Billy Duncan / Patrick Donahue Exchange – Second Serving Of The Lord’s Supper – 1988
Article 3 – Donahue’s Second Affirmative

Donahue's Second Article 

The Second Serving Of The Lord's Supper - Number II

My first article by the above title pointed out that it is wrong for Christians to take "before other his own supper;" that instead the "brethren" should "tarry one for another" when they "come together to eat" "the Lord's supper" (I Corinthians 11:20-21,33). The article showed by these passages that the practice of many churches of Christ of serving the Lord's supper at different times on the first day of the week is unscriptural. This second article is an answer to Billy Duncan's article, "SERVING THE LORD'S SUPPER," which was a response to my first article. 

Billy's first point is that if Acts 20:7 excludes a second serving of the Lord's supper because it doesn't mention it, then it would also exclude a second meeting of the saints, as the second meeting is not mentioned either. This reasoning does nothing to prove Billy's position. If it does anything, it argues that we shouldn't be meeting the second time on the first day of the week. In Billy's own words in another article, "consistency will not prove us right." Billy, is Acts 20:7 the place you go to authorize a second meeting of God's people? It certainly isn't the place I go, because it indeed doesn't teach that assembly. I go elsewhere, like to Acts 2:46 to show that the Christians could assemble anytime as they saw fit. But whether or not you agree with that or not, where is your authority for a second serving of the Lord's supper? It is not in Acts 2:46 and it is certainly not in Acts 20:7. 

Billy's sixth paragraph concerning the man who had already eaten at a 9 am service and then comes to a 10:30 service, also is not a Bible verse that authorizes the practice Billy is contending for. That is what we need, a Bible verse (Acts 18:28). Hypothetical situations never prove anything. "Difficult" hypothetical situations can be brought forth to support both sides of every religious question. Of course this situation is not that difficult. The visitor who had already eaten does not take away from the fact that the "disciples came together to break bread." (Acts 20:7). It does not take away from the fact that "the whole church" had "come together ... into one place" "in the church" "to eat the Lord's supper" (I Corinthians 14:23, 11:18,20). It does not take away from the fact that that church had waited for one another (I Corinthians 11:33) in order to eat the supper at the same time (I Corinthians 11:21). 

In the next paragraph Billy says that I Corinthians 11:21 "does not have two observances of the Lord's Supper in view." It certainly does when you consider the fact that it condemns the Christians there eating at different times, and when you have two servings, people are certainly eating at different times, they are taking "before other his own supper," they are not waiting "one for another." Billy is saying that Paul in verses 21-22 and 33-34 is condemning the practice of turning the Lord's supper into a common meal. I have no argument with that depending upon what he means. It might help if we just specified what the Corinthians were actually doing that Paul condemned. They were doing two things wrong. We might say that the Corinthians, by doing these two things, were turning the Lord's supper into a common meal. The two things that Paul specified that they were doing wrong, were that they were eating at different times, and that they were eating to satisfy hunger. What puzzles me is how so many Christians like Billy can so easily see the condemnation of eating to satisfy hunger, but they can't see Paul's censure for eating at different times. Billy, what is Paul actually condemning in verses 21a and 33? What would a church have to do to violate these passages? 

In Billy's next paragraph, he claims that Acts 5:1-11 may be evidence of a second serving. First of all, "maybe" never authorizes a practice; have you ever heard of "necessary" inference? Let the reader examine Acts 5:1-11. Is there anything in there about the Lord's supper? Is there anything in the passage about a second serving? Billy, do you really think this passage authorizes the second serving of the supper? If not, would you please give the passage that does? 

In conclusion, there isn't any passage in the Bible that even remotely hints at authorizing the second serving of the Lords' supper. It is not in Acts 5:1-11 and it certainly can't be found in Act 20:7. Can we afford to practice something for which we have no authority (Colossians 3:17)? Not only does the Bible not authorize the second serving of the supper, it actually condemns it in I Corinthians 11:21a and 33. The Bible teaches in these passages that a congregation is to purpose together to eat the Lord's supper at the same time. That is what we should do. 
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