in the ward. He stated that in his reply to the brethren he would not convey any negative feelings about me.

The first consideration concerning my letter should be ‘does it have merit?  Is it a valid question? In the letter I stated that all I was seeking was clarification on a practice in the church that seemed to be in conflict with both the Doctrine and Covenants and the Book of Mormon. I was in no way seeking to undermine the brethren who I had a great respect for. 

All I required was an answer to a simple doctrinal question on the sacrament and non-members with reference to D&C 20:68 which is supported by doctrine taught by the Savior in 3 Nephi 18. I wanted to develop an understanding and receive an explanation of why the church had chosen not to follow the direction given in the above verses of scripture.

I did not believe it was rocket science or some vague mystery I was seeking an answer to. The only individuals in my opinion who could ultimately give an answer to this question were the First Presidency. I felt this was becoming far too complicated with the focus now being on myself instead of a basic doctrinal question.

Both the Stake President and I felt that pressure of time and workload were not sufficient excuse to pass the buck. A system that allows the brethren to cope with such pressures should be in place. Only those who held the keys could answer this question. I am sure that a system could be put in place, similar to that which handles correspondence to the Office of the First Presidency on such matters as serious transgression, restoration of blessings, cancellation of sealings, permission to live outside ward boundaries, the call of missionaries etc.     

The Stake President sent the following letter to Elder Lund after interviewing me

President Gerald N. Lund,

Europe West Area 

751, Warwick Road,

Solihull, 

West Midlands,

B91 3 DQ

19 February 2005

Dear Elder Lund

Thank you for your letter 3 February.

Whilst Bishop Twigg first approached me regarding his concerns in this matter during the early part of last year, in which regard I responded very much in the context of your letter 9 September, I was unaware that there was continuing correspondence on this subject.

I have met with Bishop during this last week and assure you that he acts in compliance with the directions he receives in this regard, he is diligent in all his responsibilities and he does not promote in any way privately held feelings or documents which fall outside the scope of the General Handbook of Instructions.  As you say, he has simply raised an honest enquiry about a principle of great importance to him.
Like many members, he studies the Gospel, reads the scripture diligently and from time to time he raises questions.  Not in confrontational way, but with the intent of seeking greater understanding.  As I dialogue with him I often find him challenging in that he makes me think.  He is different in some ways, but I do not find him bothersome.

I do not feel that he is in anyway challenging the Brethren or saying that they are in error and his suggestion as to how they might respond to his enquiry was not impertinent but respectful as there was no expectation on his part that the Brethren would consider this matter firsthand and he has left the door open to the possibility that he himself has not correctly understood the issues.

Like you, I am concerned when members take it upon themselves to write to Church Headquarters without following the Priesthood line and in many instances the issues raised are matters which can be dealt with locally. 

The First Presidency’s more recent letter on this subject does make it clear that clarification can be sought on doctrinal issues by following the Priesthood line and in this light Bishop Twigg’s approach may not be entirely inappropriate except that there has been a departure from established protocols as neither we nor you, as far as I am aware, gave him leave to write to Salt Lake and in this he is undoubtedly in error and I have made him aware of this. However, given that he has raised a question which falls outside the remit of the keys held locally we should give deference to the enquirer and decide whether this matter should be referred to a higher authority.

Whilst I appreciate that the Brethren are busy attending to duties for which they alone are responsible and that you yourself and the other members of the Area Presidency are equally busy, I am uncomfortable when member concerns are referred back to us relating to issues which clearly fall outside our remit as local leaders, usually about the wider matters of Church government and doctrinal issues requiring clarification.  We are oft times unable to respond and at best can only suppress the question which simply creates an undercurrent of malcontent.  The issue is not one of counselling with members within our jurisdiction but of counselling with members on matters outside our jurisdiction.

On a personal note, I have in the corner of my mind a box marked unanswered questions.  It has a lid, which I keep firmly, in place for to allow such questions to dominate my thinking unrestrained is, to me, spiritually draining.  Periodically, I remove the lid to this box and examine the contents.  The passing of time coupled with greater maturity and understanding oft times reveals the answers to some of those questions and those which remain unanswered are placed back in the box and the lid securely replaced.

Some time ago, when my mind was consumed by such matters, I learned in a quiet moment to focus on those things which I have proven to be true and to ‘hold fast to that which is good.’  Perhaps Bishop lacks the patience to pursue such a course or perhaps it is simply that he is different, whatever our feelings towards him I will defend his right as a member to ask questions.
My own faith is more simplistic, and I will keep my eye firmly fixed upon the Brethren and I am unconcerned that we do not know the answers to all things now.  Indeed, it was reassuring to me to hear President Hinckley in a recent interview respond to a question with the answer, ‘I will give a direction that the Brethrens letter, as attached, be reread in Sacrament meetings.    

President Ian Day 

Letter to Elder Lund explaining why I felt the matter had been handled inappropriately
President Gerald N. Lund,

Europe West Area 

751, Warwick Road,

Solihull, 

West Midlands,

B91 3 DQ

12 March 2005
Dear President Lund,

I wrote to the First Presidency on the 12th January seeking clarification on the same question that we have previously corresponded about. I have received no reply but have subsequently been interviewed by the Stake President twice concerning my integrity and worthiness. He did this in a gentle loving way and gave me the impression that he was embarrassed by the fact that he had been asked to interview me. I would like to share with you my thoughts concerning the inappropriateness of the way this has been handled. 

I believe the question I asked was pertinent, valid and in line with the keys that I hold as a Bishop or Judge in Israel. It was basic and not delving into deep doctrine or the ‘mysteries of Godliness’. It had been previously asked of the leadership in the local Ward, Stake and Area. You stated in your reply to the question that “It was probably inappropriate of me to even speculate as to why they have chosen to make this statement”. I fully understand why you made that remark since only those who hold the appropriate keys could answer that question. 

The brethren often quote from letters they have received in their talks at General Conference, so obviously there seems to be some selectiveness on which letters are welcome. Maybe the brethren feel that by answering questions on basic church doctrine and policy they may be opening a Pandora’s Box. I am sure however that a system could be put in place, similar to that which handles correspondence to the Office of the First Presidency on such matters as serious transgression, restoration of blessings, cancellation of sealings, permission to live outside ward boundaries, the call of missionaries etc.     

The focus of attention now seems to have moved to my personal motives and worthiness not on the validity or justification of the question being asked. I am not seeking to question the integrity of the leadership of the church by seeking clarification on a policy of the church. However there does seem to be a negative reaction to my letter.  The message I receive back is that since we acknowledge The First Presidency and The Twelve as Prophets, Seers, and Revelators and they are guided by revelation there is no need to ask questions on doctrine or the practice of the church because mistakes will not be made. 
As a Bishop I represent the First Presidency who approved my calling to this position. The First Presidency gives direction through handbooks of instruction, leadership meetings, Ensigns, policy statements, etc as to the effective operation of the church. If I require an additional understanding and reason for a particular policy when it appears to not correspond with the scriptures why I am not then entitled to ask a question? I have been taught that in successful organizations, communication is open and candid, and feedback is encouraged and can be beneficial to all.

Obtaining the perspective and opinions of others can be useful in any organization providing there is willingness by leadership to acknowledge the possibility of error and that change is often necessary in our search for perfection. One of the basic reasons for the teachings and policies given in the Doctrine and Covenants is to help the Lord’s servants develop a sound understanding of doctrine and policy and therefore identify any weaknesses in the system:
“Behold, I am God and have spoken it; these commandments are of me, and were given unto my servants in their weakness, after the manner of their language, that they might come to understanding. And inasmuch as they erred it might be made known; and inasmuch as they sought wisdom they might be instructed. D&C 1:24-26
Helping others to developing an understanding by giving reasons should be part of a leader’s responsibility. Even the Lord is willing to reason and give explanation: 

“And now come, saith the Lord by the Spirit, unto the elders of His church, and let us reason together that ye may understand. Let us reason even as a man reasoneth one with another face to face. Now when a man reasoneth he is understood of man, because he reasoneth as a man; even so will I the Lord, reason with you that you may understand. Wherefore, I the Lord ask you this question…D&C 50: 9-12

The crux of the matter as far as I am concerned is my testimony of the Doctrine and Covenants and the purpose for which the Lord has provided this volume of scripture to His people. If I observe a doctrine or policy in the church that in my opinion does not conform to the teachings and practices given in the Doctrine and Covenants, I seek to understand why. I study the subject in-depth, ponder and pray about it to obtain further perspectives and to resolve why there may be differences. If I am not successful in my studies, I then seek to ask the opinion of others usually in leadership positions to obtain further understanding. If local leadership does not have the answer to the query, I feel it is my right to seek further enlightenment from the higher levels of church leadership. I believe that leadership has an obligation to try to answer an honest inquiry which is within their jurisdiction. The set procedure to accomplish this is clearly laid out in the scriptures quoted later in this letter.

What is presently happening in the church organization is that there is no system or policy whereby genuine valid questions on doctrine or policy can be answered. The questions are simply handed back down to the local leaders who cannot answer the question and who are counselled to look into the individual’s motives and his character. In the process of all this the question asked originally is not addressed, so no answer is forthcoming. 

What does the Doctrines and Covenants teach on how questions about Church Doctrine and Practice can be resolved? As in all things the Lord first expects His servants to study the matter carefully before seeking additional light and then states: -

“In case of difficulty respecting doctrine or principle, if there is not a sufficiency written to make the case clear to the minds of the council, the president may inquire and obtain the mind of the Lord by revelation.” D&C 102:23.
The council referred to above is the council of the church involving the President: -
“The President of the church, who is also the president of the council, is appointed by revelation, and acknowledged in his administration by the voice of the church. And it is according to the dignity of his office that he should preside over the council of the church; and it is his privilege to be assisted by two other Presidents, appointed after the same manner that he himself was appointed. And in case of the absence of one or both of those who are appointed to assist him, he has power to preside over the council without an assistant; and in case he himself is absent, the other presidents have power to preside in his stead, both or either of them. D&C 102:9-11
The council of the church is therefore always to be presided over by a President of the High Priesthood which is the Quorum of the First Presidency, but obviously must involve others. 
This council referred to in the above scriptures is also called “The High council of the Seat of the First Presidency of the Church” as identified in the following scripture: -

“It shall be the duty of the said council (stake high council) to transmit, immediately, a copy of the proceedings, with a full statement of the testimony accompanying their decision, to the High Council of the Seat of the First Presidency of the church. Should the parties or either be dissatisfied with the decision of said council, they may appeal to the High Council of the Seat of the First Presidency of the church, and have a re-hearing…..”  D&C 102:26-27
All members of the church are subject to the final authority of this council: 
“There is not any person belonging to the church who is exempt from this council of the church. D&C 107:81

This High council of the Seat of the First Presidency of the church is to be set up as an appeal system for disciplinary councils, disputes, ‘controversies in spiritual matters’, and ‘difficulty respecting doctrine or principle’ as mentioned in the above scriptures. Thus the Lord has therefore established a system of checks and balances so that all are subject to His justice and mercy from the least to the greatest  based on the law of common consent, “For all things must be done in order, and by common consent in the church” D&C 28: 13

In connection with this the Lord has given a commandment: 
“Agreeable to the commandment which says: - Again verily, I say unto you, the most important business of the church, and the most difficult cases of the church, inasmuch as there is not satisfaction upon the decision of the bishop or judges, it shall be handed over and carried up unto the council of the church, before the Presidency of the High Priesthood. And the Presidency of the council of the High Priesthood shall have power to call other high priests, even twelve, to assist as counsellors; and thus the Presidency of the High Priesthood and its counsellors shall have power to decide upon testimony according to the laws of the church. And after this decision it shall be had in remembrance no more before the Lord; for this is the highest council of the church of God, and a final decision upon controversies in spiritual matters.  D&C 107:77-80 
Thus the council of the church which is also referred to as the “standing council for the church” (See D&C 102:3) is composed of the First Presidency (See D&C 102:9-11) and twelve appointed high priests of the church (See D&C 102:3) after which pattern the stake high councils were to be established.  This “Standing High Council” was to be separate from the “Traveling High Council composed of the Twelve Apostles”. D&C 107:33; D&C 102:30; D&C 107:23 
We have the example in the Doctrine and Covenants where the First Presidency under the direction of the Prophet Joseph Smith and Twelve High Priests were chosen to be a standing high council of the church. (D&C 102:1) One of the stated purposes of this council was to sort out difficulties that might arise that could not be handled by the local brethren:  
“The high council was appointed by revelation for the purpose of settling important difficulties which might arise in the church, which could not be settled by the church or the bishop’s council to the satisfaction of the parties” D&C 102:2

With an additional 12 high priests in a council looking into problems that arise in doctrine, practice or behaviour there would be sufficient manpower and time for members of the church to receive answers to their queries. Case studies could then be compiled and when a situation or doctrinal question was repeated then the answer would be forthcoming with the approval of the council.

If the correct procedures are followed in line with the revealed Word of God questions would be answered without any undue pressure being placed on the First Presidency. By following the Lord’s instructions in the Doctrine and Covenants justice and equity is provided for all.
In fact these principles of hearing even the least of the church if they have a legitimate question have always been part of the Lord’s system for example in Deut 1:17 it states: -

“Ye shall not respect persons in judgment; but ye shall hear the small as well as the great”

This letter is an expression of my beliefs and feelings. I am not seeking a reply,
With Best Wishes
Bishop Malcolm Twigg
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