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Preamble:

(1)
In the last two or three decades, there has been a growing outcry  for a break-away from alleged "Brethren traditions" (a term that embraces the "traditional Brethren way" of interpreting Scriptures to  the so-called traditional "Brethren" distinctives and practices) to have a "fresh look" at them from the "biblical" point of view in order to reconcile "what the Bible teaches" to contemporary, current, cultural and social changes that are taking place in society today.

(2)
This has given rise to various conventions such as The Sanwick Conference of Brethren, September 29 to October 1, 1978  with its theme "Where Do We Go From Here?";  The International Christian Brethren Seminar organised by Ward Gasque held at Regent College, Vancouver, BC Canada on July 2-7, 1990;  and nearer our shores and more recently, The International Brethren Conference on Missions (?) in Singapore in June 9-15, 1993 , besides others.

(3)
Books calling for a "fresh look" at the "Brethren" Assembly Principles and Practices have also been written.  Arising from the Sanwick Conference of  1978, a book  entitled "Where Do We Go From Here? - The Future of the Brethren", a report of Addresses and Discussions at the Conference was published in 1979.  This Report was reviewed in a series of articles  entitled, "Review of Sandwick Conference of Brethren" by the Editor of "Assembly Testimony" in the July to December, 1979 issues (No.162, 163, 164) of the said magazine to counter the arguments in the Report.



Another one,  "Roots, Renewal and The Brethren" authored by Dr. Nathan D. Smith was published in 1986.  A review of it was made by David B. Long in a booklet entitled,  "Renewal Authentic or Synthetic?"   Another recent book on the same line is Rex Koivisto's book entitled "One Lord, One Faith".  This too was reviewed in the Watch and Pray 1993 Fall issue (Vol.5:2) in an article entitled, "A Review of Rex Koivisto's Book `One Lord, One Faith" by O.Jean Gibson and Fred Colvin. 



 A compilation of the four addresses on  "Unity, Leadership, Change and Vision"  given by Dr. Kevin G. Dyer  is commented on by John Allan in an introductory chapter in the book entitled,   "Must Brethren Churches Die?"

(4)
So the debate contines.  And the present speaker has the unenviable task of sieving through the arguments in a humble attempt to look at the Assemblies in Malaysia from his own personal viewpoint.   It must be understood that the title of this paper is not of personal choice, but rather one that has been "forced" on him -- and the best that he can do is to do his best  --.  to examine the situation as objectively as he can, the best he knows how, and based on his simple understanding of Scripture that he has been enlightened with and his limited experience at the present moment.  Being not a theological scholar, he can only look at things without the complexity of theological arguments, but only in the simplicity of  what the  Word plainly says as it was intended to the ordinary reader of its days. It is not his intention to sit on judgmental criticism on any local church tradition, beliefs or even practices. As such, all present may not agree with him.  The consolation is that even among the great scholars, not all agree and see eye to eye -- hence, the review after review of their arguments.  The speaker has no intention of involving himself in the  "fire"  of this controversial debate, but to look at it from the point of view of a "common" member in the Body of Christ sharing the "common salvation" (Jude 4) he has with them.  He does not intend to take sides; and he does not want to be "labelled".  There are weaknesses in the arguments of all parties, including the speaker's as he presents them later.  This is not surprising; while all parties accept that the original Word of God is Inspired, not all agree in its Interpretation.

To start off, a Definition of Terms is essential.

[Note:  all Scripture quotations in this Paper are from the KJV.]

SYMBOL 183 \f "Symbol" \s 10 \h
We need to understand what is meant by "Tradition".   Is it all that bad that we must break away from it completely?   What is meant by "Brethren Tradition"? - so often referred to by some of the debaters. 

SYMBOL 183 \f "Symbol" \s 10 \h
Next, we need to consider the Principles?  What are the Principles involved - Biblical, Brethren or as the title of the paper says, "Assembly Principles"?  Are we sure that these Principles, whatever they may be made out to be, are authentic and authoritative or synthetic and subjective?

SYMBOL 183 \f "Symbol" \s 10 \h
These are issues we need to look into.  We need too to scrutinise the suggested remedies.  Are they subjective and personally-biased or are they objectively Biblical?  Are these the remedies for a temporary and contemporary  symptomatic cure or are they an attempt to return to the simple teaching of  Scripture which holds for all time?  (IJn.2:15-17)

A.
What is Tradition?



[See  Appendix A.]
1.

A Secular Definition.






2.

A Biblical  Definition.

3.
Types of Tradition mentioned in the Bible?



a)

Jewish Tradition.


(b)  Christian Tradition.


(c)
Apostolic Tradition.


(d)
Brethren Tradition.
4.
A Summarised Conclusion regarding  "Tradition" .  


(a) 
Tradition cannot be all bad. 


i)
O.T. Scripture was first "handed down" through a process of oral tradition before it was finally put down in writing.
(Deut.6:1-9 [6,7,9]; 4:14; 17:10)



ii)
N.T. Scripture was itself  "delivered" by oral tradition  by the apostles and prophets: "hold the 
traditions which ye have been taught, whether by word or our epistle" (IIThes.2:15). 



iii)
These traditions have the ring of "command" (Deut.4:14; IIThes.3:6)  "Now we command you brethren, in the Name of our Lord Jesus Christ, that ye withdraw yourselves from every brother that walketh disorderly, and not after the tradition which he received of us."

iv)
These traditions are to be regarded as "the commandments of the Lord" (ICor.14:37) referring to "the ordinances (= traditions) as I delivered them to you " (ICor.11:2) pertaining to the Roles of Men and Women,  the Lord's Supper  (ICor.11:23 ) and the Gospel  (ICor.15:3)  besides other instructions regarding the Christian's conduct in a public gathering, in the context (ICor.11-14).


v)
These traditions are the "once-for-all" faith delivered to the saints.  (Jude 3c)


(b)

What is bad about Tradition?



i)
When it is the "Tradition of Men".
Mk.7:8;  Col.2:8





The Tradition of Men that places emphasis on the Externals, the Letter of the Law, the 
Superficials, the Temporal and the World's Expectations  to the Exclusion of the Spirit of the 
Law, the Principles, the Spiritual and the Eternal.  

 

ii)
When it is the "Tradition of the Elders".
Mt.15:2 Mk.7:3,12






As above and more.  When these standards and principles are set by a group of men and 



claimed to be of the same status and authority as Scripture and Divine command that must be 



obeyed at the point of transgressing God's Law when it is not.  




iii)
When it is any other human tradition similar to (i) and (ii) above, (e.g. "The Brethren Tradition", 


see below)  which places more importance
on external forms and observance of man-made or 



institutional laws and regulations without the authority of God's Law to support them, or traces 



its practices to the beginnings of their Movement and not to God's Word.




iv)
When it is any external historical authority outside that of the Word of God, no matter how 



good and sensible  it may be and appealed to as an equivalent substitute for God's Word.



(c)
What is Brethren Tradition?




i)

It is allegedly the Principles believed and Practised by the Brethren assemblies handed down 



from one generation to another since the beginnings of the so-called "Brethren" Movement ,and 



which today need to be "renewed" because of their "out-of-date"-ness, at least in Practice, if not 



in Principle.

ii)
It is ironical that those who accuse the brethren of practising out-of-date Brethren Tradition never fail to employ the term "Brethren" of the brethren.  In trying to put right that which is wrong they perpetuate a term that is both unbiblical and un-"brethren".  In claiming that they support the Unity of the One Body, they establish themselves as a faction of that Body known as the Brethren, no different from that of the Anglicans, the Methodists, the Presbyterians, the Baptists, or any other denomination.  When Paul condemns those who take even the name of "Christ" to segregate themselves from the rest of the Christians or to mark them apart as of one persuasion or denomination (ICor.1:10-13), what difference is there with us when we adopt the given nickname given to the pioneers of the Movement and acknowledge ourselves as the "Brethren"?  And yet, the very people who claim to bring the brethren back to the Bible, never fail to use this name in their writings.  For instance, in the book, "Roots, Renewal and the Brethren", the author writes of "The Plymouth Brethren Movement", "the Brethren family", "the Plymouth Brethren tradition",  "the Brethren tradition", etc. 

iii)
To aggravate the whole situation, they start labelling themselves as the Renewed Brethren, the Reborn Brethren, etc. to distinguish themselves from the "conservative" Brethren.

iv)
As David B. Long in his booklet reviewing the book,  "Roots, Renewal and the Brethren" states  "The reviewer would make it clear that we as emphatically repudiate any such position or label as being "The Brethren"; "belonging to the Brethren family," even if these people insist on giving it to us". (pg.23)  

v)

The fact is that some of us in Malaysia and Singapore have even named our assemblies as such, and use the term in our ecclesiastical (not 'official', for admittedly there is no running away from using the term with the Government) documents.  Individuals too have used this name indiscriminately. No wonder then, this unbiblical practice has given fuel to those who seek to bring the brethren into the fold of Brethrenism, valid reason for them to advocate behaviour which is unlike those in the denominations when they are impressed by their denominational characteristics.  In such a situation, a pertinent question that arises is, are we endeavouring to streamline our Principles and Practices to those of other denominations, or to the demands of the contemporary world or to those taught in Scripture?

vi)
Also, equally in the same dilemma are some of us who disclaim the "Brethren" nickname as denominational and factional, yet in  practice are not far different.  We are not as "open" to receive believers in Christ in general.  We subject them to much investigation and 'spiritual red-tape'  before reception.  In fact, in certain cases we even bar them from the Lord's Supper because of their denominational connections.  One begins to wonder whether the title to be present at the Lord's Table is at the invitation of the Lord Himself to His people or on the satisfying the conditions laid down by the local assembly itself.  Cf. Rom.14.1-12.

Conclusion: 
If the "Brethren Tradition" takes us back to Scriptural principles, the very reason for the early pioneers of this movement moving out from the denominations they were in, to meet in simple obedience to the Word of God,  then it is "Biblical Principles" that must be referred to and not the "Brethren Tradition".  We should seek to return to Biblical Principles and not seek a renewal of "The Brethren Movement", however good it may seem.

B.
THE PRINCIPLES.

[1]
The next area of contention is with regard to Principles. How do we establish Principles and Practices? From the same text of Scripture, one group derives one set of Principles, and another group, another set of Principles?  How can that be? Is not Scripture objective and authoritative?    It is.  Basically the problem is not with the Inspiration of Scripture but with our Interpretation of it.

[2]
In interpreting Scripture we tend to be biased and subjective, coloured by our personal viewpoints and own philosophy, and quoting Scriptures that only "support" our view, to arrive at a "Principle" that is suited to our school of thought.



Hence, again, when we talk of Principles, we ask, "Whose Principles?"

[3]
The  title of the Paper refers to "Assembly Principles".  What this term means, your guess is as good as mine.  If by "Assembly Principles" they refer to those Principles and Practices first "propagated" by the early pioneers of the Movement, then we need to discover what these early pioneers believed in, stood for and practised.  If they refer to the motivativing "forces" that prompted their exodus from among the denominations to meet together in simple obedience to what they understood as taught in the Word of God, then it is better that we call these principles "Biblical Principles" to go to the "Roots" of their `rediscovery' rather than Assembly or even Brethren Principles.

[4]
However, in this, the author of "Roots, Renewal and the Brethren" may not agree. He would prefer to define the early brethren principles as otherwise.  He writes, "Historically, they (the original Brethren) were a small part of reformational and renewal movements. The principles of John Wycliff advocated some 500 years earlier were intuitively and spontaneously rediscovered. The Puritans, the Quakers and the Wesleyans made significant contributions to the renewal movement of the 1830's and 1840's" (pp.128,129)  A pertinent question to ask would be, "Did these early brethren pioneers study the Word of God or the Reformers' writings to make them decide to leave the denominations and meet in simplicity in obedience to God's Word?"

[5]
On the other hand, if, they refer to the commencement of the "Brethren Movement" or "Brethrenism" as a re-discovery of principles first promulgated by other men, and which now set them apart and  identified them as a special group with its own distinctives, then these principles smack of human tradition, or should we say, the "tradition of elders".  We should therefore have nothing to do with them.  Why must we return to what these "reformers" believed in and not to Biblical Principles?

[6]
For the purpose, of this Paper we shall refer the Principles to be Biblical Principles.



Broadly speaking, these Principles can be divided into three categories, viz. 


[a]
Those Principles which are the Declared Decrees of Divinity - they do not change with the passage of time. They abide forever (I Jn.2:15-17; Mt.5:18).  They refer to Divine Attributes, Acts and Authoritative imperatives.


[b]
Those Principles which are given for a Specific purpose in a localised Sphere. They no more apply  with the passage of time as the purpose for their issuance has already been fulfilled or in certain cases are yet to be fulfilled in a particular context..  However, we can still learn lessons from them.  Among others, they refer to the Principles of the Law as compared to those of Grace.


[c]
Those Principles which led to Practices sanctioned by Apostolic Traditions which set the Pattern for the New Testament Church, some of which were localised while some were universal in character. 

[7]
Here again, the formulation of these Principles basically depends on Interpretation.  Hence, we need to start off with some Guidelines on Interpretation.  Two main schools ask for our attention: the Alexandrian School with its "spiritualising" of  Scripture, and the Antiochan School with its literal interpretation.  It is expected that all of us present will interpret the Bible literally as far as we can, until and unless, the text warrants otherwise.

[8]
As a Guideline to interpreting Scripture to derive principles, the speaker would suggest that we look at the Context of the passage, the Connotation of the word/words under study, a Comparison of  an ambiguous text with other clearer parallel texts, the teaching of the whole Counsel of God, and last but not least, the Culture or the Background of the passage - and he would place the importance of each step in the order  as he has given it.  In other words, he would not look for a Cutural and local interpretation of a principle, if its Contextual passage is very clear in its universal and perpetual application.  


[a]
A case in point is the Role of the Woman in a Public gathering. If the injunction is given that a woman is not to teach in public and the reason is given in the injunction as is the case of  I Tim 2:11-15, then I will just accept it as it is.  I would not look for a Cultural or Local Circumstance-reason to interpret that verse to suit a local culture at that time and that it does not apply to today's world,  in order for me to find a "loop-hole" to reconcile Scripture with my opinion that I am "depriving half the membership of the Body of Christ from exercising their ministerial gifts" or even to compromise with the world's outcry on "Man-Woman Equality."   The motive for obeying a Scriptural command is its clear definition and its divinely-given reason/s, and not my understanding of its justification as applied to contemporary developments.


[b]
It is unless we are able to be clear on hermeneutical principles, we can never agree on Biblical principles, and therefore, we cannot use them to make a distinction between what is a Biblical principle and what is a human tradition.


[c]
A case in point is the "hermeneutic principle" propounded by Rex Koivisto in his book entitled, "One Lord, One Faith" where he states that only things explicitly mandated by God are to be followed by believers.  


Jean Gibson, in rebutting this says, 




"His (Kovisto's) major and novel principle has to do with separating "tradition" from biblical teaching.  I say novel because every major work on this subject, that I have examined, fails to list this as a major biblical principle. Certainly his definition of tradition  is a far cry from what the Lord Jesus had in mind when He spoke about Pharisaical tradition, having no mention in Scripture (Matt.15:3-9) which nullified the Word of God.




"Few thoughtful Christians would accept the author's premise, "hermeneutic principle", that only things explicitly mandated by God are to be followed by believers. He imagines that to advocate that we follow the regular church practices of the apostolic church is, not biblical......According to his  "principle of hermeneutics", any practice of the early church recorded in the Acts or Epistles (even confirmed by early church writing as a practice) is only a tradition, unless it is explicitly commanded by God for believers or churches today.  The early church practice is not necessary or obligatory upon us in any way." (Speaker's emphasis)


[d]
This reminds the speaker of the liberal's interpretation of  Scripture where he cuts up Scripture into  portions which he interprets as relevant, and others which he reckons are not and therefore should be left out;  thus leaving behind only a fragmented portion of Scripture for the Christian of today.  As one says, "The Old Testament is only fit for the paper basket".


[e]
Again, in the Report, "Where Do We Go From Here?", Michael Griffiths, one of the speakers at the end of his talk,  said, "I would therefore like to suggest humbly that we need to re-examine Scripture to see if all of our traditional interpretations are correct.  Are we bound by Scripture to limit half of those in fellowship to the roles of serving food and making tea (nowhere specifically described as spiritual gifts) or are their energies and time to be mobilised on behalf of the whole Christian assembly?" (pg.24)  His arguments are countered in the Review in the "Assembly Testimony" magazine. 


[f]
The point this speaker is trying to get at is that here are instances of great men of  God who love God's Word and His People, and yet they cannot agree on the Principles and the Practices although all seek to base their arguments from the Word of God.  Well, at least, they profess to do so.


[9]
As a layman (used not in its technical term) the speaker finds no problem with the "traditional" interpretation because he accepts the Word literally as it is, sometimes admittedly, confusing and conflicting with his perspective of current happenings, and there is a tendency for him, as in the case of the others, to take a fresh look at some of these Scriptures to reconcile them to the outside world.  But is that the right Principle/Attitude to adopt?  Should not we take the Word of God as it is?  All the prophets did when the Lord gave them the revelation, though some did not understand  it at times, they still faithfully and obediently recorded what they were given (II Pet. 1:20, 21). 
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Therefore, for Michael Griffiths (a man of no mean scholarship) to say  what he said above, the statement is not only highly exaggerative, the argument is not sound.  What is wrong is not the "traditional interpretation" of that particular Scripture, but rather the unscriptural implementation of the Scriptural principle by certain assemblies to delegate their sisters to such mundane duties. Scripture has its duties, responsibilities and even leadership qualities for the sisters in their proper sphere.  (ITim.5, etc).  Failure or inappropriateness in its application should not be attributed to the unsoundness of the Principle behind it.

[10]
Some of the main themes brought out in the Swanwick Conference which the main speakers, viz. Roy Coad, Michael Griffiths, Victor Jack and John Polkinghorne, touched upon and made a clarion call to break away from "Brethren Tradition" were:- 


[a]
Public Participation of Women in Assembly Gatherings;


[b]
Trained Local Pastors;


[c]
Salaried Ministry;


[d]
Unity through Interdenominationalism.

[11]
And other topics, which Rex Koivisto associated with "Tradition" and which must be "renewed" , as reviewed by Jean Gibson are as follows:-

[a]
The statement of Acts 20:7 or I Cor.11:26, about breaking bread the first day or often is only descriptive, not a mandate. It is not an "ought" (page 223).

[b]
The idea of a distinct meeting for the Breaking of Bread is clearly a Brethren tradition. (page 223)

[c]
The idea that women are to remain silent during the Breaking of Bread meeting and are to keep their heads covered is an "interpretive tradition".   It cannot be treated as a  "biblical mandate"    (pg 238)

[d]
He questions whether the pattern of a plural eldership in the assembly, instead of "the Pastor" is a "precept for all congregations at all times in the church of Christ".  There is no evidence that this is a divine precept. (page 244)....He says "the Brethren are wrong if they set forth this model as a normative pattern or mandate for the church.  These are simply a part of Brethren interpretive tradition." (page 244)

[e]
A strong emphasis is placed on theological training as a primary qualification for a pastor.  "...in too many Brethren assemblies (there) is a shallow passing on of unreflected tradition which cannot sustain itself in the face of a more and more educated populace" (page 247)

[f]
Autonomy of the local church is only a tradition (page 253)...."The situation has changed so that the New Testament pattern does not fit the nature of non-apostolic church, and hence we cannot follow it here". He favours autonomy however "for practical reasons, not clear biblical ones". (page253).

[11]
The speaker would suppose that when he was called to present this paper, some of the above topics would be among the Practices expected to be examined to see if they are Bible-based Principles, Traditions or current human notions.

[12]
Of course, others could be added, eg. the format of the Worship Meeting, the Sunday evening Gospel Meeting,  the Non-head-covering of the brothers and the Head-covering of the sisters , music in the Worship Meeting, One cup or individual cups, etc.  We will have no time to touch on each and every one of them in detail.  The speaker will just touch on some selected ones in the Malaysian scene and leave the others for your interest, information and awareness or even for private discussion later.  [See Appendix  B]


The speaker wants to emphasise in touching on these "touchy" topics, it is not his intention to sit in judgmental criticism of what others do, for after all, the undershepherds "must give account" (Heb.13:17) to the Chief  Shepherd Himself when they face Him at the Judgment Seat.  His intention is just to let us all take "a fresh look" at the Principles of "Traditional Interpretation" to see if some of the "traditional practices" have been interpreted incorrectly, as claimed.  At the same time, for all present to be aware of this group of Brethren and their call to "break away from traditions" on the arguments they have presented.  Though the speaker finds there are justifiable causes for some of their "complaints", he somehow cannot agree with many of the proposed remedies.


To start with let us examine a very 'hot' topic among them.....

1.

The Role of Women in the Assembly.



Preamble:
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As a preamble, let us seek to understand that there is a difference between Rights and Roles.  The brother and the sister  in the Lord have the same equal Rights (Gal. 3:28) just as the Father and the Son are Equal. (Jn.10:30).  However, when it comes to Roles, the Father is the Head of the Son (I Cor.11:3) and one day, in the ultimate future, when the Son has conquered all things, He, as Head of them all, will bring them all unto the Father, and He shall Himself be subject to the Father.  (I Cor. 15:27, 28)  -- the Son will have to play the Role of a Subordinate, as Head of the Church and Head of all Creation.


SYMBOL 183 \f "Symbol" \s 10 \h
Likewise, the husband and the wife have equal rights as believers in the Lord, but when the wife submits to the husband as unto the Lord (Eph. 5:22), or the woman submits to the headship of man (in acknowledgement of the Headship of  Christ in the Church and His Lordship in her life) on the basis that the Head of Christ is God, just as the Head of every man is Christ (I Cor.11:3), the husband/man is playing the Role as head, and the wife/woman as subordinate. There is no question of  superiority,  inequality  or inferiority of any party.  In fact, the husband/man in a general sense has also to submit in the injunction "Submitting yourselves one to another in the fear of God" (Eph. 5:21).  Both are to submit to the divinely prescribed Roles for each: one as Head, the other as Subordinate, although both are equal in Rights.   
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To testify to the Principle of this ordered Headship, certain Practices are prescribed, not  'described'  (as in the case of Baptism to the Principle of Death, Burial and Resurrection with Christ, as in the Lord's Supper to the Principle of Remembering Him), as follows:- 


a)

The "Headship" Role of the Man with His Symbolic Uncovering of his Head, and 



The Subordinate Role of the Woman with  Her Symbolic Head-covering.
    I Cor. 11:3-16




Is it based on a Tradition or a Biblical principle?



i)

The Principle on which it is based - the hierarchy of the Divine Headship -  I Cor. 11:3. 





 See the Preamble above.



ii)
The Reasons given:
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Based on what happened at Creation.


I Cor. 11:7-9 cf. Gen. 1:26, 27; 2:18,19
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Based on what is happening in Heaven.


I Cor. 11:10 cf. Eph. 3:10
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Based on the distinctions given by Nature.


I Cor. 11:11-15
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Based on the custom (practice) of the churches at that time.
I Cor. 11:16
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Based on the delivered apostolic tradition.


I Cor. 11:2 cf. 14:37 (context)






Note: 
the first three reasons, together with the basic principle, can never change with the 



passage of time and the reasons given are not related to local culture.






Question: Some Bible translators translate the "man" and the "woman" in I Cor.11:3 as 



husband" and "wife". Why do not they translate consistently throughout the passage when the 



same Greek words are used for "man" and "woman" in vv. 4-16? 



iii)
The Strong Words used against disobedience:






"For if the woman be not covered, let her also be shorn; but if it be a shame for a woman to be 



shorn or shaven, let her be covered."


I Cor.11:6






"For a man indeed ought not to cover his head"

I Cor.11:7






"For this cause ought the woman..."


I Cor.11:10




Question: Is not the above an "ought" mandate?



iv)
The Balance: 
Both are interdependent.


I Cor. 11:11, 12











It has nothing to do with Inferiority of one or the Superiority of the other.





Conclusion: Looking at the above arguments, can it be possible that the Uncovering of Man's head  







and the Covering of the Woman's head be regarded as an unbiblical tradition?  




Caution:  
To insist on the Observance of the Practice without the pre-condition of first Obeying the Principle, is to carry on the Tradition of the Pharisees which Christ condemned so vehemently in His Sermon on the Mount (Matt. 5:19, 20).  Likewise, when such Observance is turned into an index to gauge one's standard of spirituality.









To insist on mere Obedience to the Principle without the Observance of the Practice is to lay aside the challenge of fulfilling the "righteousness of the law" (Matt. 5:17) which Christ came to fulfil, and which is also obligatory to us, "that the righteousness of the law might be fulfilled in us, who walk not after the flesh, but after the Spirit." (Rom.8:3,4)









Thus, the Lord says, six times in His Sermon, "It hath been said,....",   "But I say unto you..." insisting that Observance of Practice must be accompanied by Obedience to Principle.  [The Pharisees opined that the Observance of the Practice should free them from the Obedience to the Principle. They were wrong.]  The performance of one does not rule out the performance of the other.



b)

The Silence of the Woman.



I Cor. 14:34, 35-38




i)

The Principle: as I Cor.11:3 in the context of   ICor. chs.11-14.




ii)

The Reasons given:
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Based on the practice "in all churches" 

I Cor. 14:33b
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Based on the  "the law".


I Cor. 14:34
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Based on Paul's claim to Divine mandate.
I Cor. 14:34, 37
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Based on what happened in Eden historically.
I Tim. 2:11-14




iii)
The Connotation: is it silence from "chattering"? 





"Speak" occurs over 20 times in I Cor. 14.  Can it be substituted for "chattering" at all times?





At the same time, it cannot be absolute silence, but certainly, speaking and teaching is an 



authoritative role reserved for man (14:34, 35),  as well as in the parallel passage in I Tim.2:12.




iv)
The Strong Words used: 





 "It is a shame for women to speak in the church."

I Cor. 14:35





"I suffer (permit) not a woman  to teach, nor to usurp 





authority over the man, but to be in silence." 


I Tim. 12:12




v)

The Balance:
Let her satisfy her enquiry at home.

I Cor. 14:35




Conclusion:  Can this be just a local  "tradition"  or does Paul claim Divine mandate -- 








hence, a biblical Principle demanding a biblical Practice??


c)

The Non-teaching Role of the Woman in Public.

I Tim. 2:11-15



i)

The Principle: as in I Cor. 11:3 





Man, as the representative head has a leadership role. 

I Tim. 2:12



ii)

The Reasons:  
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Adam was first formed.




I Tim. 2:13
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Adam "was not deceived"



I Tim. 2:14
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Eve  "was in the trangression".



I Tim. 2:14



iii)
The Strong Words used:
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"Let the woman learn in silence..."


I Tim. 2:11, 12b
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"I suffer not a woman to teach, nor to usurp authority...."
I Tim. 2:12



iv)
The Balance: "She shall be saved in childbearing."

I Tim. 2:15



Conclusion:
Can the factual reasons given pass away with time?  Whether the reasons given 


justify such a 'drastic' mandate or not, it is not for us to argue.  God gives His reasons.    
It is for us to accept and obey.









God's Word and Principles stand the test of Time.
I Jn. 2:15-17; Matt. 5:18









Is the injunction based on Tradition or is it a Biblical Principle?



Caution:

The Subordination and Silence of the Woman in a public gathering is only confined to a church context, and should never be extended to Society or the Community.  It also does not consign her to a role of passiveness and inactivity.  She has all the gifts a brother is bestowed with by the Spirit, (I Cor. 12:4-11) and therefore, should be given opportunities to exercise them.  The gifted sister should be called upon to teach, lead and minister to her other sisters  in the assembly (ITim.5); to be a co-worker and helper with  her counter-part in  reaching out with the Gospel and service unto the saints (Rom. 16:1-4);  to be consulted for her opinion and counsel in special spheres where her professional expertise can be merged with her spiritual gifts as she serves in the various committees in the assembly.  



Questions:

SYMBOL 183 \f "Symbol" \s 10 \h

Is it true, therefore, that the Woman is limited "to the Roles of serving food and making tea" as alleged?


Such an unbiblical assumption needs no retort for we know her role as stated above.  The Woman in Scripture is Highly Honoured,  has a Distinguished, but Distinctive role to play, and is spiritually endowed with Gifts like any other member in the Body of Christ  (I Cor. 12).  
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On the other hand, why are there so few brothers taking their divinely-given roles so lightly?  It can be safely said that more than three-quarters of the brothers in the assembly are silent and passive.  (Do they not remind us of  Barak? How we wish the Deborahs' would take over!)  How is it that we are not concerned for them too?  Their role of headship makes them accountable to their responsibility of leadership.  And those who lead must know that they cannot lord (I Pet. 5:3) .



Thus, if the sister or a brother is not playing the assigned Role, it is the weakness and fault of the particular assembly he or she is in, NOT the fault of the Scriptural injunction or its interpretation that must purportedly be changed to suit the current circumstances.  It is the Attitude and Administration of the Assembly that must be changed, and NOT the Authority of Scripture or even its interpretation in this case.



Biblical Principles must be based on what the Bible Teaches and not on the Circumstances of the Day or the Convenience of those involved.

2.

The Lord's Supper and the Worship Service.   (Another 'hot' topic currently being debated.)

This area sees many changes in the local scene today.  Our "traditional" form is to combine the Lord's Supper , Worship Meeting and Ministry of God's Word into one and call it, "The Lord's Supper", "The Breaking of Bread" or its other equivalents and/or the Worship Meeting.  And it is the usual practice to hold this Service once a week.  Are there Scriptural commands for such a Practice?


They are hard to come by, if there is any.  The injunction for the Lord's Supper does not mention any Worship or Ministry Meeting directly connected with it, although indirectly a precedent of the New Testament Church Practice may be referred to in Acts.20:7.


As such, therefore, there should be openness in its observance with regard to actual mode.

(a) 
The  "traditional" way ...
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is to have an unstructured meeting to be led by the brethren who are "led by the Spirit" in the giving of appropriate hymns, a timely word of edification to worship from God's Word, the actual ascription of praise and worship unto the Lord accompanied or unaccompanied by music, and finally the giving of thanks for the Bread and Cup, with all "activities" done and centred on the remembrance of the Lord.
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However, variations have crept in into this "tradition". We now can witness a structured meeting with pre-appointed participants followed by a  short "traditional" unstructured meeting.  Or still mainly an unstructured meeting but dominated by singing of praises to God rather than the usual interspersing of verbal worship and edification from God's Word.  There are still others where "head-covered" sisters are allowed to participate in one form or another, except teaching.  Others allow full participation by all present -- brothers and sisters, covered or uncovered, with single or varied musical accompaniment.
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The speaker has no intention to pass judgment on the rightness or wrongness of any such mode  of service, though he has his personal reservations as to sister-participation in the light of what he said earlier.

What he wants to call attention to are the Principles that have led to the Change/s?

Why the need to change?   Generally, those who implemented changes or "renewal" to the "traditional" form of worship had found  "a dryness and a deadness" in the meeting with long periods of silence, passive waiting, and little participation,  probably only by the same "dull" brothers.   They are also disturbed by the apparent 50% of the assembly's  'membership'  being in silence.  

In contrast, they could see the "liveliness" of a typical charismatic worship service and its form which has penetrated many mainline denominations.  They could see  "the activeness" of some of the "growth centres" that have broken away from the "traditional" form of worship and seemingly are reaping the "fruits".  These and other factors have caused them to have a "fresh look" at the traditional beliefs and the traditional way of doing things.  As a result, some have broken away from the traditional form while others have modified it to suit their circumstances.  Among them, are those who called themselves, "The Reborn Brethren Churches".  The speaker wonders whether the members of the other traditional  "dead" churches are regarded as not "reborn",  and whether the condition for a "rebirth" is based on the "break-away changes from tradition"(!)?  However, the speaker has no intention to label any one here, nor does he want himself to be labelled.

The question to be asked is whether the changes that came about in the Malaysian scene were the result of prayerful waiting upon the Lord, self-examination of the leaders' duties and responsibilities in carrying out the principles of "traditional worship" faithfully, a search of Scriptures to discover what they have to say on the matter or just a desire to have a more lively worship, a longing to be like the others, influenced by literature from them and a desire of "updating" or "renewing" conservative "dead" worship?  The speaker knows that some assemblies have indeed done a deep search of this issue before the Lord and they are clear in their conscience.  But there may be some that may just "follow".  It is to these that the speaker would address himself  to particularly and invite them to have a "fresh look" together with him at the "traditional" way of doing things.



But before we start, let us have an idea what the "reborn churches" are advocating.

(b)
Perhaps extracts from "Roots, Renewal and the Brethren" may be an indication of what the Renewed 
Brethren have in mind for a Renewal of the Lord's Supper and Worship:
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Basically, no changes in format of the worship service are required. Spontaneity and freedom are already allowed for in a way that many advocates of renewal in other traditions long for. ... The solution for this is not a major change in the format of the Lord's Supper but rather in the way it is perceived.  (pg. 118)
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Music is a particularly powerful way of both stimulating and expressing worship. Note the close relationship between singing and being filled with the Spirit. (Eph. 5:18-19). (pg.120)
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God loves music. He especially loves new music because it is a reflection of one's growing relationship with him. The adjective "new" is used more frequently in scripture with the noun "song" than any other word (Young 1955:694). The biblical mandate often follows the following passage:...(Psa. 33:1-3) (pg. 120, 121)
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God not only loves new music, he loves loud music....I Chr.13:8; Exo.15:20-21; I Sam.10:5 or I Chr. 16:4-5, 23:5 .......Since music is an motional indicator of one's spiritual growth, it becomes obvious why God wants new songs to be sung to  him..... New music is an obvious way to introduce more joy and celebration into our collective worship.    (Pg.121-2).
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Perhaps a monthly Lord's Supper could be planned in the regular Family Bible Hour. Although it would be an abbreviated form, this would serve to introduce the Lord's Supper to those who never come or are unfamiliar with an open participatory-type communion service.  This has been practised by a number of assemblies with great success.  (pg.124)
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Another method would be to periodically schedule praise concerts on a Sunday evening. (pg.124)
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Another renewal project might be to have the worship committee plan, in a minimal way, the direction of the Lord's Supper. For instance, worship themes could be prearranged the week before with suggested passages to be meditated upon throughout the week. There would be the planned introduction of a new song through the use of an overhead projector. A person could be chosen to introduce the theme and begin the worship service. The worship committee could also plan an occasional creative worship service on Sunday evening which would be a time when people are encouraged to bring their musical instruments and songs that they have written or poetry they would like to share - all aimed at worshipping God.....(pg.124)

(c)
Other "fresh" viewpoints can be gleaned from the attached statements put out by an Ontarion, Canada assembly which has changed its teaching and practice about the Breaking of Bread and the Rebuttal.  [See Appendix C]

(d)
Now let us examine the general principles that form the basis for the "traditional" form of worship as we have today.

i.
God is Spirit, and we must worship Him in Spirit and in truth. (Jn. 4:23, 24)  This is a Divine require- ment in anticipation of the Church or Christian worship in contrast to O.T. Worship (4:21, 22).  Hence, Worship should be a Scripture-oriented, Spirit-led spontaneity and flexibility rather than a well-oiled Man-organised well-planned programme.

ii.
The Principles of a Public Church Gathering  ("when ye come together in the church" , 1 Cor.11:17, 18, 20, 14:23, 26; also "the church" I Cor.14:4,5,12, 28) are laid down clearly in I Cor.chs. 11-14, some of which are as follows:-
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The coming together is for the purpose to "eat the Lord's Supper" (I Cor.11:20) and to remember the Lord  (11:24, 25) as well as for "edification, and exhortation, and comfort" (14:3).
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There should be self-examination before eating the bread. (11:28-31), perhaps, the reason for  the solemnity in the meeting, that is often mistaken for "deadness". 
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There should be tarrying for one another (11:33),  waiting for one's turn to participate, giving  way to another (14:29-32), orderly participation giving a sense of peace and not confusion (14:23, 33). All this is done without pre-appointment (14:30) in order that the whole meeting should reflect "the God of Order" and all present should be "edified". (14:26) , the result of the Spirit making use of the intelligence (understanding) to worship. (14:15-17).
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Participation is through spontaneous Spirit-led revelation (14:30) and limited to the  'uncovered' brothers (11:4), while the 'covered' sisters "keep silence" in such a public meeting. (14:34). 
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The above is given in accordance to "the law" (14:34, 34),  "the commandments of the Lord" (14:37) and a "custom" (tradition, if you like) practised by all churches then. (11:16; 14:34).
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Singing in the Spirit and with understanding (14:15) as well as Blessing and giving of thanks  in the Spirit and with understanding (14:16) are forms of expression for the soul and spirit in the meeting.  (Note there is no mention of body expression.) With or without musical accompaniment  should not be made into an issue as there is no specific commandment or model to its use or non-use at the Lord's Supper.  Just as "silence" is no indicator of the lack of worship, the degree of loud music is no index to the amount of worship ascending to the Lord.

#
Periods of silence should not be misinterpreted for "deadness" (cf. Psa. 46:10). The silent "voice" need not necessarily mean a silent heart, as in the case of Hannah,  (I Sam.1:13-16) --   a reminder to both worshipping brothers and sisters.  The sister's "silent" role  need not silence her worshipping heart or rob her of her priestly right, just as a non-participating brother does not lose his right just because he keeps silent.  There will always be the "silent" worshippers in any sort of meeting -- irrespective of gender.

#
To the speaker and to many others, silence, or to be more precise, a quiet atmosphere, is often inducive and conducive to worship.  After all, as in the case of Elijah, "the Lord was not in the wind" that "rent the mountains, and broke in pieces the rocks", nor was He "in the earthquake", nor  "in the fire", but rather the Lord was in the "still small voice". (I Kgs. 19:11, 12). In fact, we are told to "be still, and know that I am God", and it is in this type of atmosphere that the Lord Himself says, "I will be exalted among the nations, I will be exalted in the earth. The Lord of hosts is with us" (Psa.46:10,11)

iii.
The gathering together on the first day of the week takes its precedent from an apostolic tradition (Acts 20:7; I Cor. 16:1, 2) and it should be "often" enough to fulfil the Lord's command to "this do, as often as ye drink it, in remembrance of Me. For as often as ...., ye do show the Lord's death till He come." (I Cor. 11:25, 26).  The command is only to do it "often" -  not on a specific day; this allows the flexibility of Christians in Muslim countries to meet on a Friday.  Still, if the opportunity provides, what better day than the first day of the week can we think of to remember the Lord in His victory not only over sin, but death and the grave, based though it is, only on apostolic tradition!

(e)

When a Worship Meeting is "dead"  is it because the "Principles"  on which it is based are wrong -- that they have been misinterpreted to be Prescriptive when they are actually Descriptive.  Or could it be that they are due to the following reasons:-

i.
Leaders are not setting the example to worship.  They have not done self-examination and self-preparation before the Lord.  They have not been in right relationship with God to "walk in the Spirit" and thus, to be "led by the Spirit" in their day-to-day Christian living.   If they, as leaders are silent, how can they expect the others to participate meaningfully?  The leaders themselves are not "being examples to the flock" (I Pet. 5:3)

ii.
The leaders and the people of  God are not people of the Word, well-equipped with the Word to be able to lead in Worship from the Word spontaneously as the Spirit leads.  In addition, they even hardly know the contents of the hymn books used, to be able to choose appropriate hymns to lead the people out in worship.

iii.
"Worship" is confined  either to the use of other people's words composed in songs (not that there is anything wrong in itself) or the use of "emotive" words of worship (when they consist of "I praise You"; I worship you", etc.) which have no depth and no substance, because they are merely repetitive and vain words (cf. Mt. 6:7), and not the worship of one thrilled with the discovery of God's attributes and acts revealed and discovered in the study of His Word personally.
iv.
It is the speaker's contention that when Worship is based on the Word of God and its revelation of God of what He is and what He does that thrills, amazes and awes the soul, worship will be the spontaneous outpouring of the heart and soul to God  from such a marvellous discovery as revealed by the Spirit in the Word of God.  Could this be what the Lord was speaking about when He said, "they that worship Him must worship Him in Spirit and in Truth." (Jn.4:24 ) ?

v.
Members are not well-taught in the Word and therefore they are at a loss in referring to the Word in Worship.  They are not living a Spirit-led life (Rom. 8:14) day by day;  they do not read His Word.  Is it therefore any surprise that they are "dry, dumb and dead" on the Lord's Day?  They can rely only on their personal experiences.  Their Christian life and growth is not Word-oriented but rather based on experiences, emotions and feelings.  When this happens, are the Principles of the "traditional" worship wrong or are the leaders at fault for not being able to give a God-glorifying, Christ-centred, Spirit-stirred and Bible-based ministry to the members of the church?  We must treat a "disease" not for its symptoms but for its causes.

vi.
Is Growth in the Word and in the Knowledge of Christ the index for Spiritual growth and maturity (Eph. 4:12-16) or as N.D. Smith says, "Since music is an indicator of one's spiritual growth, it becomes obvious why God wants new songs to be sung to him" (pg. 120)?  If the latter principle is true, it is "obvious" that we must have more music,  not only music, but new music, and loud music [See #2.(b) above]  in Worship.  And Elvis Presley, the Beatles, Madonna, the Metal Rocks and the Punks, with a host of others,  are great worshippers, for they not only compose new music but also loud music! 


The speaker begs pardon for his last statement; it is not intended to ridicule, but to show the unreasonableness of such reasoning.  The Word of God,  ("the Truth" in the condition of Worship in Jn. 4:24) , must be the sole foundation of Worship with the Holy Spirit operating on the Word that is embedded in us to lead us to worship.


The writer of "Roots, Renewal and the Brethren" concludes his chapter on "Enhancing Renewal through Worship" with a citation of  George Mallone's description of worship which he found in a Sunday bulletin, which is appended below:-

"We believe worship of God should be spiritual. Therefore: we remain flexible and yielded to the leading of the Spirit to direct our worship . We believe worship of God should be inspirational. Therefore: we give a great place to music in our worship.  We believe worship of God should be intelligent.  Therefore: Our services are designed with great emphasis upon teaching the Word of God that he might instruct how he should be worshipped.  We believe worship of God should be sacramental.  Therefore: we give ourselves to weekly observance of the Lord's Supper. We believe worship of God is fruitful.  Therefore: We look for his love in our lives as the supreme manifesta- tion that we have truly been worshipping him (1981:76-77).  [pg.125]

 Conclusion: 
The speaker leaves it to his listeners to decide which of the two sets of principles (Nathan Delynn Smith's or the speaker's) enunciated above are the principles which are nearer to George Mallone's vision of worship which both of us support. (By right, it should be nearer to the Biblical Principles, but in this case the speaker is prepared to agree to a certain degree with the "Renewal" author in his support of Mallone.)

 Caution:

As both the "conservative" and "renewed" brethren (how the speaker hates the labelling!) can only appeal to general principles for what they advocate with regard to the format of the Lord's Supper and Worship Meeting, it is up to us to decide which principles are more biblical --  for in the end of it all, it must be obedience to the Word, that must decide what we do -- not the evidence of a successful programme, not growth in numbers, not how we feel, not how contemporary we are, not how rational or reasonable our decision is in terms of current philosophy.  (See Appendix D)


For whatever decision we make, we are "they that must give account" (Heb. 13:17) unto the Lord.


  Let us remind ourselves that not all traditions are bad and should be discarded, and not all so-called principles are good and necessarily biblical because many of them depend on interpretation of the texts to arrive at the principles. As such these principles may not necessarily be original biblical principles but those which are coloured by the interpreter's subjective viewpoint.  So let us not be too hasty to cling to Principles and discard Traditions.  Also there are those "grey" areas where it is just impossible to establish Principles.  In such areas, let us have the liberty to do as the Spirit dictates for those particular circumstances and let no man outside judge us.


"Let every man be fully persuaded in his own mind. He that regardeth the day, regardeth it unto the Lord; and he that regardeth not the day, to the Lord he doth not regardeth it....."(Rom. 14:5b,6)  "Now the Lord is that Spirit; and where the Spirit of the Lord is, there is liberty."  (II Cor.3:17)
3.
Other Issues and Proposed Changes.


The speaker has deemed it fit to touch on the two issues concerning the distinct Roles of Men and Women and the Lord's Supper-Worship Meeting at great length because the former pertains to the personal acknowledgement of  the Lordship of  Christ in our lives and the corporate confession of the Headship of  Christ in the Church, while the latter pertains to the Remembrance and Worship of the Lord - two very important areas in our relationship with the Lord  -  His Headship and His Lordship.

However the above two issues are categorised by Kevin Dyer in his book, "Must Brethren Churches Die?" as "secondary issues", i.e. not to say that they are "unimportant" but that they "allow for differences of opinion without divisiveness" (page 29, 30).  

The speaker has stated his point not to cause division among us or sit in judgement on those churches who may not agree with him.  In the same voice as K. Dyer allows for differences of opinion,  so the speaker has also stated his disagreement with him in such categorising.  In fact, K. Dyer has earlier categorised  "certain truths which I call FUNDAMENTALS, which are critical to the Christian faith. We must maintain unity in these areas. There are also some DISTINCTIVES which we may adhere to, and then there are SECONDARY ISSUES." (page 27).  

While the speaker may agree with him in the Fundamentals, he chooses to disagree with him in  categorising the other two.  If the so-called "DISTINCTIVES" are those which "distinguish us from others...distinctives for which we are known" (pg. 28) are indeed biblical why not call them Biblical Principles or Distinctives which then should characterise all Bible-based churches rather than a distinction that they are "Brethren" distinctives and "Brethren" churches.  As to the third category, are we not to teach  "all the counsel of  God"  rather than categorise them in such a way with the view that we can leave some out if we want to?  And who is to decide what are to be left out?  We may give priority over certain issues, but surely if they are the "counsel of God" then we  need to keep all of them.  Both Dyer and the speaker are referring to the Principles involved, not the Methods concerning how these Principles are to practised. 

a.
For other smaller issues, refer Appendix  B.

b.
For the information of interested participants, other areas that they may like to look into further, as have been proposed by some of the "Renewal Brethren" are as follows (only some are listed):-

i)
A Theologically-Professionally-trained Full-time Local Pastor  for the Assembly as against itinerant speakers,  and  "part-time", "unqualified", "unprofessional" elders who may not be good leaders or/and administrators.  Visiting speakers are not aware of the local needs and, at best, can only speak generally.  Eldership is an "office", and therefore elders are not necessarily gifted with leadership and administrative qualities.   A "professionally" and theologically-trained pastor is needed for such duties, while the elders can carry on with what they have been doing in the past, i.e. in spiritual shepherding.

ii)
Salaried Ministry  to ensure and 'attract' the best people in the field as against full-time "trusting-the -Lord" workers who may not be the best people.  Their material needs being assured of, they can devote full time and give their best to their ministry.

iii)
Interdenominationalism to present a united and an ecumenical front to the world, even if it means joining hands with the Roman Catholics, as against separation from denominationalism and ecumenism, especially world councils that include Roman Catholicism.  The Catholicity of all  Christians should be acknowledged irrespective of their denominational backgrounds. 

iv)
Autonomy of the local church as against total independence which is to the disadvantage of small churches without human and material resources.

4.
Principles and Practices in the Local Scene.



Having said what is to be said, let the speaker now invite all present to take a closer look at certain of our practices in the local Malaysian scene to see if we have been faithful in practising the Biblical Principles we believe in, and, please note, not to judge others with.  The speaker opines that in many cases, our "Renewed" brethren have been right in singling out those practices that make our assemblies "dry and dead", though he may not agree with many of their suggested remedies.  Let us, therefore, humble ourselves before the Lord and examine ourselves (II Cor.13:5) and our practices to see if they conform to the Biblical principles we believe in.

a.

The Headship of Christ in the Church.

[Note: the quotations  from "Roots, Renewals and the Brethren" (RRB) are "viewpoints" of "sources of dissatisfaction...as to why people are leaving the Plymouth Brethren assemblies" as chronicled by the author (pg.47).  They are quoted here (in italics) for us to see if there are similar viewpoints in our own local churches and how we are handling them.]

If we believe in the Biblical Principle that Christ is the Head of the Church, and Man is His representative head on earth to lead and to teach,  then shouldn't we take steps to ensure that more of our "silent" brothers (in some cases 80-90% of total brothers in the assembly) in our Worship Meeting perform their roles responsibly, and more sisters be given opportunities to exercise their gifts in the prescribed spheres of service?


Then the question of a "dead" worship where 80-90%  of the brothers remain silent; "where the majority of the time you knew who was going to give out the next hymn or prayer" (RRB pg. 55);  and the  alleged 50% of the "silenced" sisters being consigned to doing menial work ("Being a woman meant you were to serve. You were expected to be on the kitchen committee, go to wedding and baby showers, as well as all the meetings", RBB pg. 59)  is no more relevant.
b.
The Church, the Body of Christ.



If we believe in the Biblical Principle that the Church is the Body of Christ and that all are members of that one Body,  then shouldn't we receive into fellowship all believers in Christ who give evidence of a sound faith and a holy walk with Him and believe in the same biblical principles as we do, though they may differ in practices -- starting with those in the assemblies (for some are even barred from participation just because they fail to fulfil certain "Brethren distinctives"), and then to open the doors even to those with other different denominational backgrounds?


Then the allegation that we are spiritually arrogant and exclusive,  "The impression I gained in the Brethren was that we were a notch above all other Christians. We had the right truth. Others had the truth, but we had the right truth." (RRB. pg. 62)  is no more true.

c.
The Leadership of the Church.

If we believe in the Biblical Principle of elders being appointed by the Holy Spirit (Acts 20:28) and that both they and the deacons are to fulfil the qualifications listed in ITim. 3:1-13 and Titus 1:5-9,  then shouldn't those who are invited to be elders and deacons be able to give an account of the Holy Spirit's appointment and at the same time be submitted to a self-examination to see if they fulfil the listed qualifications before accepting the invitation to be such?  Or  were they "appointed" such because they were the best men available under the circumstances then? 


If such is not the case, then  "Spirit-appointed, scripturally-qualified elders" who fully function as elders will be the order of the day.  They are those who know their Scriptures, who are apt to teach and are in the right relationship with the Chief Shepherd and His flock, his family and the society he lives in, being examples in word, deed and life to them.  


 Then there will not be such complaints as,  "The leadership was self-appointed" (RRB pg. 49) and "when we began to recognise elders, there were men who had been there for 50 years. They just assumed leadership roles and there was no way to get these men out." (RRB pg. 48)

d.
The Plurality and Responsibility of Elders.


If we believe in the Biblical Principle of the plurality of elders and every one is to function and yet not lord over the Lord's heritage (I Pet. 5:1, 3), then shouldn't all elders be functioning, discharging their responsibilities commitedly to care for, nurture and even listen to what the members of the flock have to say regarding their personal problems and suggestions for the improvement of the assembly?  Shouldn't there be more consultation with the flock in decision-making or is our attitude such that we just silence them, by saying, "Listen to the elders"?


 Then complaints against "popish", unapproachable, and unforgiving elders with their rigid and  high-handed ways  -- "They (elders) were simply not sensitive to the needs of the people" (RRB. pg.49) --  and  --  "A couple of the elders are not open to change and new ideas. Consequently, we have a five-to-two split. Generally, we follow the rule of yielding to one another, but when it comes to important issues, it boils down to a rule by the minority." (RRB .pg.50) --  should never arise.

 
Also there need not exist a dilemma that,  "The greatest problem facing the assemblies today is  to know what to do with non-functional elders" (RRB. pg. 47)

e.
The Unity of the Church.


If we believe in the Biblical Principle that the Church, being many members, is One (I Cor. 12:12), even as the Father and Son are One (Jn. 17:11, 21, 22), and that there should be no factions because "is Christ divided?" (I Cor. 1:13), 

i)
then shouldn't we discard any name (including Brethren) that marks us out as separate from others of our brethren?  Is such a statement biblical?  N.D. Smith writes, "One third-generation ex-Brethren made this revealing statement, "My past affects me. That is the main reason we have not joined a church. I still feel guilty walking into a church with a denominational label" (RRB pg. 62).

ii)
then shouldn't we be able to co-operate with others in serving the Lord in evangelising the world  so long as we are not required to join up with any ecumenical movement or with the Romanists or any others whose Fundamentals are suspect?  Then we can write off such complaints as,  "The parochialism of the Brethren began to wear us down". (RRB pg. 61)
f.
Ministry.

If we believe in the Biblical Principle of a "gifted" ministry as recorded in I Cor. 12 and elsewhere,

i)
then shouldn't we take steps to ensure that only gifted members are used in their specialised fields (for no single person is bestowed with all gifts (I Cor. 12:28-30), and at the same time look out for and "train" other gifted members  "to stir up the gift" that is in them  (II Tim. 1:6 ch. I Tim. 4:14).  In short, do we have a "back-up line" to take over when the "seniors" depart from the scene?  To what extent is this viewpoint true, "After the real elders died, in the period of five years others became elders on the basis of their age, time and rank. Frankly, they did not have it and they would not step aside. They preached an archaic, old-fashioned line and the younger, more talented men left." (RRB pg. 48) or for that matter, "There wasn't any capable in-house ministry. Ninety percent of the ministry was imported. There were in-house people who could stand up in the pulpit but they were untrained. They loved the Lord but this problem became greater as the congregation became more educated" (RRB. pg. 54)..."The Lord showed us how mediocre the ministry is  in our assembly. We began to see how routine and elementary the teaching is." (RRB.pg. 54).

ii)
then shouldn't we distribute the duties to involve more gifted members rather than expect the few to do the duties of the many and yet maintain the high standards (I Cor.12:14-27)?   Can this be true of us, "At the Chapel, ten per cent of the people do 90 per cent of the work." (RRB. pg. 50, 51)

[The speaker would like to point out at this juncture that when he made the above observations,  the quotations from RRB only came in as a second thought, and were included as such to show rightly or wrongly there seems to be a certain degree of parallel viewpoints in our Malaysian scene too. ]

And now for some more personal observations:-

h.
Full-time Ministry.

If we believe in the Biblical Principle that those who go out to serve the Lord in faith must be supported by those who send them out, and those to whom they minister (I Cor. 9:7-14) materially,        then shouldn't the local church (es) be more realistic in their material support of the Lord's servants - not only in substance but also in consistency?  

Then shouldn't the "Missionary Fund" be fully emptied instead of being kept in banks to accumulate interest?  Is it only the duty of the servant of the Lord to live in faith and not the assembly as well?  And if the Missionary Fund is not enough because of the limited resources, shouldn't the small assemblies seek the fellowship of bigger ones?


 Then the proposal to have a Salaried Ministry is no more relevant.

i.
Bible Ministry.


If we believe in the Biblical Principle of "declar(ing)...all the counsel of God", and a balanced ministry of the Word from the pulpit, 

shouldn't we ensure that we give teaching not only on the New Testament, but also on the Old as well; not only on Christian doctrines, but also on Christian deportment; not only on a Christ-related intimacy, but also on Biblical Christology in typology and prophecy; not only in evangelism but also in teaching and follow-up?


Then the often-come-across situation when long-time believers have never heard of an exposition of a certain section of the Word of God would be completely absent.

j.
The Christian life.

If we believe in the Biblical Principle of.....


i)
Loving one another "even as I (Christ) have loved you" (Jn. 13:34, 35), 


then shouldn't we, as elders and leaders, cease all forms of slandering, backbiting, gossiping, etc. 
against fellow-elders?


ii)
Being "kind to one another, tender-hearted, forgiving one another, even as God, for Christ's 
sake, hath forgiven you" (Eph. 4:32), 


then shouldn't we cease all grudges, an unforgiving spirit, etc, against our other brethren? 

  

 Then the allegation that elders are not showing good examples in Christian living would just be 
hollow.

5.
An Appeal to the Local Leaders.


There are still many other areas where one would like to examine the consistency of  Belief in "Traditional" Principles and Practices  but time and space does not allow us to do so. Suffice to let the speaker appeal to all concerned: -  


[At the same time, also refer to  K.G. Dyer's caution on the dangers to the Vision of  Change which is indeed wise counsel.  Refer Appendix D.]
a.
Do not despise and discard a certain Scripture-based practice or "tradition" just because such custom may not be in line with contemporary thinking.  What is needed perhaps is to trim the Practice to be more in line with the Principle.  There is no need to change or reinterpret the Principle as such.  On the other hand, do not despise anything new and insist on sticking to the old when it is no more effective and meaningful.  Sometimes the Practice needs to be updated to fit in with current developments without the need to change the Principle

b.
Do not jump on to the band-wagon of anything new, and change the old for new, just because certain new principles have been delineated.  We need to check on these so-called Principles first.

c.
Let us not change for the sake of changing; let us not judge those who change, if they have good Scriptural principles and needful circumstantial grounds to change or those who refuse to change on the same grounds.

d.
Let us not  judge the Church by the World's standards of mechanical efficiency, human qualitative and quantitative productivity, their rational philosophy and professional ability, nor should the church conform to their values so that there is hardly any distinction between the way the church does things and the way the world does things.   But rather the Church should be the Shelter for those want to flee the World for its Corruption.  Let us be different - being in the world (Jn. 17:11) and sent into the world (Jn.17:18) and yet not of the world (Jn. 17:14, 16). 

e.
Above all, let us search the Scriptures, study it and teach it, be guided by it, check all things old and 
new against it, and seek to obey it -- sometimes not necessarily in its local Practice, but more its universal Principle.  

the Bible is still Yesterday's Book for Today and Tomorrow.
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Appendix  A
DEFINITION OF TRADITIONS


1.

A Secular Definition.







From root = to give over, delivered, surrender.






Among others, 

SYMBOL 183 \f "Symbol" \s 10 \h

Belief, habit, practice, principle handed down verbally from one generation to another , or acquired 

by each successive generation from the example of that preceding it.

SYMBOL 183 \f "Symbol" \s 10 \h

Doctrine, based on divine revelation, statement of alleged occurrence, etc.




i) Transmitted  orally though not recorded in documents, concerning matters of religious belief or 



great religious teachers.





ii) Belief in occurrence of events in the remote past of the history of a race, tribe, family, based 





upon oral transmission from generation to generation.
[E]  Webster Universal Dictionary


2.

A Biblical  Definition.

(a)
The Gk. noun paradosis is used four times of Christian tradition, and the verb paradidomi, usually translated  'deliver', occurs six times in the same connection, but the concept is often present without any mention of the word.  The references in the Gospels occur in Mt. 15 and Mk. 7, and all are concerned with Jewish tradition.


[B. The IVF  New Bible Dictionary.]


(b)
The Gk. word paradosis occurs 13 times in the NT and is used in the sense of a teaching that is handed down from one person or group to another.  In the NT, the term has two general meanings.  It is used to refer to the oral interpretation of the OT, particularly of the law of Moses, and the teaching of the Jewish elders and rabbis.  It was called Halakah in Jewish literature, and was later written down and preserved in the Mishna and the Talmud.  These traditions were often accorded authoritative status equal to that of the OT Scriptures.  Jesus sternly rebuked the Pharisees for such an attitude toward tradition: they had forsaken the commandments of God in order to keep their own traditions, "the tradition of men" (Mk. 7:3ff; Mt. 15:1ff)



The "tradition of the elders" blinded men to their basic spiritual need by making the observance of many external forms the essential qualification in order to be accepted with God. The word is also found in Col.2:8 in a slightly broader sense that includes all merely human teaching.


On three occasions Paul uses the word to denote his teaching (I Cor. 11:2; II Thes 2:15; 3:6)  They were the teachings of an inspired apostle and were to be received and held on to because the authority of heaven was behind them.  In the early church the tradition of eyewitnesses  to the acts and teachings of Jesus was considered authentic and of great importance (Heb. 2:3-4).  Luke made use of such tradition, which was "handed down" (from Gk. paradidomi, the verb corresponding to paradosis in the writing of his Gospel. (Lk. 1:2, NASB)   
[C.  Wycliffe Bible Encyclopaedia.]


(c)
(Gk.paradosis, "a giving over").  A giving over either by word of mouth or in writing; objectively what is delivered, as Paul's teaching (II Thes. 2:15; 3:6; I Cor. 11:2)  It is also used  of the body of precepts, especially ritual, which, in the opinion of the later Jews, were orally delivered by Moses  and orally transmitted in unbroken succession to subsequent generations. These precepts, both illustrating and expanding the written law, as they did, were to be obeyed with equal reference (Matt. 15:2-3; Mark 7:3, 5, 9, 13; Col. 2:8).  My  "ancestral traditions" (Gal. 1:14) are precepts received from the fathers, whether handed down in the OT books or orally.  Meyer, in his Commentary on Matt. 15:2 says: "The Jews, founding upon Deut. 4:14; 17:10, for the most part attached greater importance to this tradition than to the written law.  They laid special stress upon the traditional precept, founded on Lev. 15:11, which required that the hands should be washed before every meal.  Jesus and His disciples ignored this tradition as such, which had been handed down from the men of olden time. 


[D.  The New Unger's Bible Dictionary.]

3.

What are the types of Tradition mentioned in the Bible?



(a)
Jewish Tradition.



The word does not occur in the O.T., but between the Testaments much teaching in elaboration and explanation of the OT was added by the Rabbis.  This was handed down from teacher to pupil, and by our Lord's day had assumed a place alongside Scripture in importance.  This equation of human commentary with the divine revelation was condemned by our Lord.  By such tradition the Word of God was transgressed, made of none effect, laid aside and rejected. (Mt. 15:3, 6; Mk. 7, 8, 9, 13).  The doctrines taught by it were 'the commandments of men' (Mt. 15:9; Mk. 7:6, 7) and the effect in practice was unreality and hypocrisy (Mt. 15:8, 9; Mk. 7:6, 7).  Man could not add to the Word of God without adulterating the truth. 


 [B.  The IVF  New Bible Dictionary.]



(b)    Christian Tradition.





Although the word 'tradition' is used in the Gospels only of  Jewish traditions, the concept is present in our Lord's own teaching. He placed His own teaching alongside the Word of God as an authoritative commentary, which He handed down to His disciples.  Thus in the Sermon on the mount Jesus quotes from the law, and again and again put besides it His own words, prefacing His comment with "but I say unto you" (Mt. 5:22, 28, 32, 34, 39, 44 cf. 6:25). He claimed that by so doing He was not abrogating the law as the Pharisees had done, but fulfilling it (Matt. 5:17-19)




A similar emphasis is made on the Person of Christ in Col.2:8.  The contrast to human tradition is Christ.  So in Gal. 1:14, 16, where Paul shows that he abandoned the tradition of the elders when God revealed His Son in him;   Christ not only creates the true tradition but constitutes it as well.




Christian tradition in the New Testament consists of the following three elements:




SYMBOL 183 \f "Symbol" \s 10 \h
the facts of Christ (I Cor. 11:23; 15:3; Lk. 1:2 where "delivered" translates "paredosan" ); 




SYMBOL 183 \f "Symbol" \s 10 \h
the theological interpretation of those facts: see e.g.  the whole argument of I Cor.15;




SYMBOL 183 \f "Symbol" \s 10 \h
the manner of life which flows  from them (I Cor. 11:2; II Thes. 2:15; 3:6, 7).





In Jude 3 the "faith...once for all delivered" (RSV) covers all three elements. (Cf. Rom.6:17)  









[B. The IVF  New Bible Dictionary.


(c)
Apostolic Tradition.



i)
Christ was made known by the apostolic testimony to Him; the apostles therefore claimed that their tradition was to be received as authoritative (I Cor. 11:2; II Thes. 2:15; 3:6)) See also Eph. 4:20, 21, where the readers had not heard Christ in the flesh but had heard the apostolic testimony to Him.  Christ had told the apostles that they would bear witness of Him because they had been with Him from the beginning; in the same context He promised the gift of the Holy Spirit Who would lead them into all truth (Jn. 15:26, 27; 16:13). The combination of eyewitness testimony and Spirit-guided witness produced a "tradition" that was a true and valid complement to the OT Scriptures. So I Tim. 5:18; II Pet. 3:16 place apostolic tradition alongside Scripture and describe as such, and  II Pet. 1:16,19 founds Christian witness testimony and the more sure word of prophecy of the O.T. 









[B.  The IVF  New Bible Dictionary]




ii) The apostolic office was limited to eyewitnesses, and, as only witnesses could bear a faithful witness to Christ as He lived and died, and rose again, true tradition must also be apostolic.  This was recognised by the church in later years when the Canon of the N.T. was eventually produced on the basis of the apostolic nature of the books concerned.  Apostolic tradition was at one time oral, but for us it crystallised in the apostolic writings containing the Spirit-guided witness to the Christ of God.  Other teaching while it may be instructive and useful and worthy of serious consideration cannot claim to be placed along the Old and New Testaments as authoritative without manifesting the same defects as condemned Jewish tradition in the eyes of our Lord. 









[B.  The IVF  New Bible Dictionary]


(d)
Brethren Tradition.


Its meaning differs as to who uses it and for what purpose.  To those who want to break away from the  "traditional" way of doing things among brethren circles, "Brethren Tradition" is a term  referring  to Principles and Practices of any alleged "Brethren" grouping which are regarded as "handed down" from one generation of Brethren to another without the allegedly clear support of Scripture or , to be more precise, without the "correct" interpretation of Scripture that leads them to such  "unbiblical"  principles and practices.  



To others who appeal to it, it is the Tradition set by the early "Brethren" pioneers to which the present group must return at least in Principle and applied to contemporary Practice.

Appendix B  --  OTHER  "TRADITIONAL"  PRACTICES 






 examined under the Searchlight of Scripture.

Note:  The practices listed below actually are not issues, but are presented for our interest and information:  to let us compare the teaching of  Scripture with some of our traditional ways of doing things.   In certain cases, there are not even the right or wrong ways of doing things.  They are discussed just for our awareness.

.

a)
Bread or Biscuits or Wafers at the Lord's Supper.


In the assemblies we use bread.  Actually, "artos", according to W.E. Vine, in His Expository Dictionary of N.T. Words, explains, "bread ...signifies 

(a) a small loaf or cake, composed of flour and water, and baked, in shape either oblong or round, and about as thick as the thumb; these were not cut, but broken, and were consecrated to the Lord, every Sabbath and called the shewbread (loaves of presentation), Matt.12:4... 

(b) the loaf at the Lord's supper, eg. Mt.26:26 ("Jesus took a loaf," R.V., marg.); the breaking of bread became the name for its institution, Acts 2:42; 20:7..., 

(c) bread of any kind (Mt.16:11); 

(d) metaphorically, of Christ the Bread of Life, Jn. 6:33,35; 

(e) food in general, the necessities for the sustenance of life, Matt. 6:11; II Cor.9:10, etc."

What is important for us to remember is that this mixture of flour and water must always be "ONE", eg. loaf,  to rightly represent the principle,  "The bread which we break, is it not the communion of the body of Christ?  For we being many are one bread, and one body, for we are all partakers of that one bread." (I Cor.10:16b, 17)   Why then do we see in certain places this loaf being pre-cut to almost slices while retaining the shape of a loaf before we break it,  or for that matter, using many wafers?  The excuse given is that it is more convenient to "break" it.  But is not the act of "breaking" symbolic of our communion/fellowship with one another in being "partakers of that one bread'?  The  one-ness must always be preserved according to the Biblical principle in  ICor. 10:16, 17 in whatever form or shape the mixture of flour and water may be. [Note: the Bread has a two-fold symbolism - the body of Christ, and fellowship in the Body of Christ.]

b)
One cup or individual cups.


In the assemblies, the tradition has been to have one decanter of wine poured into a number of cups as the necessity of the size of the congregation dictates.  This is done on the supposition that the Principle insists on one cup.  It is true that the "cup" (sing.) is used in the institution of the Lord's Supper, but  where does the symbolism lie - in the one cup or in the contents of the cup?  The one cup does not have the same significance as the one bread (see (a) above).  In fact, the symbolism lies more in its contents. See I Cor. 11:25, 26 - "This cup is the new testament in My blood...for as often as ye drink this cup..."; Matt. 26:27 - "And He took the (no article, = a, any) cup,...and gave it to them, saying, 'Drink ye all of it: for this is My blood of the new testament..."; Mk. 14:23 -"And He took the (no article) cup... and they all drank of it";  Lk.22:20 - "This cup is the new testament in My blood..."


In all instances, it is the contents that is emphasised, not the one cup.  Also, if the insistence be on the one literal cup, the decanter used is not in keeping with the idea of the "cup".  Tradition also has it that some use two cups, others four, etc.  Whatever the number, once more than one cup is used, the symbolism is lost if we insist on the "one" cup. On the other hand, if we realise that the Lord's emphasis here is on the symbolism of the Contents, rather than on the Cup itself which is just a Container for the contents, then we should place emphasis not on its number, but rather on the Remembrance of the Lord in the Act of drinking the contents.  The speaker's purpose here is that assemblies would place emphasis on the Principle of Remembering the Lord in the Act of Drinking rather than quibble about the number of cups used.

c)

Music or No Music at the Lord's Supper.


The best we can do is to quote Mt. 26:30 - "And when they had sung an hymn, they went out.." It is definitely a Tradition that has been handed down that we have no accompanying music at the Lord's Supper.  Incidentally, the singing of the song is more in keeping with the Jewish tradition of singing the Hallel (Psa.116-118) in connection with the observation of the Passover Feast.  There is no command regarding this matter and no Principle that one can recall to connect singing with or without accompanying music to the Lord's Supper.  (There is no necessity to touch on the degree of newness or loudness of the music to please the Lord in Worship!)


In cases, where the members find it to be more conducive to worship without the distraction of music let it be.  It is one Tradition for which we should not point a finger at. In other cases, where accompanying music enhances the act of Worship, let it be. It is not for the  "Traditionists"  to point a finger at these people.  Sometimes, where there is no gifted member to lead in the singing, it is much better for some musical instrument to give the starting note.  Whatever is decided, "let all things be done decently and in order" (I Cor. 14:40)  and "let all things be done unto edifying." (I Cor. 14:26)

d)
The Sunday Evening  Gospel Meeting.

Our assemblies are characterised by the "Gospel" in their meeting places as well as in their outreach.  Typically and traditionally they hold a Gospel Meeting every Sunday evening.  However, this has changed in the Malaysian scene.  Today, not many assemblies still hold Gospel Meetings every Sunday evening because of certain circumstances.  Is the Sunday Gospel Meeting a must?


There is no Biblical  Principle for such a compulsion.  In fact, we have the Prayer Meeting, the Breaking of Bread Service, the Fellowship Meeting and even a coming together for Bible Study (Acts 2:42)  for the members of the early church, but there was no mention of a specific meeting just to preach the Gospel.  The Gospel was preached by missionaries and witnesses who reached out.  In fact, for Paul it included teaching the Gospel in the synagogues he visited.  This was done whenever and wherever there was opportunity to do so.  There was no special Sunday Evening Gospel Service held by the early church where either their members went out to bring the unsaved in to listen to the Gospel or waiting for the unsaved to come in.  It is more in the "Tradition of the Assemblies" that this has been done in the past.

But then, is there anything wrong with it?  Certainly not.  "By all  means save some" (I Cor. 9:22c)  


What can be wrong with it? - Only when the assembly concerned depends solely on this means or frowns on others who do not use this means.  


So, once again, where there is no Principle to guide us to say such a Tradition is wrong, let us not be too quick to discard it nor to cling to it dogmatically to the exclusion of other means.

e)

Baptism before Reception into Assembly Fellowship.


Must a person be baptised before being received into Fellowship or to be more precise, before being allowed to participate of the Lord's Supper?


Baptism and the Lord's Supper are two ordinances given by the Lord to the Church.  It is unimangin- able for a person to be ready to obey the Lord in one and disobey Him in the other.  In the New Testament, except for the thief on the cross, there is hardly any record of an unbaptised believer. (Acts 2:41; 8:12; 8:36, 37; 10:47, 48; 16:14, 15; 16:31, 33; 18:8; etc.)


However, today, Malaysian assemblies face a dilemma not encountered by the early church with respect to minors who must first have parental permission before they can be "converted" legally.  In such cases, it is possible that those who believed the Lord early might have to wait many years before they could obey the Lord in the second ordinance?  Is there a Principle (Command) to forbid a person from participating at the Lord's Supper if he is not baptised?  There is none.  But then,  there is the Principle that whenever a person believes, he is inevitably baptised without much time intervention, except the dying thief who was not baptised at all.


Again, traditionally, in many assemblies when a person is saved he is subjected to waiting ,  investiga- tion , attending baptismal classes, etc. before he is accepted for baptism.  Of course, there is no biblical Principle to do this; for we see in all cases recorded, the people believed and they were baptised. 


So, it is more of a Tradition, or perhaps, in such cases, more of an expediency.  In the context of Malaysia, is such a tradition bad?  Properly and sincerely carried out, it should not be a hindrance.


Pertaining to the two questions the speaker has brought up, i.e. Baptism before Breaking of Bread and Waiting for Parental Permission before Baptism, it is best left to the individual oversight to decide.  Circumstances differ from place to place and only those at the scene are the best people to decide.

Appendix  D.

VISION DANGERS 

 from  MUST BRETHREN CHURCHES DIE?   Pp. 75-78 

By Kevin G. Dyer

Along the vision road there are many dangers.  These are potholes we can fall into which will impede our journey.

The first danger is the 'Big is beautiful and blessed'  syndrome.

A lot of people fall into this pothole.  They get a vision and they come to believe that because they are expanding and have a big vision that it automatically receives the blessing of God.

Bigness is not wrong or right. The bigger the better philosophy isn't true.  Bigness is not a sign of the blessing of God. However, neither is smallness a sign of God's approval.  The faithful few who are standing for God and going nowhere is not an evidence of the Spirit's work.

Communism is big; so are Coca Cola, the Egyptian pyramids, the state of Texas and elephants.  Should we assume the Holy Spirit prospered them all?

0n the other hand, the Ku Klux Khan is small;  so are cancer cells, bullets and a vial of poison.

Neither bigness nor smallness have anything to do with vision.  Large churches need vision and small churches need vision.  Large churches must grow and small churches must grow.  And if they don't, the candlestick of testimony can easily flicker out.

The second danger is the 'What's good for business'  philosophy.

There are enormous pressures today to baptise technology, organisation and secular philosophies so they can be sanctified for use in the church.  Just because it is good for business doesn't automatically mean it is good for the church.

Now I am the first one to say I want to use everything I can to expand the kingdom of God.  I believe we should have sharp, contemporary ministries that attract people. And I want to use organisation and technology to accomplish that end.  But if we depend on it to do the Lord's work, we have missed the whole impact of the necessity of the Holy Spirit's power flowing through people who use these things for the glory of  God.

The third danger is the 'Miracles by methods' approach.

Closely aligned with the 'what's good for business'  philosophy is this idea that we can produce miracles by good methodology.

Techniques are not wrong in themselves, but we must not rely on them to raise money or get a crowd.  It is easy to get good results and then claim that God is blessing our faith, when actually all  that is happening is that we have pulled all the right strings.

It is miracles by the Holy Spirit's intervention that we need.  If  all that we have is miracles by human methods, then we have been guilty of spiritual abortion.  We have thwarted the purposes of God and acted in the flesh.

The fourth danger is the 'Daredevil'  philosophy.

Some people allow their vision to get them way out on a limb for God and then they expect other people to rescue them.  If we are filled with unrealistic dreams and schemes using other people's money, we are in great danger.

When the person with the vision has little personal link in the vision, then beware.  Visionaries must be prepared to lay their lives on the line too.  It needs to cost the visionary something to live the vision.

A daredevil philosophy of making a big plan and expecting everyone else to pay for it without too much cost personally is a dangerous position to play.

The fifth danger is the 'Empire-builder syndrome'.

Many Christian leaders need to examine their motivation to see if they are building for themselves or for the Lord.  It is very easy to get a complex as being the saviour or the leader of the assembly.  We must guard against this subtle form of sin at all costs.  We must build effective ministries for the Lord.  Building personal empires will result in poverty of spirit and powerless living.

The sixth danger is to compromise the truth for the sake of the vision.

We must never forsake the truth of  Scripture to accomplish a good end.  We must never distort the truth of Scripture to gain a following.

Unfortunately today we have popularised Christianity to such an extent that we find that we can be good Christians in our society and still be guilty of worldly living.

The seventh danger is to buy into the philosophy that  'shoddiness is godliness'.

There is little that saddens me more than to go to a place where Christian ministry is being carried out and find it to be in a state of disrepair.  Excellence is not extravagance.  We need to demand excellence in all we do.  

We should be sending our personnel to seminars constantly to upgrade their skills.  We should be giving regular appraisals of our full-time workers and missionaries.  We should demand accountability and not be slip-shod in our approach to the Lord's work.

'Decently and in order' means exactly that.  Sloppy planning, foolish management and overspending should not be found among us.  It is time to demand of our para-church organisations and our local churches a sense of accountability and responsibility.

How is it that we are lackadaisical in these areas?  It is because we have bought into the philosophy that people are accountable only to the Lord; and the Bible doesn't teach that at all.

0nly God's records will reveal who are the men and women with real vision in this generation, but I think we all should strive to renew our desire to push forward the work of the Lord in our time.

As a group of men and women, let us be committed to renewing vision in our movement.  We must get off our seats and dream and plan creatively.  We need to cry out to the holy Spirit to revitalise us.  We must move forward to mobilise people to join us on a march that would send us out to be radical followers of Jesus Christ in a world that desperately needs him.

This is the vision - let us join hands to do it in our day.

