Billy Duncan / Patrick Donahue Exchange – Second Serving Of The Lord’s Supper – 1988
Article 2 – Duncan’s First Negative
Duncan's First Article 

Serving The Lord's Supper

Before me is an article, "The Second Serving of the Lord's Supper."

It says, "For any practice to be scriptural, the Bible must teach it, give authority for it (Colossians 3:17)." With this basic premise there is no disagreement. The disagreement is with the application of the premise. The fact that the Bible teaches by direct statement, by example and by necessary inference is accepted. Nor is it questioned that in Acts 20:7 there is no mention of a second meeting of the disciples on the first day of the week. The disagreement is with the application of the premise.

Let me quote the argument in paragraph two and substitute "meeting" for "serving" and I feel that one can see where I am coming from.

"Where does the Bible teach the second 'meeting'? It is certainly not necessarily implied in Acts 20:7. Neither is there an example of it there. There is no evidence of a second 'meeting' in Acts 20:7."

Does one conclude from this that a second meeting on the first day of the week is prohibited? One needs to be fair in "dividing" the word of God.

We need to be careful that God's word is what we strictly adhere to, and not make restrictions where there are none. We might show that the service was evidently not a morning service, and therefore, a morning service is not authorized-by teaching, by example, nor by necessary inference. We might argue that this was the only type of meeting on the first day of the week authorized in the passage, and that therefore, our Bible classes are not scriptural-by teaching, by example, nor by necessary inference in Acts 20.

If one can see that the only thing about the time required is that it is on "the first day of the week," one might be able to see that our practice is in keeping with this.

The Sunday morning service has as a purpose "to break bread." Not everyone has to break bread at that service. If we invited as a guest speaker one who had partaken of the supper at a 9 AM service, this would not void our purpose at our 10:30 service, nor require that he partake at that service. Our Sunday night service can have as a purpose "to break bread" for those hindered from attending the Sunday morning service, and this does not void the service for the others, nor require them to partake.

Paragraph 4 says, "In the Bible the disciples waited for one another, they all ate the Lord's Supper at the same time.... The Corinthians were condemned for the same practice of eating at different times. 1 Corinthians 11:21 ..." This is not fair to the passage. It does not have two observances of the Lord's Supper in view. 1 Cor. 11:20 shows that what they were doing prevented their observance of the Lord's Supper, and verse 21 shows that their practice of making it a common meal was what prevented it, not their having two services in which the Lord's Supper was offered. 1 Cor. 11:34 shows that the idea of "tarry one for another" had to do with this same problem, and the solution was to "eat at home."

The last paragraph says, "There is no evidence anywhere in the Bible of a second serving." There may be! Acts 5:1-11 MAY serve as an example. When the seventh day was still regarded by the business community as the day to rest, the early disciples met on the first day of the week as they could arrange it (even at night as in Acts 20), so that Ananias came in earlier than his wife and made their contribution. Later Sapphira came in to worship and was confronted by Peter. Else giving is not restricted to the first day of the week.

Let us not make restrictions where God has made none.

