Billy Duncan / Patrick Donahue Exchange – Second Serving Of The Lord’s Supper – 1988
Article 5 – Donahue’s Third Affirmative

Donahue's Third Article 

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

My first and second articles 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 articles 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 third article is an answer to Mr. Billy Duncan's article, "SERVING THE LORD'S SUPPER - 2," which was a response to my second article. 

The article under review begins by "restating" several arguments advanced in favor of the second serving in the 9-28-1988 Wednesday night adult Bible class at Winchester Road. For brevity sake, I will just refer to the number of the point and give my response. 

1. no, but Acts 2:46 does

2. no, but Acts 2:46 does

3. no, but "the disciples" as a "whole" (I Corinthians 14:23) do observe and have come together for that purpose

4. the lack of authority (Colossians 3:17) does

5. see answer to #3 above; also if we can understand that every single member does not have to be there for "the whole church to be come together into one place" (I Corinthians 14:23), then we should be able to see how we can plan a time for everyone to take it at the same time, and if someone is excused, he is excused

6a. notice the difference is in God making provision and us making provision

6b. this would not necessarily even apply to us in any way much less as concerning the Lord's supper

6c. if this did apply here, it would say that the ones who missed on the first day (first month) should make it up on the second day (second month) 

To begin my answer to the rest of the article, let me point out that Colossians 3:17 and other passages show that we must have authority from God's word for what we do. In this case the practice under question is the "second serving of the Lord's supper." What we need is a book, chapter, and verse that authorizes it in some way. It has already been shown that the authority for this practice cannot be found in Acts 20:7. When "the disciples came together to break bread" "upon the first day of the week," "Paul preached unto them ... until midnight." They couldn't have done it twice, because if they did, they would have had to have done it on the second day of the week, which is not what the Bible says they came together to do. In the article under review, the response is made that if this argument is true, then it would forbid a second meeting (even without the Lord's supper) period. If it does, then let's quit the second meeting, by all means! However, the arguments are not parallel. It is correct that Acts 20:7 authorizes neither the second serving nor the second meeting, but Acts 2:46 does authorizes the second meeting, but not the second serving. The "they" in Acts 2:46 who met "daily with one accord" were the same ones in verse 42 who "continued stedfastly in the apostles' doctrine and fellowship, and in breaking of bread, and in prayers," and the same ones in verse 44 "that believed ... and had all things common." The word "Now" (de) in Acts 3:1 seems to "mark a transition to something new," thus it doesn't appear that the phrase "together into the temple at the hour of prayer" would be related to the believers "continuing daily with one accord in the temple" in Acts 2:46. The conclusion of this point would be that authority for the second serving of the Lord's supper cannot be found in Acts 20:7. 

There are alot of things about Acts 5:1-11 that I am not sure about, but one thing I am sure about is that it does not give authority for a second serving of the Lord's supper. There is nothing in the passage about the Lord's supper, much less a second serving of it. This argument reminds me of the argument made by some from Matthew 19:14 in an attempt to justify infant baptism even though the verse does not mention, nor is it on the subject of, baptism. In this case, Acts 5:1-11 is being used to justify a second serving of the supper even though it does not mention, nor is it on the subject of, the Lord's supper. Furthermore, if this passage is talking about two assemblies of the saints on the first day of the week (which I don't think it is) as has been argued, then it would only authorize two assemblies (like Acts 2:46 does); it wouldn't authorize two servings of the Lord's supper. 

I certainly believe that we are to come together to eat the Lord's supper (I Corinthians 11:17,18,20,33), and have never said that the Corinthians were not doing so. When Paul said in verse 20 that they were come together, but "not to eat the Lord's supper," he didn't mean that they had not come together with the intention of eating the supper, but that they were changing the Lord's supper to an extent that it couldn't be called the Lord's supper. Again, they were doing two things wrong. They were eating at different times (verse 21 and 33) and they were eating to satisfy their hunger (verses 21-22 and 34). The second serving is a violation of the first principle as it makes for a situation where people "taketh before other his own supper" (they eat at different times) instead of tarrying "one for another." 

The Greek word translated "tarry" in I Corinthians 11:33 is defined by Young's Concordance as "to receive in," but others, for example, Wigram-Green, define it "to expect, await." This word is found seven other times in the Bible; six times it is used to mean "wait," and the seventh time (Hebrews 11:10), waiting is involved. The fact that it is translated "tarry" here should tell us what the KJV translators thought it meant here. That the word here means "tarry" or "wait" certainly makes sense considering the Greek prefix "pro" (translated "before" in verse 21) means "prior in time" the majority of the time it is used in the Bible. The word "Wherefore" in verse 33 connects that verse to verse 21; verses 33-34 are Paul's solution to the problems he outlined in verses 21-22. What were the Corinthians doing wrong? They were eating "before" (prior in time) each other, they were eating to satisfy hunger (verses 21-22). What did Paul give as the solution? Wait for one another and eat at home when you are hungry. It fits together like a glove. 

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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