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In brother 'Thitehead's answer to my effort styled,"what saith the
Lord, cups or cup'; he makes two moré false charges on'page one,The -
first, when he saysy"As. it shows he thinks his  cause is in.a ‘desher=-
ate position", The very idea, when he has admitted one cup was men-
tioned and has failed to sl v one single nlace where a-plurality 'was: . -
even meértioned im;coeugectivn with the Lord's.sunpere. Oy well, he has
have sometiing’t¢. sayjwhaty else could one expect?. . =~ o

' The sécondis. wher he acguses ne.of 'Bidding for-the-sympathy:
of my réaderst; Ineed morsympathy as I Rave the Bible proof. of one
CUDe Oino brother, T am not .trying to ,aﬁgt‘youﬁwith*the-same-brush

you tried to paint me withjyou did it youdself by misrepresenting me
and taking your position without a hint of a hint where Jesus or any
of the Apostles ever used two or more 2ups in the Lordts supner,

oy I did not qualify my statement when I accused cups brethe -
-ren of trying to show Jesus did not use evepr one cupe. And one reason
is the church of Christ‘has always held *no bibleyno authority?,

‘Then brother Lemlgy saldy,*The drinking vessa@l was not remotcly refer-
ed toshe ruled out all bible duthorify for one:or more, All that is::
left is cups boys "GUzSsS"(presumption), and we don't take that, '

The Brother tries to make some .capital out of my statement that
"I was an old worn out cow puncher with a limited education--',
Wellyhe is welcome to it,but we will give hisa 1little of his own
sautee, On page one paragraph oﬁe’ and last paragraph on pagé 17,he
calls himself,"this scribe’, 'tthis humble scribe®s In the 23 chapter
of lMatthew, and the seventh chapter of Mark,ire. have a good picture of
the Scribes in Jesus' day. Verde scven shows one of the things Jesus
condemmed thom for was," For ldying aside the commandment of God,ye
hold the traditions of men=-~", And herc in Yhese last days we see
UTIIS SCREBE"(brother Whitchead) "Laying aside the commandment of
God",~~(Inltthis, case to all-drink of the ¢ciw)§ to keep his owm tradi-
tions-~(In this case to drink of a pluralits 3f cups in the Lord's
supper), Jell, if he had intended to give himeqlf a proper bible title
he could not have done better, Don't blame me irother, you did it
yourself . v, S ' ‘

. logbrother Bedingficld never tried to imil a false charge on
you ‘yyou atd it yourself wvhen you nisreprescnted in this last effott .
as well as Previoius ones. . PR B S e = .

: oad - o7 Page 3y Par.2she tries to pin his randLemleys
contradiction on .me,My dear 3rother, 1t wds Lemley wrho said,"In: every
nlace where cup 'was used  .in reference to the Lord's supper it was -
Tigurative(Mctonymy) ,and hasntt tle remotest rafcrengc to -the drink-
1ng vessel", So,if he is right,as I sald, not one s&intilla‘ of ev~
idenee '1s there he had“&;cup.«&ust the cups boys broad ""GUmESS"H, .

. But 17T am right and a part of the places the word,cupyis used
literallyy the CUP 1s*NAMTED. And if as I claim,somc of the places the
word,cup,is -used "By metonymys.-The, eun is ramed’ to suggest,symbolize,-
théﬁ_rgi%mofithe vineyHence, .the-CUP is NAMED, Mr, Hill,pagc 86
says ‘there--are ‘TWO.0BJECTS. OF - THOUGHT jwhich of course vould be”the
CUP-and ITS CONTENTS, Mr, Blalr,pagc ~154%,sayss="Figurcs gives: us the
pleasure. ‘of. énjoying IWO-OBJECfSaprosented togather to our vicw with-
out confusiong® (Capitals mine,J.S.B.). Surc, I am:right, ' ; .

Yesyhe still says I "Tor%urod,twistcd,andfmahhandlbd" the word
when T sald,my position as.to-what the,"THISY,in Mat.26:28 refered
to was the precceding command,"Drink y& all of it"smaking it say,’
This (ye all drink of the cup) is my bloode

d
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Since -riting ail answer to brother ‘Thiteheadts last effort to owere
throw the teachings.of God's word - he has sent me an "appendix" of
17 pagess Being an old worn out cow puncher I shall operate oil his
"appendix" in the old cowr camp style we used.to.operate on cows
when we had no Vetinary surgeonss Now,back to him and Lemly,.

' Since brother Whitehead tries to paralel,"Beware of the botw
tle with, "Drink the cup"; and since his claim 1s intoxicating liqg-
uors is fbottle" regardless as to the vessel that contains it; then
fruit of the vine would be cup regardless-as to the vessel or the . .
number of vessels that contalns it,Hence,Lemley's ""drinking vessel
would be just anything that contains the fruit of the vine, 4

. Remember dear .reader I said , they tried to show Jesus never
used even on:'"CUP"", Their castinﬁ.a'doubtzby the above arguement
as the Devil did in BEden( Gen.3:1,4,5,)3 they destroy the truth -
just as effectively as'the Devil ia; and a§ brother VWhitehead is
trying to clear Lemley,he is just as gullyy as Lemley.

| C ' P S . Sure,brother

Whitehead said," He took a cup containing.the fruit of the vine--""

but this shows how often and effectively he can contradict him-

selfs ‘ : P L se
In his "Apendix'".page l,He agaln makes a glareing MISREPRE¥ -

~SENTATION" of me when he sald I was pléading for stmpathy. In

his owm expression,'when a false position forces its advocates to

such misrepresenta%ions,the*position must be falsel,

Now back to my position as to what the "this" refers tooe I ,
still believe,"This(ye all drink of the cup) is fSymbolizes)Christt?"
blood!tsbut as I said before I am not dogmatic that I cant be wronge
The best of Schollars differ as to what exact word the,This" re=
fers toe I offercd several and ask him which he prefereé; +Any. of

them' sustains our contention for one cups He continues to argue as

though if I were wrong on this gramatical relationjthe one cup idea
1s forever lost, These poor boys hasn't one single scripture-to
which they can point to to "READ" a plurality of cups, Hemce,they
resort to "good words and fair speeches"(Rom,16:17,18)s "They strive.
about words--"(2 Tim,2:14)3 "Doting about questions-and strifes. of
wordste=(1-Tim,6:4) ,and 1t results in,"envy, strife,railings,evil
surmisingsyperverse disputings of men of corrupt minds--",verses

[ ] . Yt
’ Look over:the ievidence given,Has he or Lemley cither given one
single seripture where it "reads" they used a plurality of cups?
Hasn't it been a play on figures of speech,gramatical relations or
other contentions about ""WORDS""? Yes, I have indulged with them
tothe extent to show they had no hiding placejand I.am willing to
leave it td the readerseyHowever I will later give unanswerable
statements from God's word as I have done in the past, Kecp in
mind reader,our position is proven ,that is,Jesus used. one cup is
proven and acknowledged by brother Whitche&d, = Ly, T

‘ I will now quote from some schollars found in a former answer
of mine to brother Whitchead, : s oL R
_ Coe A.T.Robinson wrote Octe. 21,1931,
"My dear brother Philli»s;=- In Mat. 26:27,'potcrion'cleariy‘means
a literal cup, 'hile in verse 28,'touto'means the contents",
Thatydear friend,is all we contend for is "a literal cup"
and 1ts "con%ents”. To get others to "pour" the contents in to drink
is wholly a "PRESUMPTION",as there is not onc bit of evidence here
f'or mores So Mr Robinson sustains us, o
- Charles F, Sanny,'lcbstor
Grdve Mo, Wrbte, "l--='poterion' in Mat.26:27 clearly signifies cups
that is indeced the mecaning of the Greek word. But cvidently the
meaning is not an emnty cup, but a cup with the costomary contentse
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5—- The pronoun 'touto!(verse 28) cannot grammatically, refer: to any
thing clse than ,'to haima mou'( the blood of me) . Thgrgfore% it
is correct to say that the pronoun tthis! in verse 28 refeﬁs._outhe
contents of the cup in verse 27. as the blood in verse.28f¢ i

1o arc perfectly satisfied to-se#tle also with thig%state
ments Think about it,"A cup with its costomary contents', coﬂld ,
you say it any plainer? That is all we arc coﬁten@img for is "a -
cup with its costomary contents", But they YPRESUMEY to us¢ a plue
rality without the word of God saying soe - "'/ - - .
o BT e e e " . " " Stephen J.:Ingland wrotes
0T would be very strange if  'to haima'(the blood).a fluid was not
reévrescented by another fluid. chce,although.touth'thls( Mats
26:28)grammatitally has as its -antccedent: Yto. poterion' (the cun)
verse 27, it clearly -refors! by metonyny,to: the:contents of . the cupp
8ueh was ‘the undeirstanding . of. the. carly’ church'", This is fine; and-
dandy: with us:for “this"'fo have as its antecedent cup in versge 27,

" but BY METOIYMY REFER TO THE “COUTENTS OF THE CUPY, That makes only

one cup and its contents. All wc ask is to all be satisfied with -
it and be onc as Jesus prayedjbut ""IOT'" so with our good brothers
He presumes he has a right to use a-plurality without being ablec to
"READ"it in the new testament. Oyno, my dear brother, my position
as to what “this " rcfers to does not have to be correct to make the
practice of uscing onc cup the only way ""READ"" in God's Holy
wordae ' TR A
E.D.5tringfellow writcess"In Mati26:28 1this' is a ncuter word
and must refer to feup! another ncuter wordy but reference is by mce=
tonymy, to the contents of the cup,as indicated by -the context',
How much plainer does anyonc want it? Onc cup with its contentse
That is all we arc contending foribut our brothor is contending for
a plurality of cups to drink from,when he cannot '"'READ"" them in
the new testaments - o8 '
, _ . 1¥rs C.A.Savage writesy'Poterion (cun). is grame
matically the antccedent of ttouto! (this) in' Mate.26:28;but logice
ally the contents of the' cup is the antecedent of its The context
Torblids that we regard tthis! .as rofering to the cup literally,.
apart from the contents of -the cup", Note,if you please,he -makes
~ the word cup,which names the literal drinking vessel, as the antes
cedent of 'thls!“in“vGr&ejQ ;-but'logically'refcr'tox%heicmntents
of the cupsThat: isythis same cupe-This is flne and dandy as far as

" proving the usc of one c¢up 1a the Lordts supper is concerncd.My

position.as: to vhat 'this' rofers to is.not’ the only onc’that sub -
stantuates the use of: one cupgbut tht brother.wvants to "PRESUME" a
a- pluralityssomecthing he cannot #WREADM! in.theincw testament, -
.- 8incerhe cannot READ them-he tries to make his positién stand
up. by teehnical Rhetorical relationsyor’ technical grammptical re-
lationse I do.not belicve God hid-his word:from the common.neople
under any suchi As has been shownyand admitted by the. brother. one
cup. can be read in the new testamcnte, But he has to refort: for his
proof. of a plurality,"Good words and fair spcceches' (Rom,16:17,18);
a strifc. about wprds,(2 Tim.2:1k); "Doting about questions: and. strife
of words" (1 Timg6:l) .0, ves,. I.have beeon fighting, our: brother:in
that vory ficld,That is the onlyrslace he has any arguement, If.he
had a -serinturc where they uscd a plurality of cuns. in the Lordt!s
supper,yall -he would have to do is'to produce it and ke would:win:an
argpbmen@ and a host of faithful men and womcnle ™ - <45 . s L
R A : e e Drother’ Yhiitchead
should remember agrced grounds are - alirays the growds on which:
unity can be attaineds Of course he might beliceve the plurality was
permisable yct he says,"At the institution of the Lord's supper
the fruit of the vine was in onc cup, And thosc who drank from that
cup 'drank the cup of the Tordi', That is the safc’ bridge to eross
on,as a plurality is a leap in the dark,you\qg»!ﬁi"READ" theme
You camnot follow the Lord too closely:with ohic we follow him,
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Oy no,Brother,I did not show:up your rediculous position in trans-
posing. the subject and atribute compliment of the trope,"This 1s
my blood", to justify any mistake I might have made grammaticallysy
but to show that the mighty grammarian brother lhitehead made some
bad "busts', ‘ : T e

~ In his first, reply to my criticism of brother Lemley
he made the transposition thus: "My blood is this", I placed the
explaining word (appositive) 'represents,symbolizes", afiter the
verb,is'y theberd-onfwhich}theﬁfigurg-%urns‘as<exPlanithy' of

the turning it dide Which would read;"My blood is(represents,syme
bolizes( this (the fruit of the vine). By this I showed he could not
transpose a trope as he could a-literal expressionjand that when
he did this he made the blood "of the " Lord to represent the grape -
Julcee, In his rediculous. effort to extricate himself -from this po=
sition. he offers the following absurditys "My blood is (is repre
sented by) this (fruit of* the vine)"s You:will note he used the .
verb,"is", in ‘hls explanitory of the verb,"is"s;which is a grave ere-
TOr, fhe iéea.of'useing a word to define iitself, And again by glipe -
ping that preposition,by", in there hé-made,;"this (the fruit of the
vine)" , thd object of the préposition,"by",and not an atribute
compliment, He cecrtainly did »resume strongly. on mine .and the recad=
ers ignorance,or clsc he was himsclf grossly ignorant. Anyone

knows the diffcrence in an atribute complimont and a preopositional
phrase modifying the verb, or a compliment of the verb,

No, Brother, this does not show any mistakes I might have madec
vhatever they bey hut it shows my master ¢ritic is making somc busts
and is not himseif perfeect on the matter, Talk about a man being
in a tight; talk about a man twisting; when he has no scripture to
rcad his cups and nothing clse left himﬂbut twist and turnsand bro=

ther, he is.doing.a master job. | ,
U "Good words and fair spceches”(Roms
16:17,8 18);Strife about words (2 Time2:1%4); Doting about questions -
and s%rifcs“'of”words(l Time6:l); is' all the poorfellow has so we
will have to string along with him to show him he hag no hiding
In anothor nlace where his “good words and fair spceches",
(Rome16:17,18)3"His strife about vords'=y (2 Time2:1)s"His ques%ions
and strifes about words"-, (1 Tim,6:4) ;3 is not fog bank cnough to .
hide his’ anties, whgh he trics ‘to make the demonstrative pronoun, -t
"this',in Mat.2é;2 refer to the "it",in Mat,26:27;and at tire same
time denying -that "cup" is the antecédent of the "it"sbut tries to
make it refer to "COITTEITYSY,somcthing noﬁ'expresseé;héﬁce,indcfinite;
Which would make the command of our Lord,"Drink ye all of ithyine
definite as to what was to be drank of, This is preposterous.as ¢
overyonc knows, But hé must have his idolsyhis individual cupse
They arc idols as they are not mentioned in God's wordlhenee a tree
aturc of mans imagination,Tho very idea, of a demonstrative,"this",
vhich must refer to something DEFIIITE ,reforing to a pronounywhich
has no definite antecedent, It malkes God guilty of giving a command
so befogged that you cannot know DEFINITELY: what is meant, Ycs he-
of all men should accuse others of twisting ctce . -
) ‘ -, : IR C But this doecs not end
His bewildering plunges about trying to find a hiding placc¢ for ‘his
cups.If the prénoun,"it!,in Drink yo all of 1t (Mat.26:27) s what
they dranky Then,"It" is the objedt of the verb "drink"s another
absurdity and grammatical ‘monstribsity, In that sentence,"Drinl ye
all 4f it", the word,"it",is the -object of the préposition,'ort,
It could.not be the objoc% of the preposition,'of and modify the
verb "drink" and at the samc time be its objcct, R{gdon says nage
126,"hot only must a transitive verb express action that termine
atcs on an object; it must without the aid ofi'a preposition,rep=
resent the termination of the action on the object”, Sc also
Harvey,page 199, That cooks his twisty goosa,

i
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On ~aze 4+ he tries to save his shinh Dy quoting Davidson's define
ition tdb a nroaowi. Sure his definition had to be broad enough to
cover mronouns which has a "definitely" expressed "Antececdent' and
those #Mindefinite"" nronouns which have no "definitely! expeessed
"antecedent", Mr Davidson vage 550 defines indefinite »nronouns :
follows;"Indefinite pronouns refer to no definite antecedefihby wh. '
a pronoun has no definite antecedent it is not lmowm WHDEFITITELY!
what is meantjand I do not believe God hid his word wnder any such
rubbish, - e " - =
. . .. SvreyBrother,when he gave his generalldefinltion he would
give suc¢h pronouns as, who,he, it, etcy But that docsn&t make them
indefinite, I'v Davidson gives an examnle;"Vho gzoes there'?-Iere he
states 'wio' has ho ‘antecedent,- 38t .the'ideay. of the Brother trying
to make "it" refer to "contents'",something not-''definitely'stated.
_ | l'r Tanner says on vmage éS?,,concerning the IIDEFINITE USE
of "ITH, and "TIIV':"Ixcept in such imnersonal cxpressions as,
it rains, it is cold, it scems, thc usc of IT without an antecede_
ent shounld be avoided", Any one can sce the cxpression,'Drink ye
all of it", does not rcmotely resemble such cxpressions as ,it rains,
it is cold, it seems, Hence it is not indcfinitejbut "DEFINITELY"
refers to "IUPY a definitely cxpressed noun. Dav{dson shoots him
again,

~

I will again show that pronduns MUST have a definitely cxpro=
ssed antccedent for clearity, - , L T
’ . . A.8,TM1l,page 72,says -of pronouns,
"eeclearncss requires that it shouvld refer unmistakeably to one

and but one antecedent,. Awriter should reopeat a noun rather than
substitute for it a pronouh which fails to suggest that noun un=
mistakably and at once", Further down hc saysj'ilo fault is morc come
mon than the obscurc or ambiguous usd of pronouns", Any onc can

see the Brother is trying to violate this rule by giving "IT" an ¢
obscure or ambiguous usc by trying to make it refer to something
not expresscd,Hence, the "IT" is f"cup®, =~ = - '
e - - Gardnmer,Kittredge,and

Arnold,pagec '9,says;"Pronouns should be so used that there can be no
doubt %o vhat person or thing cach rofers!, But mo,the brother casts
a doubt as the devil did in Iden vhoen. ho ‘tries to make the "IT" refer
"eontonts',something not cven expressed. But as all schollars agree
the definitely cxpressced word,"SUPM malics us lmow vhat is meante- Ny
. jlippingcr?pagc#i30§; says;'ivery »ronoun should have a -dof
inite antecedent,-~" According to my position that “IUPM is thw ane
tecedent of the "ITW, IYam right by this man,and brother Vhite -
head 1is "WDTFINITILY""ROVG trying to maxec 'coantcnts2ysomethi g -

not definitely cxpressed the ahtccedent of the '"IT", IIOLD YOUR HAT:
‘MeGinnls says;!Zrrors arc frequently caused by the use of the
WROITG ANTZCEDGIT, The rule is that TII PRONOUXM REFZRS FOR ITS ANTE* .
CEDENT TO THS ITBAREST INOUN WHICH HAS BESI! PRIVIOUSLY MENTIONED,Y .
(The -emphesis is the authors). The word,"CUPY, is the last noun
that was proviqusly“mcntionedihonce according to MeGinhis 1t is ;
the -antecedont of the "ITY infDrink yc all of it",Mat,.26:27, And .
brothér Whitchcad is out on a limb, His indefinitec - antecedent,
"eontents'ymalkes God's command indefinite, T -
ST e ' ' - But. hecar mr Davidson pagec.
553, "Evaery pronoun must refor plainly and unmistakably to its ane
tecedentyThere must be no confusion nor ambeguity,no” vaqueness of
rcference'y Surey, he is shot by his own gun,Davidson, T .
 But hear Davidson again,page 5534"AVO£D VAGUZ REFEREICE, Do
not usc a pronoun which refers to an imnlied antccedent',
Brother 'hitchead!s implied antccedent,"CONTEIITSY would
be a dircet CONTRADICTION to this rule.chcc,"éUP" is the antecede
cnt” of the "IT" in,"Drink ye all of it" in Mat.26:27, Well, that
shot from his own gun fixed hinm,
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Just under this "Caution on nage 553,Mr Davidson adds ‘this exceptior.
("This caution does not apnly to' -indefinite pronouns which have
no antecedent"). Hence, the "it" refers to “eup' and not to.an un-
expressed antecedent as the word,"contents”,would be, g
Tannher,page 256,5ays,"A pronoun shoglé have as its antecedw .-
ent a particular nerson,animal,or thi ngyand that antecedent
should, be a definitely expressed noun or pronoun',. - s
UOUP" is the only definitely exnressed noun or pronown to whlch the
"it" could refer tto.Hence,""CUP""is the antecedent of ‘the promoun,
®IT® in the expression,¥Drink ye all of it", 'Mat.26:27.,
Mis cavil about "Doting about queéstions and strifes of words',
(2 Tim,6:k), is awfully cheap stuff for'a man of his calabersBut it
is all the poor fellow has,. S LI o : :
P B e -Yesy I violated the rules of 'clearness"
when I used the expression,'Common use” in connection with "putting, .
the lins tpo a cup ‘to drink of’ i€, The common use-of ‘a. cup is a: .
drinking vessel,and that is tHe“"denoted"-meaning%jthe'definition.'“,
Hence, wvhen I said the common use of a-cup was %o'put the 1lips ‘to-
it and drink of 1%,I used the expression;'Common use! in two 4if= -
ferent meaning in'%he'same expression,viileh is a violation of the
law.of "Clarness", I should have said the way,or the common prace
ticeof nutting the lips to a cup' to drink of 1t i n its eormon -
use as a drihking vessel 1is a connotation,But %o be sure and fix it
this time so there will be no quibble about words ,I will insert
it right in the definition given by Mt Davidson,page 553,A11 in
parinthesis will Be mine put there to show Just exactly vhat is
meant, So, hereg it is: : L L
o The connotative meaning of a word(in this case
cup) is generally regarded-as being the meaning or meanings, added
to the word (in this case ,cup) by the associations it-aquires (the.
association it aquires in”%h;s cadc is with the lips of a person
when they arée put to it to drink of 1t) From its common use'(as.a . - .
drinking-vessel); And thecre you are my Brother, To drink of a ecup.-
comotes,implies,putting the lins to it to drink of it, Otherwise
the definition of cupya drinking vessely would be meaningless,For -
if you-used somec other vessel to drihk of a cup as you do a barrel,
pall, or sauec »nan,they would be as much "a drinking vessecl" as a
cupe Cant you sce %he:lameness of that stuff you are putting up?

.. hat T wmeant in the previous articleée was:"The connotae
tive meaning.of a word (cup) is generally regarded as being the
meaning or meanings, added to a word (cup) by the assoclations 1t
aquircs (in its c¢ommon use of putting the-lips to it to drink of -
it) from its common use*,(as a drinking vessel)., In the thought there
1s no crror.but an crror of "Mrords"" used in two different meanings

vhieh is a violation of clearness, B _
Lo Tlowy get i, a YCUP"™ is a drinke
ing vessel,beceausc its. common usc 1is as a drinking vesscle But bec-
cause of its gssociation of 'lips to drihk of Lt; the connoted mean~
ing would. be 'a' vessel to nut the lins to to drink of itt, Othere
wlse,if all vessels werc drank of alikegtherc would be no drinke
vessel or all of thom would be drinking vesselse Then, the dofine
itign of “eup",y a drinking vesscl, would be foolinshness gone to
sced, o ' A : ,
' The well, is the same preccdurc, ‘A wcll is a source from: :
which we ge¢t water, Henee, that would . be the "denoted" thought; . the
definition, But it has ""Associations"™ as pumps, buckets,ctce,
to procurc the water from it, from its common usc (as a source’.
And then we drink of the water from some vessel,That is a common:.
practicc in its "Common usc" as a well, Hence to drink of a well,
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A 10T A COMIOT PRACTICE 1 DRINKIIG OF A Well AS A SOURCE,ITS COM*

MOl USE, If cups and wells were drank of alilkej a well would be as
much a drinking vessel as a cupg and a cup would be as much a sou~
rce from vhlch to get water as a welly and we Xnow that is fool~
ishness, ' ' : SR :

' Page 7. .. 15/1
,~DOE3 10T SO¥I"0TE,TIPLY, PUTTING THW LIPS TO IT TO DRIIK OF IT FOi <V

.How, dear reader you can see why he wasted:sp much pap-
er trying to show I had the wrong things "denotgd” and the wrong
hings "connoted!.; I th ose boys can do awaytwitlh the idea that -
in,"Drink ye-all of it (cup)!; 1# "denbtes" drinking of the cupy:
but connotesyimplies, a contentsy they can prgsume;they-caﬁ pour
it into other cups,or bse a plurality to begin'with and'put it
overe And "PRESUMET, it is £ or God has-neéver commanded them to -
speak '"CUPS" im the Lord's sunver,iancey a'pﬁesumption.Deut'18:20.f
~ Therefoyey~ ¥Drink ye all of-the cup,is the Udenoted",stateds
command,,The conitents is Yconnoted"yimnlieds He cant dodge 1%. -

On nage © he makes an effort to show that my apnlication of Here .
ricl and Damon's definition of letohymy where he saysy" Asimilar
substitution occurs vhen an accomliment 1s talken for the thing
it accompanies"; is wronge. Decauvse I urge that the literal cup
must accompany %he fruit of the vinej he urges on the same grounds
the man Shaliespear must accompany his works when you "read Shake-
spear'", IHe ignores the fact while in both cases tHere is an "Accome
paniment; yet they are each based on differeat “relationshins",
The metonymy,"Drink the cup"y is baged on "‘container and the con~
tainedy and that of a liquid which "MUGT" have something to con~
tain ity While the Metonymy,"I read Shakespear" is based on the
YAuthor and his works", The volume of thoughts which he created by
mental acts, which are called his vorksjare his works regarcless
as to where he 1s or the works are. "The aceompaniment 18 not a
physiegl act, but by him being the creator of it, You can no more
"drink the cup" by drinking of cups or containers than you c¢an read
Shakesvear by reading Longfellow!s works, It is neculiar a man of
his mental stature cant .see the diffcrence-between a physical ‘
accompaniment based on.a vhysical relatlongas '"container and contae
ined; and a men¥al creation as an author and his worlks vhich docs
not require his presence to ideuntify its; but accompanies it in the
kinowledge he was its author, LA o L T
- B b 1 © Bcott and Deny, Page 1775 Says;'In a
Metonymythe image used  to-represent thet object is anraccompanie
ment of if, as for example, what 'contains ity ‘hat causcs it,what
S . ey 1 : T2 s L AN %, ~e A ’ I
stands for it otel." Any school ,child “in tHeir first days of énge'
lish can wnderstand that definition,and it loaves him out 'in the . -
cold without a quibble,BI'T TIEY “ILL, - ] : ' 4 v
TR T jo bt Then he introduces an .dxample
of taliing a eup of coffee and dipping & spoon in the cup and Sip=-
ning 1t Trom the spoony claiming he is drinking of the cupe Ho is
drinking something that once was in the cupgbut he himself said he
sinped it from the spoon, o Brother we 'wo nt let you get by with a
raw a deal as that, He should learn the differcnec of a vossel .  and
what once,at a time might have been its contents,where a cup is in-
volved, ¥ - - : o , : R : L
On mages 6?7 he tries to dodge arround a misapplication he
made on the word,'AéSUME" as defined by Reed and Kcllogge I ifntroe
duced ir Kellogg himself the one who was. in with in &diting the highor
English by Reced and Kellogge He dismissed with "Bosh@",After all he
and I have written cach other that a "metaphor!" was based on the roe
lation of "MLIKENESS'": he is trying to make somo onc believe I ‘am
arguelng both objeccts of comparison must bhe thore presents All
on account of the fact in the metonymy y'Drinlz the cup" the cup
must accompany the contonts
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. In order to dodge this arguement he ihtroduced a presumption say=
ingiVthere were MANY of: the &orinthians that were christians,and
by this imagihed "PROBAbility, POSIBILITY,orCIRCUMSTAICE HE WfSHES
TO CAST A DOUBT THEY DID AS Paul commandeé them, See the followling
authorities: o lw gn, e o . F
o ebster's  Tnternsat, Dict. 2 nd. Ed, Def U, " «To
. take or supnose to be true, or entitled to bellef,without examlne-
- ation or proof, or on the ‘strength: of a:.PROBABILITY; to tale for
- GRAITTED; IIFER 3 8UPPOSE ; ASSULE, " (CAPITALS MIE,J.5.Bs) Doesn't that
‘finish off his presumption? Doesntt. 1t  Show 1t is a presumption.
"I Torgot to 'say, 'the. above definition is.of WPRESUME",
S -2 T The Eneycleopediae Dict,=-=-PRESUME-=Def, B ~1,"To INFER or
.. ASSUME on PROBABLE or REASOUABLE grounds but without direct or pos-
P citive evidence"e( Zmphe Mifiée JeS.Bs)s Isnt he trying to prove this
“HyUIIFZRING OR ASSUMIIG. IT'ON PROBABLE OR REASONABLEL GROUINDS?
To be surej there is no DIRECT ZVIDEICE THEY USED A PLURALITY OF
CUPSt HEICE, A. PRESUMPTION,JUST AS Il EVERY ATTEMPT TO PROVE CUPS,
IT IS'A PRESUMPTION, | .
B ¢ ' Same authoridefining,tPresumptive! def, 2."
"Grounded on probable or reasonabie grounas, though not directly
nor positively »rovenj proving circumstantially nof directly"e
This needs no comment it describes his arguement on ,'"MANY", tow
gather with every arguement they have to slip in their "CUPS®,
They havent one single statement of direet or positive statement
where anyone at any time in the Apostolic age uscd a'plurality of
cupse It is all "PROBABLE, POSABLE ,orCIRCUISTAJTIAL just as the
above definitions describes a presumption,How: ayful %ho consqQquences

Tlc made a pitiful effort.to cover his bust: asking me,'"Just
how far cadl that fruit of the vine zet away from that -cup and stlll
 be cup"? He knew to swallow a:liquid was to-drinkjbut he had failled
" to take into account that to swallow was to,"to take into: the body
through the mouth and :throat"(1[iBs)e. Of rcoursc the upper 1lip be-
. ingpgown4belowﬂtheirimmdfgth¢qcﬂp,when*theafruit.ofgthe vine was
" drawvn up into ‘the lips.it..was there before it passed over the rim’
.of the cupe .Henece the first act-of drinking vas .accomplished before
U1t really loft the €uPe - - .t B m o
T ooegelh i T He'made a-like rediculous.bust whon he par-
‘afeled,"Bat of' the table" with Drink the cup", cveryonc lmows the
"Common practice” of drinking of a cup is o puyt the-lips to the
. eup and drink, That is the way all cups boys .do when they drink in
" the Tordts suppergme.and everyonc elsce But when you "eat:of a table
“you do not. put your mouth to the tablegnay,verilysbut the: "Common
practice is to take the .food-from the table with the hands ,trans—
. part. 1t to the,fdouth, Honec, you -sce -like all the rest of his :par~

"7aleldsit missas the mark a milee = . . , L
A IR 4 v In giving vhat he belicves Mats.
. 26326 means e 1s very-positive to let me know in his "appondix"
“'he ‘gaidg"He took a cup.(containing the fruit of the vine"w==a
- Noir. thats finc 'sincc Luke 22:20 is the same act told by a diffcrent
Cauthor ve .can nlacc it therce and we havet" -- ---- «This cup(con=
taining the fruit of the vine is the Hew tostamente---~=", Do the #
Same to 1 Cor,11325, we havey'w-- «-w=This cup (containi ng the fruit
_of the vine is-the ilew Testament in my blood", How that is finej Jjust
walt. till. Brothors aters and Miller finds this -out-:and you wiil be
in worse shapc than you arc, [fote,follks, according to this the "CUP"
really does signify the new Testamentesfhat makcs theé ‘literal cup
rcally nceessary.0, but he may say, Thaycer says those are metonymics
Yesy and brbther Lemley says Mat.2é: 27 is a mctonymy alsog
so now that hole is stonved up, Do all your '"Good words and fair
spceches' (Rom 16:17,18), stuffy and your "strifc about words"(2
Time2¢14)s your ""doting about questions and strifes about words",
1 Timl.6slyou cangyou will only “HOBBLE YOUR HOBEY",
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This is ‘twice ho has HOBBLED THAT HOBBYjonce whon he tried to one
swor brothor ‘ators tractyand -this time, He called 1t,"A hobby
hobbled", and he sure did name it right for his 9wn"hobbY._

But just herec before I forget I wish to-say a little morc about his
arguement: about "MAITY CORIITHIAIS",The idea is ,Maybe too many __.
for ono cup and thoy WPROBABLY"or WPOSIBLY' uscd a plurality(wHich
you will note is a »resumption)es If the good brother will look at
the ReS.V. on Acts ©:31-he will “sce the singular,"CIURCH" uscd for
the Assemblies in Judea, Gallilecc, and Samariaj and . if he will -~
trouble to Took he will soc it is singular,'CHURCH', in tho Greolk
in Aets 9131, Just as we do when we ‘say ‘thc, Church in”Tcxassmeanw
all therdssemblics in Texas, This taléd-carc' of " Jeruselamyand . . -
Antioch,BICG CHURCHES", Romomber brother, in those days the brethren
changed thelr circumstances to bt God's yord,and not change Godlts
word to fit their cireumstanccs as i1s common row a dayse .- .o 0.

o to his "DAREM™ on pages 9,10, I really thought I had cared for
that "DARE" in a letter but not being ecertain,and not careing.to. ..
tax my old eyes looking it up I will give it.a once overs %
Herrick and DAMON sayss"The distinction between Symeodoche
and lietonymy still lingers in some school rooms; but it is obvious-
ly of no practical valte, for the force of tropes .belonging to
either class lies in the fact that we single-out a quality of the
object, or a circumstance comected with it, - and fix the
attention uwpon that,"---,7ou will notice it &id_not say take some=-
thing SUPERIOR to the OBJECT: but a "QUALITY or CIRCUMSTAICE" co=
nected with the OBJECT., So-the fruit of the vine is still SUPERIOR"-
to the nere quality or circumstance, Any school dghild can .see thate
But you "fiix the attention on that quality or circumstance"jnot
above the "OBJECT'", the fruit:of the vinejbut above any other
quality or cirCums%anCe that might be chmnected with it, hear him
further;"The 'quality or the circumstance thus emphesiged should,
of -course,-bhe-the real center -of interest"., ot emphesized above
»the objec%, the fruit of the vinej but above any other.quality or
circumstance, The quality of the object or circumstance connects
with it is is "IIOT" the center of-interest above the "OBJECT'"; feor
this:figure helghtens the thought,and the object of thought is: . .’
tgiﬂoggecﬁfitSGLf;'aqd not a,quali%y or a circumstarnce connected .
Wi tl i y A s ;
oo I atnuber of t vessels vere togather containing different
liquidsyand you were told to "drink.the cup'; in the act of sele -
lecting the right - thing, the ¢up-would have to be uppermost,
Tpeseuboys hate to give up that the eup:-1is emphcesized'for that alone
1%ft3git'above their # incidentals, Yes, that puts the cup up a °
little heigher than they want it .to. bé, Any thing “EMPHESIZED" 1s
of more valuc than things.not:emphesized. The above  quote Lrom
Herrick and Damon is page Y9, His man he calls his gun says also
1t is ZNPIESIZED SYMBOLICALLY, page 295, Hithcodk says}"It-is a use-
ful figure-in that we often focus the attention on some one de-
tall "we~wsw-- «- As bayonets for Soldierge----, That got him,
See HicHcock's Rhetorie page 349, - - . TN
- ; .~ As to my reversing my promisis
in the second sylogism T quote from Javons logie page 125,%In 4.~
sgtrictly correct sylogism the major premise always sta nds before.
the minor premise, but in ordinary writing and speaking the rule
is seldom observed; and that premise that contains the major term
still remains the major premise, whatever might be its position,"
and thus we scc the error is of no consequence as far as the
conclusion is concerned, The conclusion is the same regardless as
to where you might plaéeé the major premisc, Thats a sample of a
lot of their objections,. '
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‘Below you will see the premises of my no;zqsylogism_with his con=-
elusion, Notice how wild he is,

gl--—The disciples drank the cup of the Lord when Jesus instituted

the Lord's suppere
2=-===But the disc1pies did not drink of a plurality of cups.
3—-~-Thereforeéthe cup of the Lord may be drank without useing a

urali of ‘cu s”

: Dl FaLLEY e You will notice his verb phrase,May

be drank" eXDresses a possibility of drinkiing the ¢up .of the Lord
w1thdut-nseing a pluralityof: CUps¢ Thus dndicating- that ‘a:plurality
was the. real wayy,yet it "mad be: drank" - othervise,one. cup. ‘Take thist
1 ---People: were baptized when the Apostles preachea ‘the gospel. L
2---< But the people ‘were ‘nat sprinkled, - e ¥
3~~-Therefore, Pcople may be baptized without sprinkling.,

"May be baptized without sprinkling", places imersion in the
doubtful list, It may be performed 'that way.However sprinkling is
emphesizoed, The same Wwith his conclusion with the cup.

The trouble is "shaving one negative premise,"But the dis~
ciples did not use a piurality of Cups"é’his conclusion ‘should
have been negative.Mr Javen says page 1l 8¢"If one premise is nege
ative the conclusion must be negative".Therefore my conclusion was
righte And here it is,"Therefore,you cgggot drink of a plurality
of cups-in the Lord's supperand drink the cup of..the Lord",
Brother, that was presuming a lot on mine and the public's 1gnor~
ance., You certainly beat that,

He takes care of them but how?

In attom?ting to answetr my third sylogism he forms, the following
premises™ But to teachone cup only.is the law of Christ and a test:
of fellowship--u—". First---The expression,"one eup!',limits to one,
The word,'"only",wopld have to limit:to one particular cup,which we
do not believa. They lnow,"one cup",mcans oncs they. put their pet
word,"only" thereé for a piaco to hiée their cupsa Second=-- We are.
not éhe ones who cuts the fellowship, they arc the 'boys who do that,
1 Jnosl:7;.Shows unmistakably , that when we cease to, "walk in the
light"(God's word, Ps,119% 105) wo are out of fellowship with- Gody8ee
1 Jnosl :6, Therefore when we arc out of follows ¥ip with Godywe are
out.of fellowship with all who arec in fellovshin with God. Buu when
youuse a pluralgty of cups in the Lordf ssupper you are. not walking
in the light for God's word ‘no where mentions thom in the Lordls
supper,iience 'you automatically put yoursgelf out -of fellowship with
God and hid childreng:and.we rc;uctant,but sorrowfully acdcept it -
by obeying the Lord and withdrawing from you, Scc £ Thes.3:6; Rom. :

16:17,785 .1 Tim.6:3-6. - .

“Thn Wy fourth syloglsm is as folloWs"i'i"
1---UBut, without faith 1t is lmposiblc to pleasc God",Heh,1l:6,
2==-=But a nlurality of ‘cuns to distributé the fruit of the vine in:

‘ the Lord! s gper i§ not of faith,lot in God's word, .
3=w=Thercfore 2’ plurafity of cups to distribute the frult of. thc="
... vine in thp Lord's supper is not pleasing to. God. i g
And here.is his. sylogism as a rebuttal to minoc,
1---But without faith it is imposiblec to nleasc God“.be.ll:é. R ES
2-=~But the . usc of & plate to distribute the bread in ‘the, Lord's
supper is not of Faith, . '
3==-~Therefore, the use of a:platc to distrioutc the broad in the
Lord's sunper is not PLEASI ‘G TO GOD,

You will notice hec par-
alcled ,"plaﬁe”. with "cup", Hot- countinv Luke 22:17: "the cup" 1is
mentioned 11 times in comnection,and in the Lord's supperiwhile his

ng else
thils would bhe cenough to show his 1ncons1stancy.Howevcr,laﬁer T will
show how ho .has HOBBLED HIS OWN HORBY. '
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| My fifth sylogism reads as follows o
1-~~~"Whatsogver is ngt of faith is sin" Roma1+t23 4 - «
YUw--But the use of # a plurality of cups to distribute the fruit of
- the vine'in the Lord's supper ‘is not of faith',Romel08174 i
3==--Therefore, the use of a plurality of cups to distribute the
‘ fruit of the vine in the Lord's supper is sin, '
As a rebuttal he makes an. exhct copy of my_sylogism’except he puts
"PLATE" in the second premlse instead of the. words,"A plurality of
cups", Hence he makes exactly the same errof as in the. above.’ And
dont forget that "CUPY is mentioned in-the Lord!s supper,in the new -
testament,and lis "“PLATE"" is not even hl nted at.And yet he prew
sumes to paralel them, More later on @ll his wonderful ahsirers,
My fifteenth sylogism reads. as -followss . = ° A
lz;-é*ﬁThgseTtﬁings”YG'have both learned recieved heard and seen in
me do, and the God of peace sHall be with you", L
2www-~-:-But nowhere in the gospel of Christ havewwe‘learhedgvrgc»
leved,heard: ahd'.seen in“Paul , the use of a plurality of cups in
the Lord's supper: to distribute the fruit of the vine,. :
3=e-=Therefore , we cennot use a plurality of cups to distribute the
o fruit'of'the vine -in the Lord's supper,and obey the command
Those: things ye have both learned,recieved, heard and seen, in me
TR do and the God of Peace shall be with you.
In his - !'apendix" page 16 he makes a duplicate on the above only
on thé-bread’ nseing  #PLATE" instéad of "cup", Here he makes the same
mistake as on the grevious sylbgisms, that is,paraleling YPLATE" somcw
thing not even hintéd-at in the new testament with the Lord's supe’
per, with the "CUP"y something named 11 times.in the Lord's supper,

Pages 15,163%his apendix"s he makes a paralel on thé above syle
oglsm number- 15,only he uses "eating the Lord's supber in an upe
per story"( Acts 20:8,9), He at least has somcthing this time menm
tioned in the new Testament where the brethren did eat the Lord's
suppers- - - % o 20 ° - S
Did he not know Jesus showed the 'Jews before they crucified
hinr that the "!"PLACE"" of worship would amourit to nothingsbut they
were to worship him in Spirit and truth iJnogh:21l-2l, Ifwy let him
show where the Lord said the same about the eup" in the Lordl!s sups
per and-he will have a paralele But now T will show you where he
hasHOBBLED HIS HOBBY. P : . :

o . Paul was very specific in 1 Cor,6:12, to let
us lmow-there was a certain class of things which he ter md,"A1l.
things'", that he would not be brought under the power of any, The
R,V.S -says,"«wBut I will not be enslaved by anything", Certainly-thi s
"all:things", does. not include the things commanded as Mat 428:19,20p
or Mark 16:15,16, leither does it indlude the .Things''Forbidden" as
1 Jho,2:15~1&. Then we know it neither: means thé "MTHINGS commanded""
nor the ""things forbidden"" But Paul gays in 1 Cor,8:93"But take :
heed lest this liberty of yeurs become a stumbling bloeck to them
that arc weak", Then there ig no other conclusion than those MA11
things" Paul would not be cnslaved to(l Cor,6:12) was no other ‘than
those things wherein we have 1iberty(l Cor,8:9), Pawl says,Rome1ks
132" But judge this rather, that no man put a . stumblingblock or an
occasion to fall in-higlbro%hcr's vway'"s This could mean none other
thinggs than those. in‘vhich we have VWLIBERTY",»For we cannot leave -
off any of God's appoinyments to plcasc men, Heihce we. see there a ,
direct command from the Lord for me nor anyone’ clsé to put a stume
blingblock or occasion'to fall in our brothers waye So 1f brother
Vhitehead!s cups or my.meceting down stairs bocomes a stumbling
block or occasion to fall in our brotheor's ways we arc obligated
by this command from God to not be cnslaved by anything™¢R.SeV.
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Rom,14:213"It 1is right not to eat meat or drink wine or do any=
thing th;t makes your brother stumblev. Again%we know hevis no?
t alking about things commanded nor th}ngs for iddenébut thos?
things in which we have "LIBERTY", So,if @y meeting dowm stalrs,
or useing ‘a plate, or brother‘Whitehead'gucups makes a brother |
stumble we must leave them of jFor the first part of this verse says,
"It is right not=-~" to do those things that makes a brother stum~
bles Remember, Brother Whitehead put his cuns under this head by
paraleling them with the things that come here, I really believe
they are directly contradictory to God!s ttord but let him take elte
Her horn he wishes he would have to leave them off, 1 :

1 Core8:123"But when’ ye sin so against the brethren; and
wound their weak conscience, ye sin against Christ",'And-so, B .
my meeting down stalrs and uselng a plate for the bread %orubrother
Whitehead's cups "wounds the weak consicience of the brethreny we
not only sin against those brethren but we thereby 8in against
Christ, Hence we would have to leave it off as Paul said he would
do about the meat, Otherwise according to the above scripture we
are in sin ‘ * : N '

'1 Cor.10:323"Give none offence, neither to the Jews,nor
to the Gentiles, nor th the church of God"s Of course the Apostle
intendedyand commanded us to keep Godls commands,whether "things
commanded' or 'things forbldden"j;but in those things in which we
have liberty,we MUST NOT OFFEND, If we do-we break-the above comw
mandmentsThen,vhether it is my mesting down stairs,uscing a plate,
or brotles wnitehead's Cupey Ve arc bound by the above command to
leave thetht off as raul sald he would about the meat. Otherwlse
we would break the above commahdment, Remember. dear rcader, it was
brother Whitchecad who put his cups under this law by paralcling
them vith things that came under it, As fer me, I bolieve they are
o dircct substitution of the one Sosus cxemplifiod. So, cithor
horn he takes he must lcave them off or be condemned by thosc com=-
mands we Have qluoted which govern our liberties,

1 Cor,10:33;"==Just as I try-tp please all men in cverything I do,-
not seeking my owm advhntagéy:but that ofimany that they be savedy
Thisis too plain for quibblejy a plain example for the saving of
soulssand this same Paul commanded us to follow his cxample. Sce
Phil,lt:9y I Cor,11:1; 1 Cor,k:16, And so.his"HOBBY IS HOBBLED",

.7 In his VERY BOLD CHALLENGE, he wants me to affirm;"ONLY'
one - cup', The word,"cup" vdesignates one eupjbut when it says ,ONE
CUP, there should Do no doubt-as to what is mcant, Hence the word,
"ONLY",adde to thc expraession,"ONE CUP",is only good for a chance for
those boys to £ind a place to hide thelr cups.I've:heard them say,
when you read,"ONLY one ¢up" I will read "CUPS", sec, Besides they
arc the ones who‘cuts'thglfellowship,when they fail to "™walk in
the light"(l Jnoe6,7), 'hen they usc ecups they are not walking in the
light(PS,119:105) %hey put themselves out of fellowship with God and
his children,'c have to -accept their decision and obey the Lord
in 2 Thes,.3:6, . , : o
As to guarenteeing him a hearing,or getting my-

brethren to endorse me: I find no such procecdure in: the now test-
ament for any such actions, - !

' So, 1f he hasn't the Idca of denying we
can "read" onc ecup in the Loré's supper in the new testament I
do not intend to get off bible grounds just to stand with my broe
ther in oprder to have a discussione If he has the lcast idea I
am being bluffedjlet him come ahead and if my hecalth fails me I
will furnish a man able to take care of hime If heis position is
so far forcign to the Bible he cant ™'roagh® ity I have little
patience with it,
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I know of no scripture that requires a man to furnish reference that
he is a representative man,or agree to furnish a crowd Defore he
could defend the truth. against error, Is mans addition,. -

' In a former article I introduvesd the following paralels:

In "Drink the cup",*"cup" -~ig-. (/ symboliges) the fruit of the vine,
In Mat,263265 This (bread)--«is--(symbolizes) my bod¥."¢¢.-qu

In Mat,26:283This’ (fruit of the vine)-isw(symbolizes)my bloode

. ALl of these are bible figures and-are not to be tampered with,
If you can. substitute,cups,or containers,in number.onej; jcu-ees

you can substitute pie for bread in number twoj or milk for fruit
of the vine in. number three¢, And here hls.clock stops . running,

7 In-his effdet to dgstroy this arguement hé called attentlon
to Welch 'and Lockwood- and:Emcrson as sayings“Metonymy is.a change of
neme"s and’ that the word,cup™: symbolized the fruit of the vine, -

- "0f .courseg,in theé f{guré;meﬁonym s where the "WORDS" qare be-
ing concidereds the word,'This"(bread) would symbolize the words"My
body" in verse 26, And Jikewlse the word  "This'(fruit of the vine)
would ‘symbolize the WORDS,"My Blood" in verse 27, But in the-metonw-
ymy,Drink the cup's the WORD,"Cup", would symbolize thewggggg fruit
of the vine, That 1s whore you are studylng the "WORDS™ and HX* ‘
PRESSIONS and -their RELATIONS TO ONE ANOTHER, - . a
But when-the OBJECTS themselves are under concideration,as

in the Lord's supper: the real literal frult of .the vine symbole
l1zes the Lord's blood, The'real literal bread symbolizes the Lord's
body, and the literal cup symbolizes the frult of the vinee

-When you go to "drink the cup of .the Lordy your eyes-scarches for

a cup containing the fruit of the vinc, Not the platter,not the .
bottlc ‘or jug but the "CUP"s If you are totally blind and know there
is the "ecup of the Lord to be drunk":}your'hands do a0t geek just
any 'eld wessol buf a cupy To either of those scnscs that “eup® -
symbolizcs the .thing it contains, the fruit of the vinc, In the sup=
peg&litcra1.thingS'and,not'the rclations of words are the things conw
cidercds - - : : o
- ‘His own"GUN",Donald Davidson says,on page 2953"---Somc ime

ortant association conncected with the~ob§ect-is used to symbole

ze tho objeot itselfe" The "CUP" is an important association with
“the object(the fruit of the vine), Hencey the cup is used to -
symbolize the object 1tsclf (the fruit of %he vine, HG should cry,
é?OﬁEﬁ%TRX“.OthGr authorities could be given but these are sufw=

c- »-' 3 ‘. g -. » y
Ilow as to,™JASH IU THE, JORDON", he says he always undérw
stood the water was the river, On his own hypothesis I ask him%,If‘

Namaan had ‘takek some of the water from Jordon and put it in the
bed where the waters,of Abanna,or Pharpar ran, and "WASHED IN IT
THERE,WOULD HE HAVE' BEEN HEALED??7ECHO} WOULD HE?? .

But to dodge the force of this he wants to take a cup of ..

water«from Jordon and drink it and know 1f he ‘was drinking of -Jordon?
curcgMike THE COMMON ‘PRACTICE of drinking of a river is to take a
portfon from 1t and drink it, To drimc of a river neither "DENOTES#
nor '"CONNOTES" Putting the 1ips to a river to drimkjbut to drink of
a cup docs,When cups boys have the gupper they put their lips to the
cup to drink,that is a common practice even with them,. ST
Everyone knows we do-not drink of a river and a cup alike,
If we did their uscs would be identical as far as drinking is con
carneds And we would oxpect to see brother thitchead and other cups
bretiren errcecting a pumping device over a cup and attempting to
Usc a river as a drinking vesscl Surc it is fooligh,but their
wild claims puts thom in that rediculous position, i
Yosy I love and reospoct brother Whitchead and the rest of
my* brethren,but I cannot afford to barter my ctornal welfare an
- such flimsy positions, -
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brother on: the last half of page 16 falls to‘realize wheg_aa
ngregt stated,denfited command is givenéto ggt the entire megnigb;
d11 connoted -thought that "go along" with thé denoted comman Le
a part of4¢This is the(gusg‘of his effort to shdw I_crosse% gYsg i
on the last half of page 16, For example I saids" the denote , stated
command to 'drink ye all of the cup!,makes it.obligatqry tha %we
realy drink of the cup and not transfer the frodtiof the vine to an-
other: container.pr contalners and drink from them," I ask'why is .
that’ true?‘the answer is to get, all the meaning of a wprgﬁstatemeng,
or command,we must not only take into account "THE DENOT¥D,STATED,
commnand ;all of its conmnotationsy ‘And all taken togaﬁher;makeglq
all ‘tifat 1s either DENOTED(STATED), or CONNOTED (IMPLIED) the:cofie .
plete thought, See-Tannér page 3191 Herrick and Damon pagek307i ,
Davidson page 273, 275, Others could be given but this is suff c7
ilent, -He certainly'éid do-some twlsting and turning to try to get
his CONTRADICTION, Recader, read pa%e 2L of my,"What saith the Lord,
cup or cups"? And then read page 16 of hid answer .and see how far
he missed the thoughte, But he misses "CUP" and finds "CUPS"‘when
the Bible says nothing about "CUPS" in the Lordts supperjsos no
great wonder he can-find so many imaginary things. I accept what his
authority says at the bottom of the pagejbut it does not contradict
mne 3 ’ T S . ¥ o . .

* As to His 8chollars,I have already answered them in a previous
efforteBut I will say,we all laiow language changes with the use made
by the best writers and speakers, Ve all know theré arc many many

times more of what is termed the best writors and speakers among
those with false ideas about religion than there is who hold -strice
tly to the truth,0f coursc we expect to see language to swing from

the truth rather than to the truth, A :

L ‘ g W I have ask the Brother if he would
accept and preach all I would get Schollars to to sanction but some
how he falls to take me up,'/ONDER WHY? We all 'khow why, If he did
he would precach some very rotton doctring, That is why I will not
accept what he offers undor Schollarship, Théy are human as we all .
arc and have thelr false 1deas as well as wee I do. not belicve God
hid hts word.from the common pepple under:a fog of tochnecal loge
ical,grammatical, or Rhotorical-applicdtions oand relations, No sir.

“As T have saild beforegthat is all these boys have and T have tried
to pull the cover off their cups and I léave it with the readers as

to whether I did or note ., 07 e W v Tt La. gitetmisy 3
B} AU ST S fwclmué&»nomcmberﬁall the Apostles but Paul
were. ignorant unlearned fishermgn,. and they shook -the learned world
from center to circumference by the power of God's wordy and it can.
be done again if yweo arc 'willing to tic oursclves to the wisdom and
knowledge he has revealod to use In all their writings we do not e
8ce them rolylng on Rhotorical or Grammatical rclations. for the truth
of God's word, It was. plainly stated and all men understood. it withe -
out showing it grammatical relation or its rhetorical relations,
The first discussion on the cup question the cups'man‘wcnt'into(rH%&ﬁ)
Rhetorie,saying cvery place was a metonymy and precced to tell us all
about it, I began studying Rhetorie to gét this wonderful truth and
found it falled to back them upgbut woke up to the faet all the truth
was. in God!s holy word, vl Bkl R I e C

_ . i "Forvitjis-written, I will destroy the wisdom
of the wise, and bring'to'nothin§ the undérstending of the prudent",
(1 CO,1:19), Aty one can see Godls word is not hid under a pilec of

worldly wisdon, _ e

o "Whore is the wise§ Where is the scribe? Whore is
the disputer of this world? Hath not God made foolish the wisdom of
thls worldah"?(1 Cor,1320),Notice,the wisdom of the world,cven includw~

ing the scribessytheir wisdow is’foollshnoss thor Whif -
tes himself as é MSCRIBE", S8¢Bro hitehead deno
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Verscs 21«24 shows us: 4"The world cannot know God through its wis-w
dom"y versc 25 tolls,us why,MBecause the foolishness of God is wise-
er than mens and the weakness of God is stronger than men". Bub

~ yerse 26 givcs us an idea 'ak-to how those wisc men arc generally

©  Iined up as far as the truth is .concerncd. Hear its"Fbr yo see your
calling, brethrem, how that not many wise men after the flesh, not
many mighty, not many noble are calledy®.Now we can see why wc can
always f£ind plenty. of help on the.wrong side of a questlon,bccause
they are. lined up:that ways. That is-why so many words and cxpressions

have changed:for the good . of crror,s baptism for examples

1 Core.2:l-les Wc'ane'%hbwn Paul did not comc with "Excellency of
-8speceh: or "wiséqm";i“En icing. words:of mans wisdom'"§ and in vesre
five he tells us-whye Got its WThat your faith should not stand in
the wisdom of men, but in.the péwer of God', Doar -Reader, stop and
thinksthose boys havent onc singlc statetient whore a plurality of

~ cups were ever uscd,or commanded to be uscd in the Lords Suppers .

 Hence, It stands wholly in thoir manipulations of grammatical ree
lations,and Rhetorical relations, ¥ all this wisdoMstood with them

"~ they would still be wrong having no seripturc on which to basc faithe
But I believerI-have-shown that they arc dbout as destitute of )
proof; as any falsc doctrine that cver 'was porpetrated on the Churche

1 Core3:183" Lot no man deeicve himsclfy Lf any man among you
scemoth to be wise,lct him beeome a fool that he may be wisc!y
There you arc brother, divest yoursclves of all that worldly wis-
dom and be £ill/%rith %he truc wisdom from the gospcl, Versc 19
"For the  wisdom of this world is foollshness with God, For 1¥ Is
written,He taketh the wise in their own craftiness'y Do you sce any
.consola%ion here for a man whose doctrince has no statemont of his
practice in tho new testament and has to'depend vholly on manipula-
tions of grammatical,or Rhetorical relatlons? ‘ '
~ Versc 20, And againg the Lord knowecth the thoughts of the
wise that they arc vain'y Is that cnough? Herc comes $SOme morcs
owy to reiterate an arguchient alrcady nade, ‘Since these
brethiren do not have cven a statement in' the ncw testament where
cithor Josus or any of the Apostles-cver usced a plarallty of cups ° .
in the Lordls suppor%" Good words and fair spccches' (Romel6317,18)3
tStrive -about words to no profit"( 2 Timg2:1L)s "Doting about-quese
tions and strifes of words'( 1 Tim,6:h4),"whercof cometh ‘envy, strife,
roilings, cvil surmlsings perversc dispu%ings of men of corrupt
minds'dcs%itute of the truth---»", And theore you arcgthat is all they
havee : T i £ e T
: Ve all know whenl words or térms arc used with o certain mcane-
ing in the Bible we have no right to usc another definition other
than as the Lord or the Apostlcs used, For cxamplesthe word baptize .
origimalTy meant: immorsionysubmersion, But -religlous toacheis used
1t to mean "to sprinklc or pour water on the candidatc or immoere
.8lo.ne And now our best authoritics defines  baptize to irmerse or
-~ tp sprinklc or' pour water on the candidate, We do not acceptyand
‘rightly - so for both the candidate and the admimlstrator went down
into the wator and ho baptized him(Acts 83384 It was a“burrial,
RorieGily Col,2:123 And o resurrcction, Rome6:l:,5y Cols2812,

- Even though: the baptisn of thé Holy Spirit, Acts 135 '
Acts 11:164 was performed by “a pouring out" Acts 2117,18; "Fell on'
Acts 10:%4,#5; we do not usce that nmethod of nerforming witer bape
tism in thc obedicnece to the-gospel, In 1 Cor 1031,23 Tho pcoplc
were passing throtgh the seca,wlth the wator on cither side, and werc
mder o clouds and they woere thereby baptized unto Moscs, Even $#
though that was a baptismyyct we would not leave the oxonple set by
the-apostles and ysg afog bank to baptize non into Christ/
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Neither should we with the “Cup of the Lord", When we see how it

was instituted and how it was stlll used 26 years laterj we should
never try to substitute on the Lord any more than we wvould on the
baptism, We know Jesus used onie cup containing the frult of the
vine and they all dramk of it, Brother Whitehead makes that very
forceable in the following quotations Quotej™At the institution of
the Lord!s supper, the fruit of the vine was in one cup. And those
who drank from that cup ‘drank the cup of the Lord",(¥# MeS.W.)
And there you are my dear reader, the "Cup of the Lord" was Instle
tuted with ome cup containing the fowdt «of the vine. And when they
drank from that cup they"drank the giip of tho LordMy

But 26 years later Paul recapitulated the instit tion of the’
Lordts supper by Jesus,l Cor,11:23~253 saying in the 23 verse that -
Ho "had recgeved of the Lord as he did it the night hc was betraye=
eds Hence it is the cxact thing as Jesus did it that night,

And we remember the brother has admitted that $he frult of the
vine was 9in one’cup, And those that drank of that cup drank the:
cup of the Lord", And on this very sctting Paul sald in verse 26,
"Brink this cup"sy Verse 27," Drink this cup of the Lord"/ =
26 ycars of recognizing drinking from onc cup containing the
fruit of the vine, as "Drinking the cup of the Lords: And not onc
place where they evor “drank the éup of the Lord" by drinking from
a plurality of cups or contalncrg, If you can change the mcaning of
Arinking from onc cuP‘containing the frult of the vine as drinking
"the cup of the Lord"y to drinklng from a plurality of cups or cone
tainersi you can also change scriptural baptism from immersion to
sprinkling or pouring water on the candidate. Nay verily my dear

brother, . , ‘

. Here T wlll accépt brother Whitohead?s invitation to end
thig too long discussions He said his previous effort ended his
-partyso, this will cnd mine,""IF"'"!" he dont shoot at mce ,

. - I love and appreciate brother Whitehead for his great abile
ity and courage to fight for what he believes to be right,
May God bless our efforts to the extent others will with an open
mind investigate these problems which divide God!s peoplc is my
Prayere I will closc with the following vorsc, . .

If we'll follow the example Jesus soty
And as he did,usec onc cup yety
e?ll be onc as Jcsus prayed,
And by his Holy wilg k. Sta;%;q o
And thus in joy and peace and ove,
We'll travel to our home aboves

. And while eternal ages roll, =~ LI L
We will his blessed namo éx%ol. ' RER

‘Your brother in Christ,J,S,Bedingficld.
Box 767y Bryte, California,
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