Billy Duncan / Patrick Donahue Exchange – Second Serving Of The Lord’s Supper – 1988
Article 4 – Duncan’s Second Negative
Duncan's Second Article 

Serving The Lord's Supper - 2

Before me is Pat's article, "The Second Serving of the Lord's Supper," dated October 10, 1988. This article was evidently written after the discussion in the class on 9-28-88. I made some notes on this class. It seems odd to me that Pat would still insist on his points after that discussion. But it seems that once he takes a position no reasoning moves him. Tenaciously he holds to his claim that he showed that what we do is "wrong" and "unscriptural." I give the notes first:

***

Wednesday night class 9-28-88: SECOND SERVING OF THE LORD'S SUPPER

The discussion arose from a study of 1 Cor. 11:17-34. The argument against offering the Lord's Supper at the Sunday night service was based on two principles. 1) That 1 Corinthians 11 was opposed to two servings of the Lord's Supper at a congregation. It was felt that two things were wrong at Corinth in the way they attempted to observe the Lord's Supper. First, they made a common meal of it. Second, they ate at different times. This was based on verses 21-22 and 33-34. The common meal objection was not denied, but that "every one taketh before other his own supper" (v. 21) and "tarry one for another" (v. 33) spoke of multiple observances of the Lord's Supper was felt to be unwarranted by some. They thought this had reference to the conditions associated with the common meal. 2) The second principle felt to be violated was based on Acts 20:6-12, and had to do with the avowed purpose of meeting to break bread. It was felt that we met for this purpose at the morning service, but not at the evening service. It was felt that there was no authority in Acts 20 for a second serving of the Lord's Supper.

With regard to this second point, several points were advanced.

1) Acts 20:7 no more authorizes a second meeting than it authorizes a serving the Lord's Supper a second time.

2) Acts 20:7 does not authorize a meeting on the Lord's Day where the Supper is not served.

3) Not everyone at the Sunday morning service observes the Lord's Supper, nor came for that purpose. This does not nullify the service of those who do.

4) There is nothing in the Bible that prevents one from observing the Supper twice on the Lord's Day.

5) The practice of taking the Lord's Supper at the morning service when some are out violates 1 Cor. 11:33 IF the verse is talking about two servings of the Lord's Supper on each Lord's Day.

6) There is spiritual value in the Lord's Supper similar to that involved with the Passover observance. If God made provision for those who were hindered from the Passover observance by a change in the law (Num. 9), it behooves us to make provision that involves no change in God's law.

With regard to this last point, the following was suggested.

1) Serve the Lord's Supper to all Christians present at both services on each Lord's Day.

2) Postpone the Lord's Supper each Sunday morning when anyone is absent, and "tarry" till the night service.

One suggested that the last would be hard to follow, and that we might have to wait even at the Sunday night service for some.

***

That concludes the notes. I want now to turn attention to his last article, and note the points he makes with regard to my reply to his first article. His second paragraph says that my paralleling a "second meeting" with his "second serving" on Acts 20:7 "does nothing to prove Billy's position." It certainly does show that if his argument on the second serving proves anything, then (since the argument is the same for a second meeting) it proves it "wrong" and "unscriptural" to have a second meeting on the Lord's Day. Assertions and denials prove nothing. The arguments are parallel. So it proves that to argue it one way with a "second serving" but another way with a "second meeting" is inconsistent, and thus violates truth.

Pat says that he goes "to Acts 2:46 to show that the Christians could assemble anytime as they saw fit." This passage has nothing to do with assemblies called by a local church, but with the Jewish hours of prayer as two verses below in Acts 3:1. This does not authorize a church having two services on any day. Pat, examine this passage and spell out in detail your reasoning.

When I make an argument it proves nothing--"Hypothetical situations never prove anything." But when Pat makes one, it is "ex cathedra"--"I showed that with my point toward the end of my fifth paragraph about baseball"--from his third article on the covering. He can show church things from baseball, but I can't show church things with church things! But he admits the very point that I wanted to make that the purpose of some does not invalidate the purpose of others.

In paragraph 4 he points out that I say that 1 Cor. 11:21 "does not have two observances of the Lord's Supper in view," as I do. But notice that Pat says, "It certainly does ..." The notice that in the verse just prior Paul says, "When ye come together in one place, this is not to eat the Lord's Supper." Paul says they were "together" and what they were doing was "not to eat the Lord's Supper." Paul says it wasn't, Pat says it was. But then, there is the "semantic problem."

In that same paragraph Pat says, "They were doing two things wrong ... they were eating at different times, and ... they were eating to satisfy hunger." Paul says they were "come together" and were hindered from eating the Lord's Supper by some condition which I shall presently point out. But notice the contrast, Pat says they were not "come together" but were meeting at different times. Pat says they were not together, Paul says they were together!

In the next paragraph Pat boldly proclaims, "First of all, 'maybe' never authorizes a practice," as if I had said that "maybe" can authorize. Pat, I said that "Acts 5:1-11 MAY serve as an example." So "let the reader examine Acts 5:1-11." Was this a Lord's Day service? Remember, there is such a thing as "necessary inference." Pat, what did you say about the last statement in that paragraph--"Else giving is not restricted to the first day of the week"? Was this on the copy that I gave you? What did you say about it?

At the present time I accept Acts 5:1-11 as referring to a Lord's Day, and to Lord's Day services. I consider it necessarily inferred that some went to worship at different times from others, and that they did just that.

"Before"--"pro" does not necessarily mean prior in time. "Behold the judge standeth before the door." In 1 Cor. 11:20-22 they were together when one ate before "other." It appears (note, Pat, "appears") that the disciples were trying to observe the Lord's Supper in the context of a regular supper (like when it was instituted) where each brought his own, and some over-ate, while others had not enough. This involved the wrong spirit toward one another, and prevented the proper observance of the Lord's Supper. Thus they were commanded to "tarry" ("to receive in"--Young's Conc.) for one another (to have an acceptive attitude for one another). The passage condemns the spirit in which they participated, and the making it a common meal.

