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11:17 But in giving this instruction, I do not praise you, because you come together not 
for the better but for the worse. 
 

In verse 17 Paul starts a new topic. The Corinthians were not only distorting the role of women 
in the church (11:1–16), they were abusing the celebration of communion.  The reason that 
Paul cannot praise them is because their gathering results in something worse than if they 
hadn’t celebrated at all.   

 
11:18 For, in the first place, when you come together as a church, I hear that divisions 
exist among you; and in part, I believe it. 
 

Verse 18 clarifies why their coming together is more harmful than good (11:17); the church was 
divided (11:18).  
 
Paul already alluded to divisions based on personalities in 1:11 and 3:4. But in Chapter 11 it 
seems that there were also divisions based on a class distinction between the rich and the poor 
that was manifested in the behavior of the people in their gatherings.   
 
Paul is loath to believe that all that he has heard is true, but he cannot completely discard it; he 
believes in part.  

  
11:19 For there must also be factions among you, in order that those who are 
approved may have become evident among you. 
 

Verse 19 explains why Paul believes that divisions exist; he says they exist because they had to 
exist (“there must be factions among you”).  The reason that factions were necessary was “in 
order that those who are approved may have become evident among you.”   
 
“Faction” in verse 19 is the word airesis (ai[resij). In Greek the word evolved from meaning “an 
act of choice” to “a chosen way of life or a sect or a party.”  It is not always used in a bad sense; 
it was also a term used to distinguish different schools of philosophy. For example, in the NT it 
is used of the two main religious groups, the Pharisees and Sadducees (Acts 15:5; 5:17; Hodge, 
218; TDNT, I, 181).  
 
People were divided by a conscious or unconscious perspective of others in the church. 
According to Galatians 5:20, the church and factions are opposites; one is utterly incompatible 
with the other (TDNT, I, 183). Factions are a deed of the flesh; whereas, Christians produce the 
fruit of the Spirit. The church by its very nature must embrace other believers completely.   
 
Although this verse is difficult to understand, it appears that God’s purpose in permitting 
factions was so that the truly saved (those who are approved) could become recognizable from 
the unbelieving (Robertson/Plummer, 240). In other words, factions were part of God’s plan to 
draw the faithful out. They made it possible for the genuine believer to be distinguished from 
the Christian pretender. The true believers were marked out by their Christian conduct.  
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Later, Paul urges the Corinthians to test themselves so that they are not judged (11:28 ff.).  
Perhaps verse 19 is referring to the testing/sifting process at work in their midst. It was the 
separation of some individuals from the evil choices of the others that affirmed that they were 
truly saved.  
 
Although the above explanation probably represents the most common interpretation, if this is 
what is meant it is a bit surprising since factions were condemned by Paul (1 Cor. 1:10–17; 
Garland, 538). Furthermore, it sounds like Paul is simply resigning himself to the inevitable 
(Thiselton, 859).   However, Paul is not trying to say that divisions are simply part of the 
Christian experience; they can’t be helped. Nor is he saying that they are part of God’s will. 
Rather, he is pointing out that due to the sinful nature of people, factions are to be expected 
and they serve the purpose of showing who are, and who are not, the true friends of God. 
 

11:20 Therefore when you meet together, it is not to eat the Lord's Supper, 
11:21 for in your eating each one takes his own supper first; and one is hungry and 
another is drunk. 
 

Verse 20 resumes the argument begun in verse 18 with a “resumptive therefore” (oun, ou=n) and 
the repetition of “when you meet together” (see v. 18; Fee, 539).  
 
The divisions in the church became obvious in the disparity that existed between the church’s 
stated purpose for gathering and the reality of what took place when they gathered. The reason 
for gathering was to eat the Lord’s Supper.  
 
In Greek, the word used here for “Lord’s” (kuriakon, kuriako.n) is an adjective; it most likely 
means something like “consecrated to the Lord,” “in honor of the Lord,” or “in the Lord’s 
presence.” It is used of the Lord’s Day in Revelation 1:10. In plain English, the reason the church 
gathered to eat together was to honor the Lord, but their actions dishonored Him.   
 
Paul says, “in your eating each one takes his own supper first.” The verb translated as “take . . .  
first” is prolamba,nein (prolambanein).  
 

Many underscore the temporal force of the prefix pro- to render it “to take 
beforehand.” The resulting picture is that “each one goes ahead without waiting for 
anybody else.” Those who arrived first according to this view, began eating and drinking 
on their own schedule, so that they had too much by the time the late arrivals 
appeared. . . 

 
[Others argue] that the verb is prolamba,nein (prolambanein) does not refer to the 
consumption of food before the arrival of others; it means “to eat or drink,” “to 
devour.” The problem is not that some jumped the gun by dining before everyone 
arrives and that Paul must respond by insisting that they restrain themselves and 
politely wait for the others to arrive. The problem is that they devoured their own 
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ample amounts of food in the presence of their fellow Christians who have little or 
nothing to eat (Garland, 540; the arguments for this view are compelling—see Garland, 
540–541). 

 
The latter understanding of prolamba,nein (prolambanein)  implies that the problem was with 
selfish greed rather than courtesy and manners (Thiselton, 863). They were not just eating first 
without waiting for others; they are gobbling down their own food without any concern as to 
whether others ate or not. Their meal didn’t deserve the sacred title that they were applying to 
it (Hodge, 219). There was nothing communal about the communion. People were not sharing; 
on extreme ends of the spectrum some were drinking to the point of drunkenness and others 
were hungry.  
 
Archaeology and Roman culture may help us understand how the situation that Paul is 
describing in Corinth may have happened.  
 
Just outside of ancient Corinth archeologists discovered the remains of a Roman house. There 
was one main dining area (a triclinium) that would allow for about nine guests to recline at a 
table and eat comfortably. The entrance to the home led into a central courtyard (an atrium); 
the atrium led to four or five other rooms including the triclinium. The atrium functioned as an 
overflow and could hold twenty or thirty people.  
 
This floor plan was not conducive for Christian fellowship for the rooms automatically 
separated people. However, the problem was exacerbated by Roman culture in which favored 
or honored guests were recognized by where they sat and by the quality and quantity of food 
that was given to them. In a Roman home the most honored guests would be the nine or ten 
people seated in the main dining area. It is clear that once the dining area was full, anyone else 
would be accorded space in the atrium. Those outside were considered second-class friends, 
youngsters, or servants (Thiselton, 860–862). 
 
In addition, we need to note that the Lord’s Supper celebrated by the Corinthians appears to 
have been a full meal in which the more affluent members may have supplied the bread and 
wine, but each member brought his or her own food (Garland, 539). This created problems as 
well. 
 
It  should be pointed out that the expression, “the Lord’s Supper” is so commonly used of the 
bread and the cup by American Christians that many reading this passage automatically think 
the bread and the cup being spoken of; however, both the meaning of “supper” and the 
context argue strongly against this.   

 
(1) First, the word “supper” (deipnon [deipnon]; 11:20) used elsewhere, always 

refers to a large meal and can also be translated as “feast” (Matt. 23:6; Mk. 12:39; Lk. 
20:46), “banquet,” or “main meal” (Jn. 12:2; 1 Cor. 11:21). It is used of the Passover 
meal (Jn. 13:2, 4; 21:20), of Herod’s birthday banquet (Mk. 6:21), and of “a great dinner” 
(Lk.14:16; also see Lk. 14:12, 17, 24). In Revelation 19:9 it is used of the marriage supper 
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of the Lamb.  In Revelation 19:17 it refers to the feast that the vultures are invited to 
after Christ slays the nations upon His return. If the Lord’s Supper is only the bread and 
the cup, it is the only place in the NT where deipnon is used for something other than a 
full meal.  
Thisleton says, “deipnon (supper) usually designates the main meal of the day in the 
Greco Roman world. Like the English dinner, usually denotes an evening meal in formal 
circles, but as in the case of the phrase ‘Christmas dinner’ the emphasis concerns the 
major event rather than a specific timing. It need not always be an evening meal, 
although in practice it usually was. It could be translated meal” (Thiselton, 864). Garland 
adds details on what this meal was like (see below). Robertson says that at first the 
Eucharist was a continuation of a meal called the Agape; here the Lord’s Supper 
probably included a reenactment of the Last Supper including both the meal and the 
bread and the cup (Robertson, 240). 

(2) In 11:21 Paul rebukes some for eating their “own supper first.” The result was 
that “one is hungry and another is drunk;” one overindulged while another had nothing. 
If eating a wafer and taking a sip of wine was all that was meant, it’s hard to imagine 
how hunger and drunkenness would play into the problem. If the verb prolamba,nein 
(prolambanein) in 11:21 means “to devour” it seems like an over-exaggeration to say 
that each was “devouring” his own wafer. 

(3) It is difficult to understand why they would use the word “supper” at all if it 
had no connotations of being a meal.  

(4) Paul’s question in verse 22 (“Do you not have houses in which to eat and 
drink?”) suggests that an actual meal is being spoken of.  

(5) As Behm says, “According to Pauline tradition, the celebration rests on the 
institution of Jesus on the night of His betrayal. . . (Behm, TDNT, vol. 2, 34). In 11:23 Paul 
talks about the events that Jesus experienced the night He was betrayed. In 11:25 he 
says “after supper” Jesus took the cup (Lk. 22:20). The meal and the bread and the cup 
were part of a single event; the bread and the cup were received in the context of a 
meal. According to Luke, the bread was eaten at the beginning of the meal (Lk.22:19) 
and the cup was drunk after the meal (Lk. 22:20). 

(6) An argument could be made from Peter and Jude that eating a meal was part 
of the early church’s practice of communion. The Book of Jude is a general epistle (a 
letter not written to a specific church, but to the church in general). It is commonly 
dated somewhere between 65–80 A.D.—thirty-five to forty years after Jesus had died. 
Jude 1:12 refers to the practice of an “Agape” which is translated as “love feasts” (NAS, 
ESV, NIV, NKJ; avga,paij; agapais—plural). Most believe this to be a reference to 
communion. Jude’s comment implies that the church in general practiced eating a meal 
for communion. As Baukham says, “The Agape or Lord’s Supper was a real meal (1 Cor. 
11:20–34; Acts 2:46) held in the evening (Acts 20:7, 11), and was not, in the NT, distinct 
from the Eucharist for which NT writers have no term which distinguishes it from the 
Agape” (Baukham, Jude, 84, 85). 2 Peter 2:13 also mentions a “feast” that is thought by 
many to be the communion meal (Baukham, 84; Ellicott; Robertson; Hodge, 235, Green 
174, and others).  
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(7) Lastly, “the Didache (one of the earliest known extra-NT Christian writings) 
indicates that the phrase ‘break bread’ became semi-technical for the supper (called the 
Agape) and the Eucharist combined. R. Lee Cole writes, ‘For nearly three centuries the 
Agape continued to be a familiar part of Christian Worship in every locality in which 
Christianity has left us early records.’ Ignatius, in his Epistle to the Smyrneans (ca. A.D. 
112), sets apart practices that are ordinances by requiring the presence of a Bishop. He 
cites two: Baptism and the Agape. Later in the same epistle he makes it clear that he 
was understanding the Eucharist to be part of the Agape. Likewise, the Didache does not 
even imply that there were separate ordinances making up the service. The communion 
service is treated there as a unit with the Agape and the Eucharist practiced together” 
(Farner, GTJ, 6.2 [1985] 396). 

 
Garland expands on the probable nature of the meal. Commenting on 11:21 he says:  
 

“His own meal” refers to individual persons or households bringing to the gathering 
their own meals prepared beforehand. The practice of “basket dinners,” or eranos 
(contribution) dinner parties, in which persons make up a dinner for themselves and 
pack it into a basket to go to another's house to eat was well known. The American 
potluck dinner is a misleading comparison because that practice assumes that each 
bring something to share with others (Garland, 541). 
 

These physical and cultural conditions could have easily led to the divisions that we read about 
in Chapter 11. In essence Paul was asking, “Is this a supper to honor the Lord or a supper for the 
host to honor his favorite guests? Who is the focus of attention? For whose benefit is it being 
held?” They weren’t eating the Lord’s Supper; they weren’t even eating a common meal 
together; all they were doing was eating their own private meals. They could do that at home! 
(1 Cor. 11:22) 

 
11:22 What! Do you not have houses in which to eat and drink? Or do you despise the 
church of God, and shame those who have nothing? What shall I say to you? Shall I 
praise you? In this I will not praise you. 
 

If they gathered together specifically to eat a supper consecrated to the Lord, yet insisted on 
eating “their own” food, why gather? They could do that at their own homes. 
 
To call their gathering the Lord’s Supper, and yet treat it as a common meal was despising “the 
church of God” in that their meal disgraced the people who had less by acting as if they were 
unfit to eat with them (Hodge, 220). The Lord’s Supper should proclaim the church’s unity by 
demonstrating love as a brotherhood of believers. Instead, their self-centeredness denied the 
reality that they shared a common Lord and had a common bond as Christians. 
 
The church is a gathering that is more than a human subculture; it is the church of God. To 
show contempt for the church which is God’s is to despise what God has made His own.  
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11:23 For I received from the Lord that which I also delivered to you, that the Lord 
Jesus in the night in which He was betrayed took bread; 
11:24 and when He had given thanks, He broke it, and said, "This is My body, which is 
for you; do this in remembrance of Me." 
11:25 In the same way He took the cup also, after supper, saying, "This cup is the new 
covenant in My blood; do this, as often as you drink it, in remembrance of Me." 
11:26 For as often as you eat this bread and drink the cup, you proclaim the Lord's 
death until He comes. 

 
Jesus said the bread is His body, but more specifically, it is His body given for us.  His body had 
sacrificial significance in relationship to us. For this reason, eating the bread is our proclamation 
of Christ’s death for us (11:26). The cup is the new covenant that was inaugurated by His death. 
Thus, it is the cup “in His blood.”      
 
The bread and cup were originally taken at the Last Supper (the last Passover Jesus had with His 
disciples) and were to be repeated to remember Jesus’ death and the establishment of the New 
Covenant. In the OT the word “remembrance” rarely carries the simple meaning of mental 
activity. Very often “remembrance” and activity go together. When God remembers He also 
“forgives” (Isa. 43:25), “visits” (Psa. 106:4), or does not “blot out” iniquity (Psa. 109:14). Israel 
was to remember by erecting a memorial, or reenacting something (Exo. 13:9). The 
“remembering” in the Passover meal was achieved primarily by projecting the reality of the 
“world” of the Passover and drawing participants of later generations into it (Thiselton, NIGTC, 
1 Cor.  879). Through the yearly Passover Feast successive generations remembered how God 
delivered Israel from Egyptian bondage. In the same way, Jesus established a memorial to be 
kept by those who have entered into the New Covenant. Through the action of eating bread 
and drinking wine the believer remembers God’s saving act (our deliverance) through Christ 
(Fee—553 ff.). But it is not just a remembrance, it is also a proclamation.  
 
The word “proclaim” (katagge,llw [kataggello]) is often used of preaching the gospel. Because 
of this many commentators have said that when the bread and the cup are taken, the gospel 
needs to be proclaimed verbally (Fee, 557). But notice that Paul said AS we eat the bread and 
drink the cup we ARE PROCLAIMING (a present active indicative verb) Christ’s death. When we 
take the bread and the cup we project the reality of His death to our generation and declare its 
reality; the symbols proclaim His death nonverbally by virtue of the reality they symbolize (1 
Cor. 11:26). In addition, by taking the bread and cup the believer bears witness of his own 
appropriation of Christ’s death. The actions ARE the proclamation (Garland, 549). As Robertson 
says, “The Eucharist is an acted sermon, an acted proclamation of the death it commemorates . 
. . [as well as an] expression of belief in the atoning death of Christ . . .” (245). As we take the 
bread and the cup as individuals, we each picture our participation in the benefits of His death.  
 
Paul said, “as often as you eat this bread and drink the cup, you proclaim the Lord's death until 
He comes.” In other words, taking the bread and the cup is “part of the Christian witness to the 
crucified, risen, and returning Lord, looking to the past, present, future” (Garland, 549).   
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So the meal not only looked at Christ’s death in the past, it also looked at the new era of 
salvation that came into being through His death—an era that culminates in the future kingdom 
of God. When Christians eat the Lord’s Supper they proclaim Christ’s death “until He comes.”  
 
At the Last Supper Jesus had said, “I shall never again eat it until it is fulfilled in the kingdom of 
God” (Lk. 22:16). This was both His pledge that the kingdom of God would come and that He 
would eat with His followers again (22:18). When we eat the meal and remember His death in 
the bread and the cup we look forward to Christ’s return when we will share fellowship with 
Him.  
 
According to the Book of Revelation the new era inaugurated by His coming begins with the 
marriage supper (deipnon—deipnon) of the Lamb (Rev. 19:9). “The great feast is prefigured in 
Isaiah 25:6–8 where the Lord prepares on Mt. Zion a great banquet, removes the reproach of 
His people and swallow[s] up death forever. . . [Jesus] foretells a day when He will drink the 
fruit of the vine anew with His disciples in the kingdom of His Father (Matt. 26:29)” (Mounce, 
NICNT, Revelation, 341). In other words, the Lord’s Supper (deipnon—deipnon) that Christ 
instituted for the church is both commemorative and anticipatory of the marriage supper of the 
Lamb which will fulfill it (Thomas, Revelation 8–22: An Exegetical Commentary, 373). 
 
It is important to understand how verses 23–26 advance Paul’s argument. Paul is explaining 
how treating the meal as a common meal is wrong. It is worth quoting Baukham again: “[the] 
Lord’s Supper was a real meal . . .  and was not, in the NT, distinct from the Eucharist for which 
NT writers have no term which distinguishes it” (Baukham, Jude, 84, 85). Simply stated, there 
was no such thing as the bread and the cup apart from the meal. Paul mentions the bread and 
the cup because he wants to correct the Corinthians’ abuses by reminding them of the meal’s 
real intent. He is not telling the church to abandon the meal because they abused it; he is telling 
them not to abuse the meal since it “is a means of proclaiming Christ’s death, a point the 
Corinthians’ action is obviously bypassing” (Fee, 557; Garland, 549).  
 

 11:27 Therefore whoever eats the bread or drinks the cup of the Lord in an unworthy 
manner, shall be guilty of the body and the blood of the Lord. 
 

The problems of the Corinthians’ communion celebration were twofold: it abused the poor 
(11:17–22) and it abused the Lord (11:23–26). They abused the “have-nots” by going ahead 
with their own meals; they abused the Lord by not properly remembering Him especially in 
terms of the salvation He brought by His death (Fee, 559). The answer to these problems is now 
given (11:27–32); they must discern the body rightly (11:29). 
 
If the bread and the cup proclaimed the death of Christ, it follows that those who treat the 
Lord’s Supper as an ordinary meal, or in an irreverent manner, are guilty of the body and blood 
of the Lord. Just as one who burns the flag dishonors the country it symbolizes, so those who 
treat the symbols of the Lord’s Supper irreverently are irreverent to Christ (Hodge, 230). 
Instead of the meal being a proclamation of the believer’s salvation from judgment, it had 
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become a threat of judgment to the participants. Their sin of disregarding Christ and their 
fellow believers had given God reason to judge them. 

 
It should be noted that verse 27 is often mistranslated and misapplied. The whole section is 
about the way the meal itself was being abused. The way the Corinthians acted toward the 
meal was wrong. When the Greek adverb “in an unworthy manner” is translated as 
“unworthily” it sounds like the person who eats needs to be worthy or he is under direct threat. 
This is neither grammatically correct nor logically correct. First, no one is worthy. Secondly, a 
recognition of one’s unworthiness is one of the conditions of acceptable communion, not 
something that disqualifies him. It is not the person who consciously recognizes he is sick who 
should avoid the only One who can heal him (Hodge, 231). Rather, Paul is concerned that the 
manner in which the meal is practiced does not dishonor the Lord or fellow believers. To take it 
as a common meal, or without a reverent spirit or the desire to commemorate the death of 
Christ as a sacrifice for our sins is to take it in an unworthy way. To eat as if it is your own table 
as the Corinthians did, is to participate in an unworthy manner.  

 
11:28 But let a man examine himself, and so let him eat of the bread and drink of the 
cup. 
 

As with verse 27, to eat the bread and drink the cup means to participate in the meal that the 
bread and cup come from (Fee, 561).  
 
Verse 27 had shown that some of the church had become liable to judgment. To examine 
oneself means to put oneself to the test. Paul used it of both testing ourselves in relationship to 
our works (Gal. 4:6) and to the faith (2 Cor. 13:5). In light of the possibility of judgment, the 
Corinthians should test themselves in regard to their behavior.  
 

11:29 For he who eats and drinks, eats and drinks judgment to himself, if he does not 
judge (discern, recognize) the body rightly. 
 

The word “for” clues us into the fact that verse 29 is an explanation of verse 28. The reason for 
testing oneself before eating is because if one fails the test he drinks judgment upon himself. 
The one who eats in an unworthy manner incurs guilt and exposes himself to the judgment of 
God.  

 
To “not judge the body rightly” means to not discern or recognize what is taking place as they 
eat. There are two common interpretations as to what is meant: 
 
VIEW 1) The “body” they failed to discern was the body of Christ represented in the 
communion elements. Plainly stated, they failed to reflect upon the death of the Lord as they 
ate (they ate their meal like any other meal). Support for this view is found in the previous 
verses where the “body” represents Christ’s sacrifice for us. 
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VIEW 2) The “body” they failed to discern was the church, “the body of Christ.” Support for this 
view comes from the fact that Paul’s concern is that the church’s solidarity as a body was not 
being practiced when they ate together, for some had an abundance of food and others were 
left hungry. Moreover, in 1 Corinthians 10:17 the single loaf of bread is a metaphor for the 
unity of the church and the eating of bread by the communion participants shows the solidarity 
that exists among believers. The body as the church is also the theme of the next chapter (1 
Cor.12). 
 
Either view is possible and both are important; the people in the body (the church) and the 
symbolism of the meal should be considered when taking communion.  

 
11:30 For this reason many among you are weak and sick, and a number sleep. 
11:31 But if we judged ourselves rightly, we should not be judged. 
11:32 But when we are judged, we are disciplined by the Lord in order that we may 
not be condemned along with the world. 
 

Verse 30 states the judgments that the Corinthians were experiencing for abusing the Lord’s 
Supper: many are weak, sick, and have died (Sleep is used in the Bible to describe death. It 
describes the likeness of a dead body to that of a sleeping person. It is only used of believers 
and provides assurance of their resurrection. Just as a person who is asleep will someday 
awaken, so the believer who dies in Christ will awaken from the dead). 

 
Verses 31 and 32 offer both grace and hope to those in sin. If through self-examination (“if we 
judge ourselves rightly”) sin is recognized and repented of, the present judgment would not 
continue (“we will not be judged”). Furthermore, God’s judgment is itself an act of love: “when 
we are judged, we are disciplined by the Lord.” God is disciplining His children “in order that” 
they will repent and not face the ultimate condemnation with the world (Heb. 12:5 ff.).  

 
11:33 So then, my brethren, when you come together to eat, wait for one another. 
11:34 If anyone is hungry, let him eat at home, so that you may not come together for 
judgment. And the remaining matters I shall arrange when I come. 
 

“When you come together to eat” harkens back to 11:17–18 and makes verses 33–34 an end 
bracket for the section (see conclusion below). 
 
The verb in verse 33 that is translated as “wait” more likely means “to receive”; that is, they 
were to receive one another, showing normal concern and hospitality toward one another (Fee, 
568). This makes more sense in the context since simply waiting would not solve the problem of 
some going hungry (Garland, 541).  
 
Paul assumes that the church would continue getting together to eat. He didn’t say, “Stop 
eating the meal; just focus on the bread and the cup,” rather, he gave instruction on how to 
correct the meal’s abuses. Namely, they should remember that the purpose in coming was not 
simply to satisfy physical hunger. Those who had abundance should show Christian love for 
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their brothers by sharing what they had with them instead of gorging themselves. They should 
welcome each other warmly (“wait” [evkde,cesqe; ekdechesthe] means “to receive,” “to 
welcome”; Garland, 554; Fee 567). 

 
The exhortation is to keep the purpose of the meeting in mind and not make the food the 
center of attention. Paul said, “If anyone is hungry, let him eat at home.” He almost certainly 
means, “if all you are doing is getting together to eat,” then stay home. Or possibly as Barrett 
says, those who “cannot wait for their brothers should satisfy their hunger before they leave 
home, in order that decency and order may prevail in the assembly” (Barrett, 277).  
 
To gather to celebrate the Lord’s Supper and then to abuse it, means that their gathering is not 
for the better, but for the worse (11:17), for they would be bringing judgment upon them- 
selves, not blessing. 
 
CONCLUDING COMMENTS: 
 
The passage goes together as follows: 
 
11:17 . . .  I do not praise you, because when you come together 
it is not for the better but for the worse.  

       11: 18 . . .  when you come together   
       . . .  divisions exist among you. . .  
       11:20 . .  . when you meet together,     

         it is not to eat the Lord's Supper,   
11:21 for in your eating each one devours 
his own supper; and one is hungry and 
another is drunk.    

 
11:33 So then, my brethren, when you come together to eat [the Lord’s Supper],  
 

1) [don’t devour your own food and leave others hungry…. Instead] welcome one 
another.   
2) 11:34 If anyone is hungry [if your mind is focused on eating and not celebrating the 
Lord’s death as a community of believers; if you are going to show up and just devour 
food], let him eat at home, so that you will not come together for judgment [by treating 
the meal as a common meal, and shaming those who have nothing]. 


