
Betrayed, Broken & Bleeding (1 Corinthians 11:17-34) 
 

Consider the Corinthian Communion 

 

1. These Corinthian Believers could be described as “Regularly meeting” (verse 17, 18, 20, 33, 34). 

a. Consider that it was something they were assumed to be doing for worship in 14:23, 26. 

b. It was something they did for giving/collecting resources in 16:1. 

c. A reflection of Heaven 

2. These Corinthian Believers were “Regularly Divided” 

a. This was a blessing (verse 19) 

i. Like cold 

ii. Like dark 

iii. Like pain 

b. We would not even have this great discourse if he were not fussing at a church (verse 17) 

c. Not like Heaven 

3. These Believers were “Regularly Celebrating” (verse 26). 

a. A celebration of His death. 

i. The originals speak of a “lauding” rather than a simple “demonstration.”  

ii. As we celebrate this Supper, we are asking people to be “happy about a death.” 

b. The Lord’s Supper is a celebration that the Lord Who was “betrayed and broken and bleeding” is 

yet alive. 

c. Both components are that of celebration. 

i. The Gospel is what saves us (1:21; 15:1-4). 

ii. The Resurrection is part of this Gospel because it assures us that His death was special 

and valid. 

d. A reflection of Heaven 

4. These were “Regularly Mourning” (verse 27-34). 

a. Guilty in not respecting or acknowledging the body (verse 29).
1
 

i. This makes sense in light of the context carrying through 12:31.
2
 

ii. Can you think of a worse way to not discern the Lord’s body than to withhold love 

(Chapter 13)? 

1. Can you think of a more common way to withhold love than to withhold 

forgiveness? 

a. I wonder how many broken marriages are represented here from a simple 

lack of forgiveness—making somebody earn something which they 

received for free? 

b. How many won’t be in church because they are mad at the last one? 

c. How many broken friendships or behind the back insults were talked 

about because of a lack of forgiveness? 

d. How many snide facebook, twitter, instagram, or snapchat comments were 

typed right there in that concert which reflected ungodly grudges and 

judgmental attitudes? 

e. How many youth groups are filled with angry, defensive, always-hurt 

teenagers and youth leaders who demand that you believe they are 

forgiven and yet they will not forgive the person sitting down the row or 

across the classroom in their own youthgroup…but “oh they’re saved?” 

                                                             
1 Some have said this “body” of verse 29 is speaking of the “body of Christ” in the bread, but the lack of parallelism in the 

“cup” not being a damning thing tells us it is not referring to the flesh of Christ. 
2 The love chapter (chapter 13) then makes sense in light of the horrible things done to one another in the Lord’s Supper then 

carried forth into a discourse on the body. 
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2. This, friend, is a quick way to a premature death! 

b. Not like Heaven…or is it?
3
 

 

Conclusion: If the body of those who regularly meet together (11:17) and work together (12:15ff) are those 

who are being addressed then the body of Christ at Corinth is to partake of the Lord’s Supper together. 

1. We have no authority from Scripture to presume other circumstances. 

a. Anybody can partake. 

b. Any Christian can partake.  

2. We do have authority to assume the case as it is found here: Local churches 

celebrate the Lord’s Supper together.Churches are made up of those who are  

a. Saved 

b. Baptized 

c. Covenanted or Committed together with one another. 

3. We also want to remember that regularity is what the Scripture writers were 

after…not rote regulation. 

a. If you are saved 

b. If you are baptized (But “What about those who have been saved but not 

baptized?”) 

i. The Scripture knows no such Christian. Just as it knows no such 

Christian who is not a part of a body of Christ, a local church. 

ii. But today, I believe it is acceptable to say that if you are recently 

saved (you know Heaven is your home), and not rebelling against 

baptism, but simply haven’t made arrangements with me to seal 

your commitment to Christ and his church, you may partake. 

c. If you are pursuing membership here or a church of like doctrine or are a 

regular part of a church of like doctrine, this is for you. 

i. You may be visiting from out of town. 

ii. You may be prayerfully, consistently pursuing the will of God. 

d. This is intended for members of this body or those who would belong here 

or will belong here. 

 

Reread verse 23 and speak of betrayal: Have you ever felt betrayed? 

1. In our betrayal we know He was betrayed. We are Judas. 

2. In our betrayal we know He cures our loneliness through reconciliation. He felt forsaken by the 

Father as well. 

 

Reread verse 24 and speak of brokenness: Have you ever felt broken? 

1. He knows our brokenness in order to be a faithful High Priest. 

2. He suffers brokenness “on our behalf.” (“broken for you”) 

 

Reread verse 25 and speak of blood: Have you ever felt your own blood? 

1. Our life is leaving us little by little. Consider the helplessness of being nailed to a piece of wood and 

seeing your very life flow out of you. Eventually, you’ll lose consciousness, never to see the light of 

day.  

a. Jesus felt that. Jesus died a slow death. Perhaps you have felt, day by day, that your life is 

slowly and painfully leaving you, and that there are times when you seek immediate release 

from that which cannot be sped up. What can we do? 

                                                             
3 When one realizes there is a time when “tears are wiped away” (Revelation 7), it makes one wonder if there is a brief 

interval of time in Heaven when tears will be shed. 1 Corinthians 3 seems to say so with “suffer loss.” 
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b. It is this Jesus who bled for your bleeding.  

i. The sin that we sinned causes us to die. The wages of sin is death. 

ii. The sin of others saps our life. Jesus experienced such and is touched with those 

horrible realities.  

 

 

A BIBLICAL AND LOGICAL CASE FOR CLOSED COMMUNION
4
 

 

Introduction 

    This paper will present biblical and logical argument for local church “closed communion”--manifesting 

itself in a “members only” meeting to partake of the body and blood of Christ.  Unwittingly, those who argue 

for “close communion” of yesteryear—often calling it “closed communion”—have argued best for a local 

church-exclusive Lord’s Table.  

      It seems that now would be a good time to define the term “closed communion” as “the practice among 

Baptists in which they limit the participation in the observance of the Lord’s Supper, to those who are members 

in good standing in Baptist churches.”
5
 It needs to be even more concise as saying “those who are members in 

good standing in a particular church.” This membership taking part in the Lord’s Supper begins with a public 

committal through identification with Christ through “the immersion of [professing believers].”
6
 

      “Closed communion,” then, used to be simply an admission of converted and immersed church members 

to the Lord’s Table. The old “closed communion” is what this paper will label “close communion” while 

“closed communion” will limit the Lord’s Supper to those who are converted, immersed, and a part of the 

particular Baptist Church which is conducting the Lord’s Supper. Probably, the reason historical peoples would 

have not made this distinction is because of the presence of Baptist churches in minimal fashion—perhaps one 

per town. Consider those coming before: 
 

During the years from 1749 to 1756 Backus wrestled with several issues…Backus adopted an antipaedobaptist 
position and was himself baptized in 1751. Between 1753 and 1755, as the leader of the antipaedobaptist 

Separates, Backus experimented with open communion, at times in bitter debate with members of his 

congregation about the acceptability of members who favoured infant baptism. Unable to achieve exemption from 

the religious tax as Separates and divided from the rest of the Middleborough church over communion, Backus 
and his loyal antipaedobaptist following adopted closed communion and antipaedobaptist articles of faith. The 

new congregation called itself the ‘Baptist Church of Christ in Middleborough, Bridgewater, and Raynham.
7
 

 

      Clearly, there is but one Baptist Church in Middleborough, Bridgewater, and Raynham so that what is 

now termed “close communion” was for all practical purposes “closed communion.” Why? All converted, 

immersed church members had only one church to attend. Therefore, to limit the participants of the Lord’s 

Table to immersed converts would have been limiting the Lord’s Table to that one and only Baptist Church. 

 

Considerations 

A Natural Product of “Regenerate Church Membership” 

      That is to say, if a church was interested in being sure that all the members were saved, that would mean 

that they, the leaders and congregation, would be taking steps to know the flock themselves. How does it 

                                                             
4 A Paper originally submitted to Liberty Baptist Theological Seminary in Lynchburg, VA in completion of the class THEO 

620 (Ecclesiology) for the ThM in October 2014.  
5 O. L. Hailey, Why Close Communion and Not Open Communion (Roger Williams Heritage Archives, 1899), 195. 
6 Thomas R. Schreiner and Matthew R. Crawford, The Lord's Supper: Remembering and Proclaiming Christ Until He Comes 

(New American Commentary Studies in Bible & Theology. Nashville, TN: B & H, 2011), 285. 
7 W. H. Brackney, “Backus, Isaac,” ed. Timothy Larsen et al., Biographical Dictionary of Evangelicals (Leicester, England; 

Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity Press, 2003), 27–28. 
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follow, then, that one would take the chance of allowing another to take “unworthily” (1 Corinthians 11) by 

simple ignorance of who that person is and how their soul stands before God. Consider the Separatists: 
 

A Congregationalist separatist movement especially prominent in New England during the period 1735–1750. 
The Separates were strict Congregationalists who desired to return to the original New England ideals of the 

seventeenth century…Separate congregations overturned the traditional New England parish system and 

challenged the practice of supporting the clergy with public taxation. Reviving the call for visible sainthood, they 

demanded that candidates for church membership show the marks of true conversion before being admitted. 
Consequently, they adopted the practice of closed Communion…

8
 

 

      This “parish system” had one church per geography. It follows, then, that every perceived convert who 

was worthy of the Lord’s Supper was a part of that particular church.  Consider another example: the General 

Synod of the Associate Reformed Presbyterian Church (GSARPC), a small Presbyterian denomination, which 

“grew to establish four synods by 1803, and in 1804 the first general synod was formed. Controversies over 

exclusive psalm-singing, closed Communion and church government led eventually to synodical [exercise].”
9
 

There would not have been non GSARPC members taking part in communion. Since there would not be 

multiple congregations in specific geographies, it follows that only those of the particular church would be 

allowed at the Lord’s Table. It would have been unfathomable that a pastor would labor over his membership to 

be sure they are converted only to allow one in from another flock—and that’s the best case scenario for a 

visitor in the midst. This, then, is magnified when one considers endangering their own flock with the judgment 

of God. Surely, the argument of 1 Corinthians 5 and putting one on the outside so that God judges him or her (1 

Corinthians 5:13) speaks to this outrageous notion that you could be admitting leaven into your flock in time to 

partake of the Passover of God (1 Corinthians 5:6-10). 

 

A Natural Product of “Immersion-ism” 

      There was a time when the local church was of such paramount importance to Baptists that the mode of 

baptism would be examined. Even more than that, the credential of the church which baptized them would be 

examined to see if the baptism was valid. Imagine going to this extreme to see that candidates could be 

members of your church only to exercise anything other than closed communion! Why the rigid investigation of 

a member only to allow any member of any supposed immersionist church to take part in your own church’s 

Lord’s Supper? To go to such investigative lengths to be sure such and such a person is qualified to receive 

baptism only to haphazardly admit one to the table who has not been so examined minimizes the gravity with 

which the ordinances are to be observed. Consider the Primitive Baptists: 
 

Baptist churches and associations generally characterized by rigid predestinarianism and a desire to recapture the 
original faith and order of the New Testament apostles. Emerging in the early nineteenth century, these Baptists 

used Particular Baptist confessions to develop a rigid Calvinism and an opposition to organized missions. The 

Kehuckee Association (North Carolina), which first articulated their position (1826), said missionary 

organizations promoted a nonpredestinarian theology, undermined local church autonomy and encouraged a paid 
clergy. Most Primitive Baptists oppose church auxiliaries not found in Scripture, such as Bible/tract societies, 

seminaries and Sunday schools. Their churches group only in associations which meet annually and correspond 

with each other by letter or messenger. Their church order has been characterized by simple, monthly worship 
meetings, closed communion, refusal to accept members without Primitive Baptist immersion and 

untrained/unsalaried, bivocational ministers.
10

 

 

      The idea of allowing only those whom the pastors and membership have rigorously qualified to be 

members to take part in the Lord’s Supper is logical.  If “close communion” allows any baptized member of 

another church to take part, then “closed communion” assures and reassures that those who pass membership 

                                                             
8 Daniel G. Reid et al., “Separatists,” Dictionary of Christianity in America (Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity Press, 1990). 
9 Reid, “Congregationalists.”  
10 Reid, “Primative Bapitsts.” 
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inquiry of an autonomous church are able to partake of the body and blood of Christ. In other words, “church 

membership” becomes something for which one is examined but one time with this whole “transfer by 

letter”/”close communion” mentality.  

      Now, the author of this paper is not “Landmarkian,” but their ecclesiology is worth of emphasis: 
 

[Landmarkers] question the validity of transferring church membership by letter, a practice common among many 
Baptist churches but seen as a violation of the rights of the local church by Landmarkers….Baptisms by 

immersion not performed under the auspices of a Baptist church were not true baptisms but “alien immersions.” 

Access to the Lord’s Supper was protected by the practice of “closed communion,” allowing only baptized 
members of a given local church to participate in its celebration.

11
 

 

      Truly, strong local church proponents are protective of the right to approve of their own church 

members. As such, when the highest authority in the kingdom of God on earth is the local church, even the 

Lord’s Supper participants should be heavily scrutinized by the local church so as to protect the flock from the 

chastening hand of God. 

 

A Token of Fidelity to One Another 

      If, in fact, believers are to be unified, and this unification is to be found in the assembling of believers 

who are to be found in concert as the audience of the epistles of the great apostles, then there should be a token 

of this unification. What are these? “[Baptism and the Lord’s Supper] are significant for a church because they 

serve as ‘oaths of fidelity and obedience’ (to use Zwingli’s language) to Christ.”
12

 Apparently, the “oath of 

fidelity” is not to be the normative voting in of a new member but rather the worthy partaking of the church 

ordinances. That is to say, there should be no “oath of fidelity” short of the Lord’s Supper and Baptism. If 

baptism is to be shared with one’s local assembly, why would the audience partaking of the Lord’s Supper be 

anybody different than the members of that assembly? 
 

He who is not baptized, and therefore not a member of the church, cannot renew her or his unity with or 
commitment to the body. For this reason, some strict communionists limit communion to the  members of the 

specific church in which the ordinance is celebrated…I even have some misgivings about extending transient 

communion to visiting members of other Baptist churches…
13

 
 

      All of this says that membership has its privileges. If a person has not taken the steps to be a member, 

why would there then be an assumption that he or she is right with God in the first place?  
 

Certainly no one would have thought of partaking of the Lord’s Supper without having made full profession of his 
conversion to Christ. Most Christian churches, throughout the entire Christian era, have not only understood the 

New Testament practice thus, but have themselves practiced close communion, i.e., have regarded communion as 

an ordinance to be participated in only by those who have fulfilled all the conditions of church-membership.
14

 

 

      If then, the membership has been carefully vetted through the membership process, how could 

something that succeeds this commitment and vetting process not include this very same group and others who 

have not been so vetted? It seems, then, that only those who have passed the test of membership would begin to 

pass the test of the Lord’s Table. 

 

No Foreign Members or Body Parts Herein 

                                                             
11 Reid, “Landmark Baptists.” 
12 R. Stanton Norman, The Baptist Way: Distinctives of a Baptist Church (Nashville, TN: Broadman & Holman Publishers, 

2005), 155. 
13 John Hammett, Biblical Foundations for Baptist Churches: A Contemporary Ecclesiology (Grand Rapids, MI: Kregel, 

2005), 285-287.  
14 C. A. Jenkens, Baptist Doctrines (Roger Williams Heritage Archives, 1890), 270. 
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      Few would argue that the passages regarding the “body of Christ” refer to the church as it is explicit in 

passages like Ephesians 1:21-23. However, the word “church” is used in at least four senses in current 

Christianity. In English-speaking Christianity, the most prolific use is that of referring to a “church building.” 

Perhaps a discussion on the word ekklesia is in order, but it suffices to simply point out that it has a biblical 

usage of “one’s called-out to assemble.” This is often used of the “church universal” where all who are born 

again are considered as those who are “assembled in Christ” (Ephesians 1:10). Then the word is used in 

reference to the “local church”—a group of people who really do assemble on a regular basis. It is this “church” 

to which the Pauline epistles, by and large, are written. Lastly, there is this notion of the “corporate church”—

which is a term used for all true local churches in a general fashion. Now that this foundation is laid, consider 

the following words: 
 

One of the main points of the Apostle’s earnest admonitions in I. Cor., xi., is that the Supper is not a social 
ordinance, in which a few might join as a social repast, but that they should wait one for another; and with the 

whole church assembled, they should partake of the Supper. Again, he declares, “For we being many, are one 

bread and one body; for we are all partakers of that one bread.” I. Cor. x. 17.
15

 
 

      If, in fact, the “church” is “the body of Christ” as spoken above, it seems like the above, cited passage 

should be taken strictly in the sense that the audience would have understood it. There is little or no biblical 

evidence that there was more than one local church in Corinth. The opening verses of each of the epistles to the 

Corinthians make it abundantly clear that they were written to that one church. It is the natural understanding, 

then, of these “body of Christ” passages that they are, as a “local church,” a body of Christ. This is not to say 

that there is not a “universal body of Christ” in a corporate sense, but this concept has its natural out workings 

in the local consequence of each church. This does not, then, leave room for visitors from other “bodies”—each 

of which represent the “body of Christ”—as separate autonomous realities. 

 

Pastoral Oversight and Protection of the Flock 

      The simple concept of “bishop” or “elder” refer to the function and character of the pastor in overseeing, 

in a mature manner, the fair goings of his sheep. “Do we not owe a duty to our Lord and Master to protect his 

table? And can we better do it than by inviting to the Lord’s Table only those whom we know to be his 

consistent—that is, Scriptural—followers?”
16

 Who would say they are protecting the flocks without also 

protecting their ordinances entrusted to them by their Head, Jesus Christ. 

      Consider how a pastor protects his flock from wolves according to the spirit of Acts 20 and imagine 

what authority a pastor has to do so when he cannot limit the Lord’s Table to “members in good standing.” 

“[Ray Van Neste said] people who have been excommunicated cannot partake of Communion declares that a 

person is by all appearances an unbeliever, so he must be barred from the Table.”
17

 How can a pastor do this 

without limiting the Lord’s Table to his membership? A pastor must know his flock as dedicated sheep of 

Christ’s.  

 

The First Evidence of Church Discipline 

      Jonathan Edwards, of all people, speaks of not eating with those who preach divisive doctrines in his 

sermon “The Nature of Excommunciation” and its exposition of verses like Romans 16:17. Interestingly 

enough, he insists that the command to avoid eating with these excommunicants in 2 Thessalonians 3:14 is 

definitely not speaking about the Lord’s Supper.
18

 This seems so foreign to the notion that one can enjoy the 

most intimate of signs of devotion to the Gospel with people with whom he or she, according to Edwards, is not 

even allowed to share a meal. In other words, you can treat a person as a “heathen and a publican” (Matthew 

18:20), but you can still allow them to be a part of your fellowship in the Lord’s Supper? This seems highly 

                                                             
15 R. M. Dudley, Close Communion (Roger Williams Heritage Archives, 1890), 213. 
16 Clarence Larkin, Why I Am a Baptist (Washington DC: American Baptist Publication Society, 1902), 44. 
17 Schreiner & Crawford, The Lord's Supper: Remembering and Proclaiming Christ Until He Comes, 379. 
18 Jonathan Edwards, “The Nature of Excommunication,” Free Grace Broadcaster, Issue 222 (Winter 2012): 37. 
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improbable. Even less probable is that a pastor would allow a man or woman to take part in the Lord’s Supper 

when they are not even assured that they have peace with whatever church of which they claim to have a part. 

This is highly inconsistent—to not allow those under church discipline to take part in the Lord’s Supper, but to 

allow those who may be a part of a church that does not properly participate in church discipline. Hence, closed 

communion makes the most fluid sense. 

 

 

Conclusion 

A Warning Concerning Extremism 

      Perhaps the most pragmatic consideration of whether a church should institute communion “for 

members only” is whether a church or movement of churches flourishes with this practice. As a matter of fact, 

“closed” or “exclusive” communion has been a tenant of extremist church movements which have, for the most 

part, placed themselves into extinction. Consider Reid’s summary of “Six Principle Baptists” as an example:  
 

During the Interregnum some English Baptists adopted Hebrews 6:1–2 as a six-point confessional standard: 

repentance, faith, baptism, laying on of hands, the resurrection of the dead and eternal life. Debate arose among 

General Baptists concerning whether or not this required a new church ordinance: the laying of hands on new 
converts. John Griffith’s God’s Oracle and Christ’s Doctrine (1655) became the definitive defense for churches 

affirming this. The Standard Confession (1660) required that new believers submit to the laying on of hands in 

order to “receive the promise of the Holy Spirit.” But because the general assembly refused to adopt the Six 
Principles as its only official standard, Six-Principle Baptists separated and established their own assembly 

(1690). Their theology was Arminian, and they practiced closed communion…By the 1670s several Rhode Island 

Six-Principle churches had formed what perhaps was the first Baptist association in America. In the 1940s three 
churches identified as Six-Principle Baptists listed 280 members, living mostly in Rhode Island and 

Pennsylvania.
19

 

 

      In this case, then, believing that only members should partake of a particular church’s Lord’s Supper is 

as seemingly extreme as requiring new converts to have hands laid upon them for the indwelling of the Holy 

Spirit. The warning, then, remains: Do not adopt this for extremism’s sake. 

 

The Answer Remains 

      Having spoken a caution against extremes, one should remember that doing nothing is an extreme of its 

own. It is unfortunate that the arguments from Matthew 18 and 1 Corinthians 5-11 will not suffice for many. It 

is unfortunate that private family meetings are not prioritized in this American, materialized church. Let those 

who wish to take part in the Lord’s Table first prove themselves as capable bearers of the body and blood of 

Christ to the pastor through examination, and to the church through covenant membership.  

 

                                                             
19 Reid et al., Dictionary of Christianity in America. 


