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 Before the days of auto ownership, Christians often had to travel relatively long 
distances by horse and buggy in order to attend worship services. It was expedient for 
many of them to bring along something to eat before making the journey homeward 
after services. Often, several families would gather together under a shady tree nearby 
to eat together. However, the age of the automobile made the horse and buggy 
obsolete, and cars can travel in ten minutes what used to take over two hours in days 
gone by. It is no longer an expediency to bring meals to worship when one can be home 
in minutes. Yet, Christians still enjoy eating together, and with good reason: sharing 
food together in an hospitable setting is pleasurable and builds closer relationships. 
Christians ought to get together often socially and enjoy one another's company. No 
one should deny the good that comes of sitting down together around a table in 
friendship. 
 On the other hand, is it possible for Christians to turn the good practice of eating 
together into an evil thing? The answer is "yes." For example, if an unrepentant, 
ungodly brother were withdrawn from, and Christians chose to eat with him anyway, 
they would be in violation of Paul's instruction in 1Cor. 5:11... "not even to eat with such 
a person." Another example would be if a strong brother sat down to eat with a weak 
brother, and the strong brother ate meat which caused the weak brother to stumble, the 
strong brother has done wrong (1Cor. 8:10-12). It is indeed possible to do a good thing 
(eat together) and do evil in the process.   
 A third example of Christians eating together (which is a good Christians eating 
together (which is a good thing), and sinning by doing so, is when they use God's 
resources for social purposes. Permit me to illustrate this: suppose I purchase a house 
for the purpose of renting it to another family. When they sign the lease, they do so with 
the understanding that the house is to be used for them to live in, raise their children, 
and to entertain guests.  However, after a few months, this family decides to operate a 
butcher shop in the basement, and convert the ground floor of the house into a meat 
market. Is this change within the parameters of the lease? Obviously not. I authorized 
the house to be used as a dwelling; I did not authorize it to be used for any other 
purpose. 
 Likewise, local congregations take up a collection from the saints to conduct the 
work of the local church. God authorized, through His word, precisely what that work 
was to be. To do more or less that what God specified is to violate the will of God. The 
scriptures are clear on what the church treasury is to be used for. First, it is used to 
assist needy saints, Christians who have fallen on hard times through no fault of their 
own (Acts 11:27-30; 1Tim. 5:16). Second, it is to be used to spread the gospel by 
preaching to the lost, and to build up the church by edifying the saved (2Cor. 11:8-9; 
1Cor. 9:14; Phil. 4:15-17). No other use of the Lord's money is authorized in the 
scriptures. If one takes that which belongs to God and uses it for a purpose the Lord did 
not command, it is sin. In modern business, if an accountant takes company funds 
allocated for upgrading machinery and instead uses it to throw a party for his fellow 



workers, he is guilty of embezzlement. So is the one who takes God's money specified 
for evangelism, edification and benevolence and uses it for a social occasion.  
 The church building is not a sacred structure, but it was purchased with the 
Lord's money; therefore, that which is practiced in it must be guided by the authority of 
the owner... God. We purchase a church building in order to properly carry out God's 
instructions to teach the lost and edify the saved. To use the church building for a social 
meal or to build a fellowship hall is to use the Lord's money and that which was 
purchased with it for a purpose for which God did not grant permission. 
 In truth, God's people are taught in the scriptures to take their meals at home 
where hospitality can be practiced properly. The Corinthian brethren had corrupted the 
Lord's Supper to the point that it became little more than a common meal. Paul rebuked 
them by saying, "What, do you not have houses to eat and drink in?  Or do you despise 
the church of God..." (1Cor. 11:22). Although it is a condemnation of perverting the 
Lord's Supper, Paul establishes one clear fact: that eating and drinking are to be done 
in our homes. And what better place could we find to share food with others than in our 
homes? God's children are admonished to be hospitable toward others (3John 5-6; 
Heb. 13:1-2; 1Tim. 3:2). 
 Can there be a warmer, friendlier place in which to share social fellowship than in 
each another's homes? Yet, the fellowship hall has institutionalized hospitality just as 
the orphan's homes have institutionalized benevolence. Sound Christians embrace an 
orphan by giving them a home or by helping another family that adopts abandoned 
children. Digressive churches answer the need by throwing money at the problem; in 
other words, by giving to an institution. In both cases (hospitality in homes vs a 
fellowship hall, and adopting orphans vs giving money to an institution) we find that the 
personal touch shows God's way, and the institutional touch shows man's way. 
 Furthermore, experience with human nature has taught me that many will 
worship with a church, not because of the truth that is taught there, but because of the 
fun that can be had there. Jesus rebuked the crowd of 5000 for following Him for more 
bread and fishes rather than for what He had to teach them. "Most assuredly, I to you, 
you seek Me, not because you saw the signs, but because you ate of the loaves and 
were filled" (John 6:26). Churches that draw in people with a fellowship hall will lose 
those people to the next church that builds a fellowship hall and a gymnasium. And the 
ones with the hall and gym will lose their crowd to the church with the hall, gym, and a 
daycare center. And so on. As one evangelist from years gone by has said: "if a man is 
converted by fried chicken and iced tea, he is as dead as the chicken and as weak as 
the tea." The Gospel of Jesus Christ is the drawing instrument in His church; not extra-
biblical activities (Rom. 1:16).  
 A neighbor once asked me: "what does 'your' church have to offer the young 
people?". I answered, "The Gospel." He said, "No, I mean what activities for the young 
people?". I said, "We have Bible classes twice each week." Again, he responded, "I'm 
talking about fun things." I could only say, "Anything more is not the work of the church.  
Wouldn't it be better if we filled these needs as individuals with a personal touch rather 
than the institutional way?" 
 Yet, in spite of the truth, many still object to doing things the scriptural way and 
want to go ahead with fellowship halls and dinners in the church building. To ease their 
own conscience in this matter, they devise a number of sophistries and scriptureless 



arguments in defense of the practice. What follows are ten arguments made by those 
who wish to use that which belongs to God for social purposes. Following each 
argument is its answer based upon the teaching of the New Testament. 
 1. "The meeting house is not the church; the building is not sacred." This 
argument is half right, which means that it is half wrong as well. Though the building is 
not sacred, it is still set apart for the Master's use as it was contributions to His cause 
that purchased it. When we give to the Lord, we surrender our right to the money and it 
becomes His to dispose of as He sees fit (Acts 5:3-4). God has chosen the purpose for 
which He wants His funds to be used: evangelism, edification, and limited benevolence. 
No amount of mental gymnastics will make social meals fit any of the three activities 
listed above.  
 2. "God hasn't even authorized meeting houses, so He hasn't told us what to do 
with them." The problem with this argument is "that which proves too much, proves 
nothing." This is not a defense of church kitchens and dining halls; it is a condemnation 
of church buildings. Two wrongs will not make a right. Rather, we find authority for a 
church building in the command to assemble (Heb. 10:25; 1Cor. 11:22), in quite the 
same way as the command to be baptized implies a place in which to be baptized. A 
meeting house is an expedient to fulfilling the collective command for the church to 
assemble. 
 3. "We can do anything in the meeting house that we want, as long as it is not 
sinful." Again, the argument proves too much. How about doing the following in the 
church building: bathing, shaving, sleeping, dressing, homework, piano recitals, 
Tupperware parties, lingerie parties for women, procreating. All of these activities are 
not sins either. Although the church building is not sacred, one need not go to the other 
extreme and use it for secular, worldly purposes (1Cor. 14:33; 1Tim. 3:15). 
 4. "If you can build a kitchen in the preacher's house, then you can build one in 
the meeting house." This is a classic sophistry; it sounds good, but has no grounding in 
logic. For example, if the preacher puts a piano in his living room, does this become 
authority to put a piano in the auditorium? In reality, the church is commanded to 
support the preacher, and in some cases a home is expedient to that support (1Cor. 
9:7-14). 
 5. "If Christians cannot eat in the meeting house, then where did Priscilla and 
Aquila eat, since the church met in their home?" Their home was not purchased with the 
Lord's money; therefore, it was not set aside for His purposes. The early church met in 
tombs, barns, and homes. Today, some are meeting in YMCAs, school buildings, fire 
halls, and store fronts. Those places are not purchased with the Lord's money. 
Furthermore, even though they meet in those places, it would not be acceptable for a 
church to build such places with the Lord's money. 
 6. "If it is wrong to eat and drink in the church building, then why do you have a 
water fountain?" Once again, this question does not defend eating in the meeting 
house, but rather it condemns drinking fountains. Does the context of 1Cor. 11:22 have 
anything to do with comfort facilities like water fountains? Due to the length of our 
services, it is expedient to provide for the comfort of the members. Water fountains, 
pews, lights, air conditioners, rest-rooms all facilitate worship in one way or another. But 
what purpose would a kitchen serve in enhancing worship? 



 7. "There is nothing wrong with eating in the building as long as we don't let it 
interfere with our worship." Getting together to eat is a wonderful thing. Yet the 
scriptures admonish us to do it in our homes. To use the Lord's property for this is a 
misappropriation of funds (Acts 2:46). The apostle Paul said to eat at home. Can we 
defy Bible authority with impunity?  
 8. "The church is a family; is it wrong for a family to eat together?" Indeed the 
church is the family of God, but are we prepared to admit that whatever the family can 
do, the church can do? Can the church be fruitful and multiply after the fashion God 
instructed Adam and Eve? Can the church go on vacation like a family? Can the church 
pay taxes like a family? Can the church make a secular living like a family? Can the 
church exercise corporal punishment like a family must on occasion?  That which 
proves too much proves nothing. The church is a spiritual institution concerned with the 
spiritual needs of its family members. The home is a physical institution concerned with 
the welfare of its individual members. Christians are instructed to be social and 
hospitable on an individual basis. There exists no collective command in the Bible for 
the church to provide social and physical fellowship for its members. 
 9. "What about the groundskeepers who occasionally bring their lunch with them 
to work on the building?" This is merely an incidental use of the building like weddings, 
funerals, or elders' meetings. This still does not authorize congregational eating in the 
building or social fellowship at the Lord's expense. The purpose of eating in the building 
is still social fellowship. Eating in the building is still an unauthorized use of God's 
money. If it is wrong for a workman to eat his lunch while painting the building, this 
wrong will not be corrected by permitting everyone to eat in the building on Sunday 
afternoon. 
 10. "Well, we just like to eat in the building together." This is perhaps the best 
argument for two reasons: first, it speaks to the true motive of the one who wants to eat 
in the building. Regardless of what the New Testament teaches, this one likes to eat 
with others in the building and it matters not what has been revealed in the word of God. 
This one will find it easy to simply dismiss the truth on the matter as "old anti-ism" and 
persist in his efforts to discredit any opposition as "unloving and legalist." Second, it is a 
good argument because it is an unanswerable argument. How do you teach someone 
who is determined to hold fast to error until he goes down into perdition? Jesus said it 
would be "casting pearls before swine" (Matt. 7:6). 
 It is as the prophet Hosea said, "Ephraim is joined to idols; let him alone" (Hosea 
4:17). When one gets to the point that he dismisses the truth and persists in the sin of 
embezzling the Lord's money to eat in the building because he likes it, then "let him 
alone"; he is clearly joined to his favorite idol. (Points one through ten adapted from 
article "Eating in the Meeting House" by Eugene Britnell... prb) 


