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Duncan's Third Article 

Serving The Lord's Supper - 3

Before me is an article THE SECOND SERVING OF THE LORD'S SUPPER Number III. This will be my last exchange. I see no profit in furthering the rehash of the same points. I do not seek to be a part of the proverbial question of "What happens when an irresistible force meets an immovable object?" kind of contest. I simply wish to make a few observations on this exchange.

First, let me assure the reader, as I have before in our Bible classes, that I do not believe that a person has to know Greek to understand God's word. I do believe that a limited knowledge of Greek will help to assure one that the translations (not the paraphrases) are reliable enough to enable one to know God's will. Sometimes the Greek is presented. I am thankful that I do not have to rely upon my knowledge of the Greek to go to heaven. I believe that the reader is able to read the Bible and come to an understanding of it. I am willing to point to passages and leave the reader to his own understanding.

Acts 2:46 has come to have some significance in the discussion. It is in order to look at it. It is not indicated in anything that I have said that the "they" of Acts 2:46 does not include all the disciples. The passage reads, "And they, continuing daily with one accord in the temple, and breaking bread from house to house, did eat their meat with gladness and singleness of heart...." There is not a shred of evidence that this has to do with an assembly called by a congregation. The reader can read. James D. Bales, Adam Clarke, Albert Barnes, J. W. McGarvey, the ONE VOLUME COMMENTARY and Jamieson, Fausset and Brown-all these understand that this is the temple of the Jews, and that the worship that they attended were the daily hours of prayer. This does not prove anything, but it does indicate the clarity of the passage.

It is argued, "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." When one introduces the Greek, he should look at the whole meaning of the word. The idea of transition is not the only meaning of the Greek word "de." Thayer gives also "6. It introduces explanations and separates them from the things to be explained." He gives as an example John 3:19. The condemnation of the unbeliever of John 3:18 is explained in John 3:19. "De" is the word for "Now" in Matt. 2:1 where the circumstances surrounding the birth of Jesus mentioned in the preceding verses are further explained. In Acts 3:1 the word "de" is translated "Now" and does not mark a transition, but rather further deals with a particular instance of an activity that is an elaboration and explanation of the sentence begun in Acts 2:46, and which ends with "having favor with all the people," giving an instance that occurred in those activities that contributed to that favor among the people. The reader can read.

Some may look upon the Lord's Supper as more of a responsibility than a privilege that brings a blessing, and consider being excused. I hope that I can obtain every benefit afforded; I need it. I am not in favor of any departure from the truth. I do not consider what we do as a departure, and I do not favor making a human rule that will deprive anyone of partaking of the Lord's Supper at a Lord's Day service. The same passage that establishes authority for any service on the Lord's Day, establishes authority for the observance of all activities peculiar to a Lord's Day service. I do not consider the Lord's Supper as a mere responsibility from which to be excused, but as a source of spiritual value.

Consider the event in which a snow and ice storm hinders most of the members of a congregation from assembling at the Sunday morning service. About ten percent of them make it to the service. It is doubted whether they will be able to make it to an evening service. But the weather clears, and almost the entire congregation makes it to the evening service. They cannot observe the Lord's Supper? Why? Because a few made it that morning? The "whole church be come together" at the morning service, but not at the evening service? The disciples assembled for the purpose of observing the Lord's Supper at the morning service, but not at the evening service? Or simply because they are "excused"? (This is not necessarily hypothetical!)

One may "notice the difference is in God making provision and us making provision" and come to the conclusion that since it is through the members that God places the supper on the table, it is through us that the observance is provided. That we meet on the Lord's Day is authorized, also that we make provision upon God's authority for anyone attending a Lord's Day service to have an opportunity to receive the blessings attending the observance of the Lord's Supper. We meet for that purpose. His first day-first month and second day-second month logic (? 6, a-c) contradicts the very statement of the point made that God's provision changed a law, but that our provision does not. The reply is not to my point, but to a misunderstanding of it.

"What were the Corinthians doing wrong? They were eating 'before' (prior in time) each other, they were eating to satisfy hunger (verses 21-22)." But what the verses show is that the way in which they were attempting to observe the Lord's Supper resulted in making it a common meal and nullified the observance. We will look at "pro" in just a moment. But now let us look at the English. Verse 21 does not say that they ate "before." But it says that "For in eating every one taketh before other his own supper: ..." In their eating (while "come together ... in one place") each one "taketh before" other, and that "his own supper." Thayer gives three different definitions for "prolambano" for the only three passages where the word appears in the New Testament. They are "1. To take before: ti, 1 Cor. 11:21. 2. To anticipate, to forestall: ... (hath anointed beforehand), Mk. 14:8; ... 3. To take one by forestalling (him i.e. before he can flee or conceal his crime), i.e. surprise, detect, ... Gal. 6:1; ..." So let us notice the prefix "pro" in this word.

You don't have to know Greek to understand this point. I pointed out in my last article that "pro" does not always mean "prior in time." Nor does the "before" used to translate it. I quoted James 5:9 but failed to give the reference. Other references include Acts 12:6, 14 and 14:13. Thayer (above) suggests the same usage of "before" in 1 Cor. 11:21. The reason for his listing 1 Cor. 11:21 as distinct from the second definition involving the idea of "beforehand" is evidently the passage itself. For in the passage those come together in one place taketh before other his own supper, so that those who had plenty shamed those that had not (verses 21-22). Commentaries are not authoritative, but they are worth looking at. Jamieson, Fausset and Brown on Verse 21: "ONE TAKETH BEFORE other--the rich 'before' the poor, who had no supper of their own." Albert Barnes on verse 21: "That is, each one regardless of the wants of others; instead of making even a meal in common, and when all could partake together, each one ate by himself, and ate that which he had himself brought." And on verse 33 he says, "TARRY ONE FOR ANOTHER. Do not be guilty of disorder, intemperance, and gluttony...."

My point on Acts 5:1-11 and giving is still ignored. My request with regard to Acts 2:46--"examine this passage and spell out in detail your reasoning" is ignored. I have detailed on Acts 2:46 and 1 Cor. 11:21, 33. The reader can read--the exchange, but especially the Bible.

