Billy Duncan / Patrick Donahue Exchange – Second Serving Of The Lord’s Supper – 1988
Article 7 – Donahue’s Fourth Affirmative

Donahue's Final Article 

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

My first, second, and third 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 members of churches of Christ of serving the Lord's supper at different times on the first day of the week is unscriptural. This fourth article is an answer to Mr. Billy Duncan's article, "SERVING THE LORD'S SUPPER - 3," which was a response to my third article. 

Acts 2:46 says that the disciples continued "daily with one accord in the temple." Wigram-Green defines "with one accord" (Strong's #3661) as "together, unanimously, with (in) one mind, purpose, accord." This is exactly what the disciples did in Acts 20:7 and I Corinthians 14:23, only the place might have been different. The disciples were gathered together and that is what an assembly is. They certainly would not have been gathered to worship (in accord) with the Jews (as the article under review seems to be asserting), because that would be a violation of II John vs. 9-11 and many other passages. As far as the definition of "Now" ("de") goes, I wonder if Mr. Duncan would like to place Mr. Thayer's #6 definition on the same word in I Corinthians 11:2? Evidently the translators of the Bible thought "de" served to "mark a transition" here, as Acts 3:1 starts a new paragraph in translations that are in paragraph form, such as the American Standard Version and the New International Version. The point is that the disciples were "continuing daily" to gather together, and this would authorize us to do the same. 

Of course this discussion is not over whether or not we can meet a second time on Sunday (if it is not authorized, let's stop by all means); it is over whether or not we can have a "second serving of the Lord's supper" on the first day of the week. Asking for authority for the second meeting is fine, but it is clearly not the same as giving authority for the practice under question. Book, chapter, and verse for serving the Lord's supper at different times on Sunday is what we need (I Peter 4:11). 

We are only free to make provisions for what God has already provided for (authorized) in His word (Colossians 3:17). In the Old Testament, God made provision for those who missed the Passover. God has made no provision for those who miss the gathering of the disciples for the purpose of breaking bread (Acts 20:7), so neither should we. 

Wigram-Green defines the Greek word translated "taketh before" ("prolambano") in I Corinthians 11:21 as "to take in advance." I think it is significant that the other two places that this word (Strong's #4301) is used in the New Testament (Mark 14:8 and Galatians 6:1), it carries a similiar meaning. In not one of the three places does it carry a meaning similiar to "in front of." Again, the "normal usage" of the Greek prefix "pro" (Strongs #4253) is the meaning "prior in time." I count 32 times it is used this way in the New Testament, as compared with 12 times carrying the idea of "in front of." Shouldn't we understand a word to be used in its normal way unless there is something in the context to indicate otherwise? Not only is there nothing in the context to indicate an unusual meaning, but there is proof (which was given in my last article, but not dealt with in the response by Mr. Duncan) that "pro" is being used in the normal way (to mean "prior in time") in I Corinthians 11:21. The "proof" is that, in I Corinthians 11:33, Paul gives the solution to the rebuke he states in verse 11. Everytime (eight times) that the Greek word translated "tarry" (Strongs #1551) in verse 33 is used in the Bible, it carries and/or relates to the idea of "waiting" or "tarrying." Obviously, Paul's solution matches the problem he presents; so since the solution in verse 33 involves "waiting" or "tarrying," therefore the problem (conveyed by the word "before" in verse 21) must involve eating "prior in time" to others. We must wait for one another to eat, and if we don't, we violate I Corinthians 11:21a and 33. 

Let me repeat, there is nothing in Acts 5:1-11 "about the Lord's supper, much less a second serving of it." It clearly does not authorize the second serving. I do not understand completely Mr. Duncan's statement concerning Acts 5:1-11, "Else giving is not restricted to the first day of the week." The contribution recorded in Acts 5:1-2 happened on the first day of the week (I Corinthians 16:1-2). Whether what happened in verses 3-11 happened on the first day of the week (it likely did) or not, would have no bearing on whether or not it is scriptural to serve the Lord's supper twice on the first day of the week. 

In conclusion, there isn't any passage in the Bible that even remotely hints at authorizing the second serving of the Lords' supper. It certainly can't be found in Act 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. Can we afford to practice the second serving when we have no authority for it (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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