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FORE "ORD=~==3¢ing a human I male mistakes, I have been wrong in
my nositions, and have changed; And if I find myself wrong I can
do so again, Deinz an old worn out cow »uncher,my education is
limiteds iy speech and writings of course are not flowerye
Fowever, I intend in this review to be as kngd as nosible to all
and at %he"same time resmect Godls Foly words It is alwavs right,
5till T waat to deal with my brethren as ons Christian to anothere.

oo sk saedlenoaks:

’

NMISRIPRASTITATT O 9

LA

Under the above heading Bro hitehead males the following: quote, :
and accuses me of wlsrepresenting the cups brethrenibefore I makeyy
the quote, I wish to say, he cub my segtence off at a riand Elbe o
stituted a question mark, ITc further capatalized the words he wante
ed emphoesized, wvhich T did not do, théreby, fizing it to suit his
answer, Ilerc 1s the guote as he guoted it:"Sincerthey claim no
scrinture wherc they can recadtheir cuns and TRY TO 3707 CIRIST DID
HOT BVIN USTH O3 2UPM"? rfiere is vwhat I said and the way I sald it
" ince they clotbi no scridture vhere they can read their cuns and
they try to showr that *hrist did not even use one, cup, »iesumption -
or thls 'liberty'which is governed dy the above law is all that -
they have left!, Anyone can see the difference in the two quates,
and anyone can see his misrenresentation:of what I said, g
owyto all cups brethren vho admit,"Ie took a cup (lat 26:27),
means he really did take a cupy to you I apologise, Dut to those
wno contend,"Zvery »nlace in the word of God in connection with the
Lord's supper, vhere the word ‘cup! is used is figurative speech
(Metonymy) and hasn't the remotest refercnce to the  drinlting ves=
sel's,I have no apology to make,(Above from Lemley spage ),
I the word,eun,does not nean @ cup in any of thosc passages,
there is not one scintllla of evidence he had one, Hencec,one

-

wrovld have to accept hteir »nresumption for it, e take the Bible,

7

Ia a letter of July 26,1955,nage Y,he asserts:'I nade the ase
sertion once in the A2 .2 %hwt,%hc one=~cup hobby tras born of
lilss-concention,fed on incidentals, and trained to run on contra-
dictions", This is anotherynot all,of his misrepresentations of us,
To showr i%‘is not true and He Xnows it we will affirmg"Ehe nirace
tice as it obtains in some of the churches of Christ, in wvhich a
cup (drinking vessel) is used to distribute the drink clement in
the Lord's supner can be read in the. I'éw Testament Scrinturcse"

vle will deny:"The »ractice as it obtains among some of the Churche
es of Christ, in wvhich a plurality of cuns (érinking vessels) are
used to distribute the the drink elemen®t in the Lord's sunner can
be read in the Ilow Testament Serinturces.™7ill he deny? May,Verilyld
It is o waste of time to use more smace on such matiersgyas cither
of us could misrcnrescnt cach othor many times and still tell the
truth as to how many cuns should be used tojdistribute the fruit
of the vine:if the Lord's sunper, ‘ e ' .

In his review ton of nage 3, he has the heading,"ABSURDIT"and .un-
der this he says;'"On »nage 13 #ryihg to Torce Mate26:27,28 to 'sup~
wort his theory,hc manhandles the command,'Drink yo alijof,it”,to
malte 1t apnear that the whole command is the antccconant of the
"this" in verse 28" Joteyhe says I manhandled that scrinture,Ton

of nage 4, hc adds these,"twlsts and tortures it",Jc will sce soon
how these applications Tits his "absurdities",I will give ilat.26:27
a full treatment when I zot to his y'1t"ya 1ittle further dowm,
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o continuces to quote:"™y nosition is that the word'this'rcefers
to the »nrevious command given in verse 27,"Yc all drink of it",
Sinece'if'refers to cup and stands for ‘cupt, place ‘fcup'in titst!
‘nlace and we havey'¥Ye all drink of the cup!.Placing this state-
mont after the word 'this' in verse 23, we havej 'this!(¥e all dri ’
of the cup) is my blood of the new Testaments To NIrove T am right
I orove it by cveryones practices Attend a place where thoey usc
the individual cuns and This (they all drink of their cups --is
exactly what thev say is the Dblood of the now Testamente.Tract,
nage 1&.(This means uy tract answering-Liemley). . ,
Thon e admitss'Yos,what they drink of their cups, 1g that

X N R S o , that
that neither what they 'say nér what they practice wroves the whole -
© command, 'Drink ye all of "1t';'is thc antecedand of ‘the demonstrative
tthis" Then as I said before , their practice admits 1t but with
their mouths they dony it to save thelr cupse. But brother, .it shows
you cant dodge the ideaéthat logically it is telling tho real truth
as you admitted above, Then he addsy' I suspeet that the most ignow
rant among us has scensc cnough to kiow that, -neither the wholccom-
mand nor obedicnec to it is %this! whichw'is'zrcprcscnts the blood
of Christ', ' ' o
. But Brothor, doos that look morc rodiculous to your pcw

culiar kind of Grammar,than to sayj;'Cup' in verse 27 is literal
and that *this' had tecun' for its antcccdant but refered by Mete
onymy to the contents of the cup? Soon I will glve you a string of -
schollars(sinec you bank on them so) to prove it.

lowynote, The command denoted . (stated) is "Drink ye all of
the cup'y,since the 'it! refors to cup, But get it,tho command -
"drink ye all of the cup",connotes (implics) contents 1n the cup.
Honco,it would have the cofimand as its antecedant but logically
mecan %he Mmplicd" contents But get this,I om not dogmatic about
my grammatical applicationes as I will show later. Our best Schole—
lars differ right heree But all comc out.with "this" 1s the contents
of the cups e 3 , ' -

Seginning with naragraph Y,vage 33 dowa to and including

a fow lines on wnage 5H,he gives us quitO‘a‘iosson on English and
Grock, Somec ‘I agrece rith and some I cannot. As to HagHr(Grock for
the word ‘'for"),the vord !for' can be used indipondanteSce BeFe
Sisk page 2006, ' ok ' "

- thoy say. 'represcits? the blood:of Shristf¥.Cut most neonle know

Lets sce how well some of his arguoments stand upe
Page %,paragraph y Iquotd!Thoy were to drimk of the titt,for (bow:
cause) this (the '1t?') is zreprescnts his blood, the 'thistrefersto,
and stands for, that which theoy were to drinlk of'e Shall we apply
His owm terms 1o him here? And say.''He manhondled, twlsted,and tore
turcd® this seripturc to try to fit his falsc doctrine? He certaine
ly has missed the truthes = o _ . . e

. - S .. -on-page 11 he has'this heading,"Looking
dov our own gun barrel begging him to shoot''s And heorc-is. where
we use his splatter mouth on him, Anyonc can sce from.the above
quotation he has made the "it",in "Drink yc all of 1t"(Mat.26:27)
to refer-to "econtents'y and the pronown 'this" in versc 28,rcforto

the "Lt'jof "Drink yo all of 1t",

Lots bring out YThe Americon Composition and Rhctoric,by Donald
Davidson third cd.,pagc '5952.(this is what he .calls his gun) "cvery
pronoun must refer plainly and unmistakeably to its antecedant.
There must be no confusionyno ambegulty, or vagucncss of rcfercnce,"
Brother,did you get that? That docsn't mean as clear as mud,but’
Plain low,sce top of page 553(same book)e""Avold vagug reforonco,”
Do not use a pronown which rofers to an implisd antecedent. The
antocedont must be nrosent®, That shot got him,His antecedent Mcon
tonts¥ is o nly here by implication And it is no¥ thercyprescint,
Honcey,you can sce to usc his gramatical application violates hils
ovn authority in two ways. Honce,we sce applylng his own masurce back
to himyhe "manhandled,twisted, and torturcd " that scripturc .




"CUPH,is the only word there ummistakeably that the "it",in drink
All of it" could refor to according to his own witness!:.statoment,
Hence, "it", is. Meup". : ; " ol s
For fegr somc might think Davidson wont teo
far ond got too strong,I will now call out Mr Tamncr, page 256,
UREFEREICE OF PRONOUNS. A pronoun should have as its anteccdenta
tparticular!nerson,animal or thing,and this anteccdent should bea
EFINITOLY EXPRESSED ITOUNM OR PRON%UN.The reference of a pronoul ta
to its antecedent should in every instance be unmistakably clears
fiotice,there is no 'definitely expressed! noun or pronoun- for
the "it!,in "drink ye all of it" to refor to but "CUP". Heuce, the
"it" is the "cup",.But let Tanner shoot him agein on page 257 ,
YREFEREMCE TO AN UNEIPRESSED ANTECEDENT ,Avoid the use of a pronoun
or pronominal expressbons seeming to refér to an unexpressed antow
cedent, use the implied antéccdent instead of the pronoun”,Notlce,
if you pleasc,his "contents" 1s unexpressed-«~implied, Henceyhls
application violates this rules The word'cup', is the only expressed
noun that could posibly be the anteccdent of -the "it" in "Drink ~
ve all of 1t", Again Mr Tanner plugs himellowzwould it be in order
tp use his own terms? And say hc ‘Manhandled,twisted,and tortured"
that scrinture? He certainly missed the mark,Dut Tanncr isn't through

Cwith him yetshear him, "Indefinite-use of 'it! and they!, Except

in such impersonal cxpressions as it rains,it is cold, 1t sccms,
the use of - 'it' without an antece&cnt shouid be avolded",. Iiis
antecedent,"contents," is not mrntioned,but "cup" is.ience,*ecupt
is. the antecedeont of the "it# in "Drink ye all of it".Therefore,
the "1t" is not: the fruit of the vinc,but the "cup" that ¢ontained
ite Tanner got him againeRemember the Brother is a critic, '
Tlc thon quotes from Savage (from onc of my letters), and he sayss
"o took a cup (contalning the fruit of the vine),and gave ## to
tlhiem,saying,Drink ye all of it (the frult of the vine); for this
(fruit of the vincg is (ropresents) my blood',

His ,drink yc all of 1t(fruit of the vine),has been vrecked-by his
witness,Mr Davidson,when he 8aid the anteccdent must be present,and
must no% be implicde The “contents"(F.0.V.) is implicd. In order

to try to nut that across,we might say in his wordsj'"he manhandled
twisted,and tortured that scripture For as surc as Mr Davidson

and Mr Tamner arc right he missed the truthjand he a critic.

I vill again shoot him wlth his ovm gun,Mr Davidson,and perhaps
Mr Tanner also, Davidson 3rdeed, Dage 2%2."Contcnt words nosess two
kinds of meaningb--~denotative meaning and connotiffiee meaning--
denotative meaning is the harc logical meaning and only thate--
~~='Jc may spnealt of the denotative meaning of a word as Tthe core
meaningt that 1t has when anplicd to the object,or class of objects,
quality, idea to which it commonly and usually refers,' He states
that,"The denottative meaning, is usually the definition in dicte~
ionary. Page 273,"The comatative meaning of a rrord-is gencrallyres~
garded as being the meaning,or the various meanings,added to a
wordby the association that it aquires from its common-usc, or that
may be attributed to it from a figurative use'f. Honece,ue sce the
denoted mearing is the stated meaning jwhile the connoted meaning
is the inmplied ncaninge. - ' ) :
+ Therefore,the denoted or statoed menaing-is,
"Drink ye all of it",the cupe The connoted,implied;thou%ht is 4there ic
contents in the cup.Nowanote,how slick they switch the denotcé‘
commaind, Thev will say,"Drink ye all of the contents',and thereby
cut off half the meaning,and the 'denoted! meaning at that,/hilelt
really says,"drink y¢ all of the cup',making it manditory that the-
cup must be drank of, Dut switching the commend to the ‘mplicd?, 'con~
tents', they dodge the tdenoted? (stated) command,“Drink yc all of
the cup', Thorcby destroying the 'denoted',stateé,part of God's
command, - : _



Pagc l,
“hat elsc could vou do but usec his owm words to discribe this dis-
truction of a nart of God's wordjexcept that he "Manhandled,twisted,
and tortured it?

e ask to be shot trith his own gun and of conxse I
would be heartless if I failked to accomodaterhim,Here is another
shot from Mr Tanner."BXPRESSIV“NTSS.Many vrords have two degrées or
levels of meaninge One meaning consists in what the word Iiferally -
sayse.This is called tdonotation'y In additio n the word may.have aqul-~
wod through lohg use ,an implied,or assoclate so» that it suggests
more than it saeciflacily denotos.This is calledtconnotationt', the

xpressivencss of a word or phrasc donends on both its denotative
and its connotatlve meaning",

-+~ The exnrcssion,“Drin: ye all of 141, his
both these degrecs or ‘levels of meaninge It has igs: "denotativc“
(1itcral of stated) meaning,wvhich is,"Drink ye all of ‘the-cup",It
also has its ‘Yconnotative' mecaning, drlak the contents of the cupe.
But onc of these meanings does: ﬂot ‘obliterate the other, It is rcale
1y wnnccessary for all of this but these boys hide bchind this stuff
and you have to show them up, Bveryonc knows if I say; "I boughta
calf’ and 'itt dicd"s that the “it" there -meant the calf without
any grammatical analysis.So,also, we know when we sceé the cxpression,
Blo took a cupwm——=—and uud drlak yo all of it"s that the "it!
means the cupe without any grammatical analy51s.So since they go
there and we have to flush them outsl will contlnue,.'

Dut any once can soo from the above authorities if we ignorod
the 'denotedl comnond to,"Drink ye all of the cup",or figkkkifignored
the comnoted command to qrink of the contenys of - the cupjand sub~
stituted other vesscls or othicr clement to drink, we would be dis-
obeying the command.Containcrs can no morc be substituted for "eup'

than milk can be substituted for the frult of the vince -in the cupe
‘Wo now come to what "this" in vorsc 28 rcfers to#. As I sald
before I bolicve I am right: but since menjand colloge: men .at that
differsI am not dogna'tic tiil cantt cha.ngeo
Positlons of men of note, come out with the same result asmy
QOSltiOﬂ docse That This (we ali drink of thc cup) is the blood of
the now Testoment, Ans also that "cup' is 1iterals So,if in some
vy ve could-scttle this troublecsond questwon and go hand in hand
from now out, why not do 1it? Since know from previous corrcsSe.
pondance that brother Whltuhead is strong Schollars; I will ine ,
troduce some to show,whilc they disagrece as to the. uxact antecadent
of Ythis", the result is thu same and that it-mgans the contents
of the cup. Soyhere arc-a Tow quoted Lrom "The Oup of the Lord"

A,T. ,Robinson wrotc OCb.?l,j 031, 'My dear’ Drothor PhilliOS°- "in
Mat. 26:27 'votbrloa', ncans o literal cup. Uhilé 1a vesre 28‘touto'
IATS T GOTTTen (cans mine acident)s .
Professor Chas SeI'gSanny, ‘Jobstor G;ove Molirotes l--- poterion’,;_.
in Mt,26:27 clearly significs cupy that is 13ceed the meaning
of the greck word, 3ut bVlQClLlY the meaning is not an cnnty c*n;
But a cup with thc customary copntonts, 2----The pronoun. 'toutol,
gversc 28) connot gx nmmathally refor to  acmything clsc than .
to halma mou (the blood of me). Therefore, it is corroct to say
that £the »ronoun Ythis! in versce 28 rofcrs to the contents of the
ecup in versc 27 as ny blood versc 284,

Profcesor Stenhen 3. Ingland wroto:“It would be very strange
if i1f to_haima (the olood) flvid was not renresented by another
fluide Henco s although Louto tthist(Mat,26:28) grammatically has
as its wntochcnt to potpriog (the cup)verse 27, it cluarly rofens
by metonymy, to the contonts of the cup. Such vqs the uwnderstand-

ing of the early church,'
Dol Stringfellow writes:"IN Mat 26 28 <, .
Ythis! is a neuter word and must refer to Ycup! another neuter:
word, but refercnce is by metonymy, to the contents of the cup,
as indicated by the context,"
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"orc is another: "Potcrion(cup) is grammatically the antccedent of
‘toutolthis) in Mat.%§bég}but logiecally the contents of the cup
Ts the antecadont of™ The context forbids that we regard 'this!
AS RETERITG TO TFE CUP LITZRALLY, apart from the contents of the
, cup”.(caps. an accident), This is from Mr C.A.Savagce .
How if 1t will casc the brother any,I will agrec with him that
porhaps some of thesc professors arc righte(Which will he choose) ?
T. don't disagrsce with them sinee you can scey although taking Aif=-
foront positions as to what the antecedent isg”we all agree  the
'this! mcans the cfgf’ CONTENTS OF THEZ CUP. o
’ You will noticc not one of them said,"this",refcred to "it"
in the oxpression,'Drink ye all of it", Not one of thom dear friends.
Any of tho.above nositions agrees porfeetly with what I ¢laim the
"this" means,yct there are nt least three differcent positions as
to what is its afitocedent. ¥t
T B I his: zeal to rcally show mc up in a bad
way,brother Whitchead mnade the champion mistoke of them alle If
cithor .of us -should decsirc to reverse. the tcaching of God's word,
I do not belicve we cohld make it any worsc than he hase And horo
it isgon nage 4ypare3, wo-have the following quotct:'iyithout doing
any violencc to the sonscyin ‘such clauscs the subjcct and atribute
complement nay be transposced,as,'thls is my blood,! and My blood
is this", Nowycan you beat that onc? Notej"This (fruit of the vine)
is (represcnts¥,symbolizes) umy blood¥ How,transposc it and we have,
"My blood is (represcnts,symbolizes) this (fruit of the vine)".

The very idoa,of transposing this trope and and making
Christ's blood represcnt or symbolize grape Jjulcce You can trans-
‘posc a literal clausc thot way,as,'This is Bill's knifc'j;and trans-
poscd, 'Billts mifc is this', How the Brother got the idea he

could dcal thus with that tronc is o wonder in. Inglish.

Take this one,"thls (bread) is my body",Mat.26:26, Transposcd
we would havey'My body is this (bread)”. We would have Jesus's
body represcating,symboliziiig the breadsfould it boe in order to
usc his own words to describe this act? I love brother hitchead
and in fact 2ll the brotherhood.I camnot bring nyself to belicve

as good a man as I belicve Brother Whitchead to be,would do
such a thing knowinglye ‘

I have contended with ny cuns brethren all along. that wvhen
they altered a trope in ony wiy they destroyced the figurc,but i€
scems hard to get the idea over, Dut with the above oxmmple. of
the complete change by the Brother's alterationgsome one will
scox the polnte I will,howeverygive an authority omn the subject
and leave it at that, ir Blair,page 148 (ncar the top of the page)
sayss" The forner,figure of words, arc cormonly called tropcs,
and consists in ‘a word being cnployed to signify something that
is.difforentfrom its primitive and original mcaninggso that if
yvou alter the word , you destroy the figure!, Even adding the "s",
to cup,to nake cups,youn Have altered the wordy,cupg thorcforc,you
have: destroyed the figurc, Ifeither can you transposc the synbolic.
cxpression,"This (frult of the vine) 1s ( roprescents,sipnifies) ny
hloodly For in transposing the subjoct "this!" and the atribute cone
plinent,"ny blood"s you have "My blood is (reprcsonts,significs)

this (fruit of the vine). Anyonc-lImows God never infended for
the blood of his son to rcprescent,symbolize the frult of the vine,
I'lo wonder Paul nade the prediction he did in 2 Eime3:1B:"BUt evil
nen and scducers shall wax worsc and worse t#35EHREE EkES DECITV*
IITG AMD being decicved. :

v now go to page 5, first parngraph, under the heading,"ANOTHER
ABSURDITY", If hc worc nlicaning His owm ractions and argucneints he
couldn't have described then betteorelow,for the first quotce
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"aceording to the onc cup nctonyny taught in the tract,it is ine
poliible 'Drink the cup of the Lord'! without Ilitorally drinking
(swallowing Web,) tyc literal cup with the fruit of the vine in

114, ’ : Lo
Wow,low, brother Whitchead, do you really beliove that? or

did-you neod sone filler and thought yom would get by with 1t?
Yos,"ebster definecs ‘'drink',to swallow a liquidjbut brother Whitcw
head, did you cver trouble yourself to-look up'swallow!in eb=

r} Yell,here it 18,brother,.Ucebster,defsl." To take through, the
gullet or csonhagus {nto the stonachej To rocleve into the body
through the nouth -and throat!. |
?oto; To take through the gullet or csophagus into the stori-
ache¢" : ' ' : o '

e

If that werc all the neaning to'sawllow!you night have an
arguerient as you tade ite¢ Of course you would thereby (by your in-
terpretation) have to by-pass your nouth, or clsc never be able to
drink litcrally from anything. But wait a minutoiread the rest of
itgellowy brother WMhiltchcadyyou get this and don't oxposc yours
seif in such a way anyiorces Get the last half of the'definitiong
UTo recicve into the body throughithe nouth-and throat'. -Any child
can scc by the last half of that definition,"to rcciecve into the
body through the MOUTH and THROAT; that whoen the liquid gets into
the routh 4 the first act of the DRINKING has been acconplishede
Howry that {s the way I swallow, the way I have always $wallowede.
I haven't gotton on-to the way to by=pass ny routh ycte O coursc .
Webstor knowing a lot-of uvs was in'that shape, gave us the cxact
way we swallowed, Viz., To tolke into the body %hrough thelnouth?t
and 'throat", Got its that was not somcthing you did tbefore!
you swalloweds but the very act that constituted the swallowinge -

I know tho rest of the readers understands thaty but for brother
thitchead!s benifit lets go over that step by s%ep;.Hore it ise
You place your nouth over the rim of tho cup; You tip the cup till
the llquid rcaches the lipsy then you draw i% into the MOUTH,
The first act of SWALLOWING has been accomplished, You then force
it down-the throat by ncans of fixturces in the throat wnade fop that
purposc,into the stonaches and the act of SWALLOWING has bech ace
complished, L

And sinee brothor Whitehcad said I had better answer ny
own question:™Plcasc tell ne how you can get that thing out of tho
container,and still bear-the nane of tho container'.(My tract Loms
1y »nage 63. WelleBrother, Just rcad the above stops and you will
$cc how you can drink o cup without swallowlng the litoral cup,

In the next naragraph he says soriething about:it boing_cﬁﬁ of f
from the cup vhen it cnters the nouth,tell,Brotheryaccording to fhe
definition you have then nade the first act of swnilowing.We donn't
need a capsule, All we have to do is to know how to swallow,And
sinca we know,"to talic into the body through the ""MOUTH'"' and
UHTHROAT"":swe lmow we: don't have to-by=-pass our "MOUTH" to drink
the cup-of e Lord, You scc Brotherythe lins-is over the rin of
the cup,ad before it actually leaves the cup,it is inside the
MOUTH, &ce??? - : : | -

Y ¥ In Porotynage 5, He asksE"How far oway from the cup -
can-yow get 1t and still cail it cup"? I have told yougsand toéld
yougthe cleonent comes within the mouth before it Cntiroiy leaves
tho cupeHence,ln thaf way you drink the cup of the Lords ‘Hope yoou
got 1t that tince. Did you not know Brothergyour upner lip gocs
down.into the-¢up? Hence, the first act of SWALLOWING 1s accompe
lished beofore 1t gets over the rin of the cupeBoy,this is surc
sone inportant stuff we arc imposing on the publicibut naybe they
will understand a cupsd nan has to have somcthingejand that is about
as heavy as they Havoel hope no one will think I am making fun or
preswiing some one is  ignorant,l an only answering his argucnents,



Page 2,'4

on nage § paragraph hyunder the heading , "AITOTHER ABSURDITY" the
Brother nakes ognother ABSURD offort to prove you can drink the
cup of the #f! L rd without it being in 2 cupeHis offort is a par=
alel ,"Partake of the £oblom="( 1 Cor,10:21),with "drink thc cup'e-
This docs not look like a netonymy to me;Ho%o;” Zat of the table',
But to avoid o long wrangle I shall treat it as though it werc e
fails’ to comprchend what his owm authority,Donald Davidsony,Says
Sbhout "denotation" and "connotation', He sccus to fall to ca%hh the
point that "the common usc" helps to detormine the connotation
of ~ word,(scc Davidson page 273) Quote,'The connotative necaning
of o word 1s generally regardod as being tho nconingyor various
neanings, added to a yord by the associntion that 1t aquires fron
its"common usc,or that may be attributed to it fron a figurative
usc". _ L
Since a cup (a drinking-vessel) is usually assoclated with a
drinkable cloment, (o 1iquid§,:to be dranlky and since it 1s a drink-
ing vesscljand since to drink of a cup the usual "use" 1is to put the
1ins to it and drink of its contentssthen it connotes(inplics)
that vory act, But the " comon usc " .of a table is different,Food
1s nlaced on ity it (the food) is 1ifted up ta the nouth and catw
or drank.Beforc cating or driaking the food is separated from the
£able aond token to the mouthe That is its "cormion use''s Honce, to
oot of a table comnotes (implics) separating it fron the tablec be
~fore cating. The Brother should have learned that from experiance
alonce o Azain he is shot with his own gun. He shouldntt look
‘dowm -the barrel of that gun and beg sone one to shoote ‘
. You never -in your life saw onc put their nouth dowm to their
table to cat of ity but the "coeimon usc" of a.cup is to put the lips
to 1t and drink of its contentse. The very idea of onc taking two
things whose "corrmon usc " is almost oposite and try to -show by
paraleling thon that thelr "common use™ ig the sancs Yos,he accld-
cently put that arguencnt under the right heading,“another absurdity'e

Tow.sinee T have o now "star® witness, I will intrdduce him,to
you.Mce% brother M.S.hitchecadeAnd T quote:"At the institution of
the Lord's supper the fruit of the vine was in one cupe. and those
who drank from that cun 'dronk the cup of the Lord". Page 10 of
his rovicw). How don't forget from the above statcenent that the

frult of the vine was in one cupeilonce, in 'drink the cup',the nanme-
teup! was applicd to the frult of the viné in that cupe Bu% he adds
more to try to twist in his cunseHear hinj"But whea an asscnbly for
the Lord's supmer drinks the fruit of the vine fron individual
cunsg, cach onc drinks the cup of the Lord", I will have to say,Nay,
Vorily. Tote the comand in Mate26:273They werc all cormanded to
drink of the cup, Mork 14:23,says,"And,they,all drank of 1t Not-
thgq;-ﬁhich you will notice in the above quotation he adnitted 1t.
o Brother,you will have to find a Biblc quotation for your cupss
I a1 not going to lot you slip them by that waye Your owi stateonent
above shows that thosce who drank of that cup drank the cup of the
Lorde o arc satisfied with what "all" agree is the cup of the Lord
You brethren take it for granted and use cunse, To take for granted
is to presunce Sce Web, Wheon he assoerds when they drank fronm their
individual cups theydrank that for which the nane 'cup' was uscd:
he is wrong, According to his above statonent,thoy all drank of &
cudeIn their practice ZACH ONE DRIMIS OF A'SEﬁARATE cupe In theinw
stitution of the supper,as he has adnltted, the fruit of the vine
chat could be called the cun of the Lord was in a cup, Mot a plurality.
" Sec the differcnce?? Get his quotation againg' At the institution
of the Lords sunmer the frult of the vine was in one cup, and thosc
o drank AEHEHEMES fron that cup 'drank the cup of the Lord"s
Uror they drank that for which the name cup was used". And dont
forzet,it was fruit of the vine in one cup,he being the witness,
and the bible bears witncssAI also bear witnesse.find all who hold
to the truth bears witncss., Thorcefore,it is the agreed groundse
e grounds of unity. Grounds on which we all can stande

\
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And besides this we have twenty six years of- apostolic practice .of
one cup belng used and when they drank of it,it was designated as
drinking of the cup of the Lord. -

And here 1s my proof:About A.D, 59 Paul wrote the 1 cor=
inthian letter. 1 Cor,ll:23sPaul says,"For I have recleved of the
Lord that which also I del{vered unto youe. That the Lord Jesus the
same night in which he was betrayed,took bread---". -

Firste- --We learn from this which Paul was about to relate,
iie had recieved it of the Lord. Second-~~le learn from verses 23w
25 1t was a Pecapltulation of  what Jesus did when he established
the Lord's supper, A$ I have abundantly proven ,Jesus used bup one
cup that memorable night. Bréther Whitehead says he used one in in-
stituting the supper.Hear him:"At the institution of the Lord's
supper the frwit of the .vine was in one cup, And those who drank
from that cup- 'drank-the cup of the Lord", _

Ilence, 26 years after Jesus instituted the supper Dby using
onc cup, we e¢e the apostle Paul saying he had delivered the same
mto theme WNd furthermore e sce the Apostle saying in drinking
from £t they "dranl: the cup'(verse 26); "Drank the cup of the Lord"
(verse 27, And besides all this,brother hitchead saysi'At the ine
stitution of the Lord's supperA%he Truit of the vine was in one cupe
and thosc who drank foom that cup 'drank the cup of the Lord", This
vas the examnle Paul was rchersing in 1 Cor.ll:23«25,

And besides this we have the commands"Be ye followers ofme.
even as I also am of Christ Jesus (1 Cor.ll:i). And in verse 2
he tells us it is ti be "'as he delivered it " Verses 23-25 shows
he had delivered it as Jesus oxamplified it when he instituted it,
And that night,Jcsus uscd onec.cup and the drinking of it was called
by Paul;''Drink the cup of the Lord" ver## 2@:"Drink the cup' verse

£ J
' And besldes a command by the Lord himself;"Drink ye all of
1t",Mat26:27,The,"it", horc MUST be cup as therc is no other MEN-
TION noun or pronoun for it to refer to but 'eup'" And the anteced-
en§6Mg§g be EXPRESSED. sce jAmerican Composition and Rhetoric page
D) ’ PY ‘ : ;
This is bible proof for those who will accept the truth,
and should ecnd the matter regardless as to our different ideas as
to gramatical rclations '
On page 6 brother 'Mitchead starts an argucment to show I
contradict my owm objections, Before I notice it I want to say that
frying to show a man contradlcts himself is one of brother Whitece
head's long suits, If onc contradicts himsclf ,that weakéns his
argucmentsBut it docs not provec the position is wironges IL the
bible teaches one cup but I take some rediculous position does not
make one cup wrong, 3ccause.some try to make sprinkling and poure
ing baptism does not makc bible baptism wrong, Just the false posltion
1s wrongs Before I begin on his arguement T will point out a contrae
diction in his owm writings, - - o ,
In a letter of July 26,1955, in discusing Mr. Tanner's

definition of metonymy; page 5, he made this statement;® I didn't
timow! but what you Imew that 'figurative! speach is tne oposite

of clearly suggesting, That is to 'figurative suggest' is the ope
osite to tclearly suggest"s And nlease notice this cxpression,
"elearly suggest! was uscd in'Tanner!s definition of metonymys

In his "dissecting knife" pages.5,6 he says,lr cbster(s dictionw
ary sayss suggestlion is-indircet presentation of a matter for.cone
clderation or action", Collégiate dictionary , Of the word SYMBOL:
yhe says,That which suggests something,also by rcason of relation,
assoclation,convention cte.," = . .-

TaAnd %hcre is the meaning of suggest in this mectonymye- -
symbolizce So,in the m-ténymy, to suggest is to symbolize,and to
symbolize is to suggest', You can sce in his first definition he
vas making "suggest!'(in a metonymy) mean a-literal suggestiong
while in the last it mecant "symbolize",.Or,"tis, taint',
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Ves,It is literal; It 1s flguratives If the Brother wishes to find
contradictions all he has to do is to take a look at some of his
ovn writingse. '

But here is another.Brother ihitehead put a slip in a copy
of .a tract he had written answering brother laters tract on-the
communionjand the slip read as followss'lNo,!Drink' this cup,is not
a metonymye. The drinking is a literal érinking. You just don't
know your metonymy,maybe, Maybe when I gét through with Yaters!
tract I will apply the dissecting lnife to your contradictions',

: But since he has admitted that "Drink this cup" is a meton~
ymyjand has argued 1t was, hence,It is a metonymy and itrisn’t.

I now turn my attention to his "assertion” on nage 6.0 course
it is all right to make short quotations if you dont leave an imw
pression the writer did not intend by cutting it loose from its
connection. Here is what he quoted from me to make his arguements-
"Ahottdtle by no means varalels 4 a cup"e And here is what I said,
and it says exactly what I meantd" low we come to your bottle ar=-
guemont ‘and your bottle professor,First,I want to say,A bottle by
fho means paralels a cup. Abottle never was- defined as a drinkin
vessel by any dlctionary.Bottles,kegs,jugs,and barrels afsks#s
and the like are vecssels of storagge as we well lnow. a temporary
source from vwhich we can ##fgo for the things stored in them. A
well is a source from which we get our suply of water It does not
varalel with a cup which is a drinking vessel, /e do not drink of
them alikee IT we did the uses would be the same and we would sec
people with a pumping device orreccted over a cup and trying to use
their wells as drinking vessels, It 1s just as:foolish to paralel
them in drinking as this is, .

Vou never put your hot coffce in your cup and take your thormos
bottle along to use as a drinking vessel oxpccting to have hot
coffec for lunch, o, 'we know better, Then we opght to kmow we drink
of all the vessels of storage or suply differcnt "from drinking of
a cup,a drinking vessel",{quoted from my writing).

‘You will notice I did not deny those vesscels of storage
could, and were used in a metonymy.icither did T deny they came
under the head(in a mctonymy) of containcr and containéd, But the
thing I nmecant is clearly stated in the quotation above, lleither
did I'say I never saw any onc drink dircetly from a bottle ctc,,
but I,myself , have ,and have drank from windmill lecad pipess and
wvhen starving for water, dranlt from & cow track§but that did not -
make olther or all of them "WDRIIKING VESSELS"M, |

Sincc we all Xnew the'above stated facts before I montioned them,

it sHould bhc wnccessary to introduce any authoritics as the above
facts arc as well known as a mathamatical axiomjbut since the broth-
er is looking down his own gun bharrcl and beggiag us to shoots

it would bc too bad to disapoint him, Soj,here gocs. The American
Composition and Rhetoric, 3 rd.Ed, page é73."Thc connotative mecan-
ing of o word 1s the meaning,or various mcanings, added to a word
by the assocliations "1t aquires from its common use, or that may

be attributed to it from a fighrative use", MNotlce, First---"the
mecaning or various ncanings. added to a word by the association
that it aquires from 1ts common NSQ==-m- ", A"eommon usc" of a
cup ie¢ a drinking vesscl, As such it is assoclated with many drink
clements, YThe common usce" is to nut the lips to it and drink of
1t.Therefore to drink of a cup,”connotes"(implics) putting the 1
lips to-it and drinking of it, That is its "common usc", Not so with
bottles,juzs barrcls and wells.The "common use' of the vessels

nanmied above is for storagejwhile a well 1s a sourcc from which

we get a sunly of water.
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None of them are drinkinv vessels, To drink of any of tbem does’
not connote,imply, nvttlnv the lins to them and drinking of them.
The "“common use" of these vessels and the well is to take a por-
tion from them and drink -ity hence,-that-is what to drink of
elther of them "connotes', vmollos. 6 Yes, You can put your lips
to those vessel:s and orlnk~ sure you cansg but that 1is not theis
common use', Hencae, o drink of them doés not-"connote" yimply
putting the 1lins to them to drinke Sure,you could be let down 1n
a well and drink. dircctly from it, but that. is not the "common use',
-Hence,, to drink of a well does nok: iconnote" putting the 1ips to
the well to drink,While drinking of a cup does. -

S0, the oro%her ask for a rule in Rhetoric that mroved its
so there it is¢ His own witness Mr Davidsone . ;-
To »nrove ‘the importaance of 'coonotation'(i,nllcatioo) I

Quote the following from The American Composition and- Rhetoric
vage 275,"ith such nosibilitles open to him, the writer ~must rew
dliZO that exactness in the cholce of words éepends-on two condie
tionsy hils words must have the right logical meanlng? or denote
'ation,and the right associated memning, connotation,” Hence, we
see we must notice the "e--mneaning or varlous meanings éded
to the word by the association that it aquires from its common
usgw—=="y As I have previously shovme ‘

lMr. Tanner says,nagc 319."“APRJSSIVENESS-~.Many words have two
degreces or levels of fnecoaningse Thrnemeaning consists in  what the
word literally says"-=-, Tencc with "drink of the well",=~=and
drink of the cuo'; in both cascs is vhat the word litorally 5aySe
But hear him furthersy" This we call denotation", Nowghear him
furtherj®e~~In wcdltlon the word may have aquired through long
use, an impliecd, or asooc¢1tod neaning, so that it suggests more
than it 3peci?1ca¢ly donotos”~- That {s true of tho two sentences
gilven above ('drink of the wellle—and Yarink of the cup!) sThey
both have an implied,or associated ,as to how the drinking is donce
WithH the well the Ycommon usé" has bcen to draw out the water with
~some kind of a divice jand drink it,thereby drinking of the welle
While with the cup the "common use! hqs been” to drink directly”
from it by Jutting the mouth to it, aad thereby drinking of it,
Hence,yto drink of a cup connoted, imnlies yputting the mouth to the
cup and drinking of it. Nr.Tanner continues-" This we call conw
notation, The expressiveness of a word or a Phrﬂse depends on both
its denotative and 1ts connotative meaning'e Hote, from the ast
cxpression it is the same with a group of words or vords.Uoll,
there you arc Brothaor,

In trylng my-vessels of storage ,he swvs," The camel drnnk
the barrel", Brothor did you hanpcin to know that a camcl sticks
his nuzzle a lake,river,barrel or any other body of water. to
drink? That is- tno "connon usce™ with all stock, But do you con= -
tend hunans-follow- their oractice; and that noogles "cormon use!

of barrclsyrivers, and lakes are the same as stock??Vou ccrtalnly
presumed oa our ignorancce

You will note the orother is addicted

to the bottle,logically,so,I will hondle his "bottle! with his
attempted 1rguenogt on the "house of Israel". Iic quotes short
passages fro m my tract .Pages 5,56; He says, I put bottle skeg otc.,
in the same -catagory with cuo,olé he thinks he has found sonotnlng.
Had he read what I sald he would have seca ny purposc ywhich was .
to show the rediculousncss of of the idea that “every »nlace in
the word of God where feun( is mentioned in connecction with the
Lord's supper it is figure of spcoch (metonyriy) and Hasn't the ro=-
notest reference to the cup' 3 as he ,Lemley and coe.y Qrgucs

Herc is a quotation from my tract page 5 on which he tries to make
an arauement.”Suomosc I shoulo :say to brother Lomleys on the table
is a cup,a; boutle a sauce pan and a jug. You drinlr i the
cup.hat would he do? That would you-do under the sare ciroum~
stances? Would you not drink the cup,by drinking what was in the
cup? ¥ould any onc know what vessecl %o drink fron if thec name of
the vessecl-hadn't the romotest reference to 1t? Supnose I should
8oy to himyyour radiator is boilling. Does not the word radiator,
refer to hls literal radiator in wvhlch the wator is ﬂoiling?
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Notes I was not arguelng the drinking of those differegt vessels
was nerformed alikej but showing that each ones name did in a sense
refer to the vessel named, or you could not tell vhich one to drink
of+ See his4misrepresenta%ion? Those boys are full of such capers
as that He needs something to say;he has no bible to quote Yo
prove his'cups".So they treat us o this lhnd of arguement (7?77)

Te refers quite often to vhat he calls my quibblingl
Just who arround here is quibbling? If he can-keep us off of the
truth by what he terms "contradictions" etc., he has won out Thls
kind of arguement. tion is purely subterfuge. Iie is only seeking a
place where he can hide, wgere Be can cover upjbut we arc not goe
ing to let hime To show his abuse of authorities I quote the fole-

Towing from an undated letter of his vwritten to me.page 3yparesly2,3.
He quotes from Reed and Kellogg: "----And still other things stané '
to ecach other in some other noteworthy relation than likeness

or unlikeness.Things long seen or assoclated by us in any of these
relations come at last to readily suggest cach other, Figures of
speech are those expressions-in which,departing from our ordinary
mamer of speaking of things, we ASSERT or ASSUMI any of these
relations~e~==w', Again;" Metonymy is a figure of speech in

which the name of one thing connected to another by a relation

other than likeness or unlikeness is brought over and applied to
tha other-wg-- ==That of container to the thing contained®,

Tlow watel how he "manhandles,twistsyand tortures' this author
ity. I quotej"liote; the relationship or conncction does not have to
be a real physical one; a cup does not have to be a real actual
physical accompaniment or association of the fruit of the vine at
the time the motonymy is used to designate the frult of the vine.
by 'cup" And at the closc of the paragraph he saysj''we ASSUME
that rclationship by designating the fruit of the vine as ! cup".
You will note here vhat He is ASSUMING: We will now let Mr Kellogg
answer for himself. : h ‘

- Bottom page 112,Kellogg's . Rhetoric' A COMPAR*
ISON or SIMILE,is a figure of spcech in which the likeness is ‘
pointed out or ‘asscrted! between things in other respect unlike",
- For examplc,in the-simile " Jim.is LIKE a lion'",the likencss
is ASSERTED by the word,LIK3, Honce the way brother hitehead ASSERTS
relationship is wronges
: But we ask Mr Kellogg vhat do you mean by
ASSERT or ASSUME a rclationship? And herc is his ranswer Kellogg!s
Rhetoric page 115."In the Comparison,the rclation or likeness bew
tween things is, as you have scenypointcd out or asscrted. Butl this
rclation may be ASSUMEDY But what do you maan by ,"This relation
may be ASSUMID"? Got his answer: "It being talken for granted that
the reader .or hearcr sces the point of rcsemblaince ,the words '
LIXKE, A8, JUST AS, and SO, may bc ommited , and the word -or words
which dcnotes one of the %hings may be brought over and applied
to the other, This ASSUMPTION may be of different degrees'. .

You will notice from the above the taking for granted
and ASSUMPTIOH, was that '"the reader or hearcr sees the polnt of
resemblance=--"yand not as he trics to do, ASSUME the relation’
between a cup and the fruit of the vine, wvhen it did not oxist,

But in-this ASSUMPTION vou mercly-left out the words of comw
parison, LIKE, LIKE AS, AS, and SO, 'hilc hils contention was you
did not have %o have a physical rciatmonship between the cup and.
the fruit of the vinegyou ASSUMED it, But lir Kellogg exposcs him
by showing thce ASSUMPTION is "That the rcader or hearer secs the
noint of rcsemblance"” And you did that by leaving out the werds
of comparison, LIKZ, AS, LIKE A5, and 80,, I illustrated thisj-
"Jim is LIKT a bear", Horc the rclation is ASSERTED by the word,
LIKG, But in "Jim is a lilon": the rclation is ASSUMED by leaving
out the word of comparison,LIKE,..

As Mr Hellogg says,I ASSUMED the rcader or hearer sees the point
of resomblance'
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~Just to finish the woo I will shoot h1m with his own gun,The Amer -
ican Composition and Rhetoric spage 291 ."Metaphor 1is 1mmed1ate

and often intense, in its eomoarlson, while simile 1s deliberate,
illustrative. I ,ne metaphor the comparison is implied, The 11ke~
ness between the two objects is tassumed! to be so anparant that
they are idontified",

Tote,what is ASSUMED is the 1ilenéss betieen
the two objects is so apparant they are identified"; and NOT onec
of the objects may be abscnt and its relation wlth the onc that
is present "MASSUMED'"'" as he has tricd to put over He makes the
same argucment in a letter of Oct, 26,1955, Pcoplc who live in
glass houses. should not throw stones, If the Brother wishes to find
”“3U TS"Q all-he has to do is to look over his own trail, IIc should
uay, quibble',to some onc,. "UQUIBBLEM!N is all they havesgthey know
a3 well as any one: else docs they eannot cven attempt to "rcadh
CIJPIJ'

- On nagc soven-he continues his YQUIBBLE" about '"thc bottlc"
as though T denied,"Bewarc of the bottoe',was a mctonymy and as
though I eonteneeé it did not mecan strong drink, I have argued:all
along such oxpressions werce “worn out METONYMIES!" and had- oart~
JalTy or all togather lost their figurativencss, This I will trecat
throughly latcre Bottom of page scven he quotes from the Amcrican
College chﬁionary " the bottle LOT streng drlnk".well I showed
long ago ‘Ichster said the samce It mecans that regardless as to teo
vessol it is "associated" withe "A Taded METONYMY", Page O he
continucs as though I deniced Wt.urother, that is all Just as T
have tried to show vou all alongs but because those arc "faded
metonymices!" docs r't make.”@rﬂnr the cup'",a faded mcetonymy ‘hor
paral 1 vith a "faded nctonym*".

On page 8,uwder the headihg,"The -
cup-of the Lord“rjat is 1t"? Tic tries another "uaAhaHGTiag,%wist~
ing tortureing! of my answer to the quostion. I stated "the cup

%he Lord" was a lltceral cup, Every: avthority shows 'the object
to be be brought to mind is not namedy but the namce of something
clsc is uscd!.- Hence, ,"the cup of the Lord",is the name of that
something clscy''the cup". Dut in tho efaresolon, a MEITOIYMY,if you
nlecasce,"Drinlc the cup of the Lord"y--imcans--'i.c, vhat is 1n the
eup",gust as Thaycr says on pagc 510.

He says,'Show the "is" is both litoral and figurative™ I don't
need to for #ﬁ 1t id nots But fruit of the vine is a litecral sub-
stances Christts blood is a literal substancej nevertheloss, the
frult of the vine is uscd flguratively to represent symbolizc,
Ghrist's bloode (Sce Mqt. 26 28)

. Too of nage 9 he quotes a questioh
ask a »-orofessor and 1ote exactly vhat is saié "Tn the metonymy,
tarink  the eunj is the cup refcred to or thc contents only®?

The ansver, was the “contents", I have argucd all along that the
metonymy, "drink tho- cup'ymeant coxactly what Mr ThHaycr saidj'i.ce
what is in the cup",page 510, And the woprd,''cup',named the contae
inor to suggest the contonts.{(sce U_lllanq nage éao.)‘Par.3,he
trics anothcr,"maﬂh&ndlluufLﬂiwtluf,bOEthT4QP",, saying, I malke
the figure turn on the liicral verbh,drinict,: Mow, Blother In
"Drink the cup'(l cor 11:24); are von contonding that anvwhere
you.scc the oxpression,''the ou>” it isg a wwtenvmv97 HEH HUH??
Your attcmptced argusment forces you to it. M "The cun",
being a metonymv here depoends on its assced cicn with the litoral
verb,'drink", Since we connot literally dsinlt o Iiteral cupgwe
Lnow that the word "cup® is the contaiiny nut for what is in the
CUD e« ‘

He guotes from Donald L. Clarl as saying:"The teup of the
Lord' stands for the winc which the communicante drink in memory:
of hime" And when did I deny it?7? Hote,the words, STANDS FORgycs
it STANDS for the wincjbut it namcs the vessel J;: to suggest tﬁe
vine in the cupa.
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At the bottom of page 9, under '"More Metonymy", he guotes from )
another professor showing, "accompaniment, associatlgn,contiguipy}
relation,and aspect, were words used to show the various relations
of different metonymies by the Rhetoricians to express the general
thought, the authority he quoted was Mr Knapp Malone.And thats -
just finegbut remember the 'mamner! of accompaniment,assoc¢lation,
relation,and aspect,are different,as the relations differ, For ex-
ample the relation in,"Drink the cup",is based on "contalner and
the contained"s while'I read Shakespear-ls based on the relation
:of lcause and effect',or as some put it,'aunthor and hls worls',
-Lockwood and Emerson pubts it under the first‘heading;whike_wllllam%
puts it wner - the sccond heading. el ' _
< e N If a .thing is the CAUSE of a
certain EFFECT; it.is the cause whether in litgral contact or not,
It is an accompaniment,association, relation, or aspect as thd:
CAUSE of -that particular IFFICT; as "I read Shakespear',
While in the casc under conciderationjthe container,the cup, is
a real literal thing that contains contentsyand the grape julce
is a real literal liquid that is handled by being in a vessel of
some kind, Hence, as an accompaniment,association, rclatlion,or
aspect,as "contalner and contained", The cup is rcal and 11feral
to the fruit of the vine, i ‘
' I tell you your radiator is boilingsthat:
means "the water in your radiator is boiling"s But we draw the irate
ter out of the radiator and put it in a pot , and boil the water
in 1ty we would not say “"your radiator is'boiiing"; but "your pot
‘is bolling", But anvwhere you find Shalicspcar's works ,he is the
author of itjhc is the CAUSE,it is the EFFECT.
: - e trics to make us
belicve because millions of books, conies of* Shakeésneart!s works has
been writtong that to read Shakespear, and he be an accompaniment(
according to my position on the cup, Shakespcar would have to be
there personally. And,Brother he does 'accompany it'! as the author
and it his worksjas %he.CAUSE and it the ZEFTICT.You cannot
separate a CAUSE %rom its effoctibut to soparate a'liquid from
its container all you have to do is to empty it out. Surely,you
can seo’ that, If the Brotler would only read his books le would -~ ‘
lcarn that Shakeswvear is an taccompanimentd is reclated?,!is an aspcct,
to-the literature he producoed as the CAUSE and it the RFFECT,
Ycsyle is the AUTIOR of all he producced,hils WORKS,rogardless as

. to where he is or vheore it is.But a cup docs not qecupy the nosition

of the container to something contained if the thing is not in the
cups It is peculiar good-men as I belicve brother Whitehead to be,
will make such childish,illoglcal efforts <o prove a false pog=

itione : : ;

But in order to read Shakeshear,you must recad tho Iitcrae-
turc of which he is the "CAUSE", the "AUTIIOR": and it is the V"IF*
FECT", his "WORKS", So,also to "Drink the cup' you must drink somce
thing of vhich it is the container,and it the contontse. You ean
no more "drink the cup" by drinking of cuns or other vesscls, than
you can rcad-Shokespcar by reading Longfellow's works, ' ‘ ,

i Par.2,33page 113 brother Whitchead quotes from Richbourg
e Willlams as Tfollows:'"Basing my opinion on languageyand figure
ative language at that, I should say, that I can sce no cause to
force the wine of the Lord's supner into one cup =~--, Usc a
plurality  of cups for the scrvice of the wine in the Lord's
supper, and you still have the cup of the Lord",. :

And T wonder if brother Vhitchead should ask a number of
scctarian schollafrsy '"since Jesus »romiscd cternal life to thosewho
belicve in Christ'iJno.3216); is baptism nccessary to obtain that
eternal 1ife?" I bellove He would get a flat D far mm answer o
great many timese Will the Brother,agree to nreach it 1. o .0 .
if T got him somé schollars vho wiil say baptism 1s not neccssary
to obtaining that "Eternal life"? If not,why not? it is oilly an~
other £ alse doctrinc Iike the onc he is trying to put over. They
will read ,cternal life predléated on belief many times before he
finds "MCUPS"!" cven one time, Or cven a hint of it,

1
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If T ask,"Is it essential to partake of the Lord's supper each first
day of the week'"? I am sure a lot of present day schollars would
give a ,""NO"", answer off the reel, Will he swallow the balt as
he wishes us to swallow the one he is putting out? o

I am sure I could get him some schollars that would say a’

. child of God could not so far apostasize as to finally be lost,Will

He accept it for the truth if T will get him the answers?? Just
keen in mind wvhen I get through with this fucighty? stuff T will
show some who contradict it, ' : '

. SR Brother lMhitchead, provided those
schollars should say they were basing thelr answers on either

- literal or figurative lansuagejyes, in some cases both jirill you

swallow the bait cs vou wish us to do? If they are to be accepted
on one noint of dectrine,why not on all points? Brother, your quese
tionsg and thelr answers are a far cry from defining worés and Tige

Par,t+,same page, he quotes a similar quotation from Prof-
essor- Inapp Halone, Tere i1s nothing to be gained,but £ill up-
space,in quoting itjbut will say the above applies to it also,
tlebster gives sprinkling or pouring water on a nerson as ways
to baptize ‘other than immersione'fill you accept ot as valid??’
He is a schollar and a good one,You might get a job circuit rid-
ing,and you might make a good oncy who knows? Ilo,Brother,you -
won% accept suchyand why? You lmow as I do the Bible is always

 right, "hen a schollars definition or opinion om a point differs

from the Blble: we know that schollar is wrong and not God!s holy
worde . 3 : o o T

That 1s the reason I will not swallow your schollars "ope
inion" on these language differences; they contradict the bible,
The Bible says,''Burricd with him in baptisme~~,our dictionarics
says by-their éefinitions,it can be performed oither by sprinkling,
pouring,or immersion, They contradict GodghenceyI take what God
says an& turn them dovm ' ‘

Brother hitehcad says,"At the institution
of the Lord's supper the fruit of the vinc was in one cup, And
thosc who drank it from that cup 'drank the cup of the Lord":

The bible says the samecehat more ‘do I necd? My star witness,Bro.

- Whitchead and the Bible Realizing the Bible is always right,ihen

some ones ldca of a grammatical rclation contradicts a plain -
statement in the Bible,that grammatical relation is wrongs

, On »Hages 15,lb,unéor the heading "expert Ecstamony®, Brother
thitelicad asks mr A,3,Kknoch the following questionss 2-=-~-"Thc~
Apostle Paul having alrcady used the metonymy, 'Drink the cup of
the Lord!(1l Cor,11:27) to rcfer.to the wine of the Lord's, tabloy
is there anything in the rules governing mctonymy that makes 1t
necessary that the wine be in only onc literal cup cach time the
institution is observed. to call it the cup of the LordW, «
3---"If the wine of the Lord!s table is in onc container ,which
by metonymy is refored to as the cup of the Lord,and is pourcd
from that container to other contailners to be distributed to the
asscmbly, can 1t be correctly rofercd to as the cup of the ILord
aftor having poured it into them". S - TN

. T o + Horc 1s Mr Inochts answer to

question ---2," ot necessarily, but preferadbly", .

In a gencral statement Mr Knoch said:" The form or method is not -
essential, so long as the spirit is observed, If for-instance the
company is too large that onc cup would be too large or,in thesc

~days when some object on sanitary grounds%yot the cmblems are

there, it may be best not to press the 1i
Porsonally,I prefor to do so,™ _
‘ - Brother "hitchead tries to get quict
a bit of consolation out of MNr Knoch's answersbut his consolate
lon 1is slim.lfote, in'answoring question--2, he says,"Not neccssam
rily but preferntly", Ilc scoms to think there is a way arround it

<

yoetyhe for some weoll founded reasongpreferced the once

crality of the figure,



otejhe said in his general statemenﬁ,“The’fggm‘nr mot%oa %g eserNe
tial, as-long as the spirit is observeats ‘Ath this I hearﬁllYtA A
disagree, and brother 'Mitehead woat teke it as a general law to
i . : ‘ ,
SBRAY gn Bl Emilectes Paul told the Roman brethren,''But God be
thanked,that ye were the servants of sin,but ye have obeyed from
the heart that form of doctrine which was delivered you.}Being o
then made free from sin ye became the servants of righteousness'™.
( Rome6:17,18.). You will note here ,Paul said it-was a FORM OF
DOCTRIIE-~ that had made them free from sine-, S0, we can see
WIRORMM! gurc aid count here, Yes, and Brother, 1} does in the
bord"s sWRRSl. Yo mims1:13; Paul tells Timothy tb "hold fast
the form of sound wordse---", You will note, it is'g;"“FORM“U off
sound words,Timothy was to hold fasts Sure,Brother,it,surcﬁdoes :
count when it comes to the PORMM Y of sound wvords--- One_ cup
is what Jesus used in Instituting the supper ,brother Waltehead
" peing the witness, and he said when they drank the frult of the
wine fpom that cup !they drank the cup of the Lord", So,theng.
one cup is a thing to hold fast too. _ : ' o
R o But he continues,"But if for
instance the company is so large the cup would be too large, or-
in these days = when some ;object on sanitary grounds~--='", lotey
"company be too large that the cup would be too large---'" 0,Yes,
changc God's law to fit our conditions instead of changing our
conditions to fit Cod's law, Some reason, On the samc hypoihysis
if we were away from water and a man wanted to be baptized, and
he might diec beforerwe reached waters we, could change Godts law
to fit our condition and sprinkle him from the juge You know a
schollar,yes lots of them, says sprinkling is onc way to bantizce.
You don'ft belicve 1% Look up ‘'baptize! in any good dictionary.
If we can change God's law in the casc of the Lordt's supper in ros
gard to the cup why not the "WFORM"* of doctrine(baptism)i the
obedience to which we arc madc frec from sin,(‘Rom.6:17,lé). Rer-
cmber his witness said "'FORM"! or ""METHOD"" was not necessary.
0,Ycs, that "SANITATIONY, I know a Iot of pcople who think of
SAHITATIbN:and a lot of little bugs when they drink in the Lord!s -
supper,but I did not know it was a "RIASQI" for changing God's
law to f£it thosc veoples desire to 'drink' to sanitation or a lot
of little bugs instead of memory of the Lord.!7ill you plcasc oX=
cusc me when T tell you I still do not belicve it?? Last,but not
by any mcans least,he saysj"---it may be best not to press the
litcrality of the %iguro. Personally, Inrcfer to do so o

: What is,""LITERALITY O7 A FIGURE"!? My iebster says of "lite
erality"~-" state or quality of being literalj also, a literal
meaning or interpretation", Thon the literality of a figure would
be the literal mecaning of it -And he said he »refered to do soa
Hencc, he knew to drink the contents of a cup was to drink the
cup of the Lord,( in the Lord's supper,of coursce)e Just as brother
Whitchead says;"IAt the institution of the Lord's supver the fruit
of the vine was in one cup,. And those that drank from it *drank the
cup of the Lord", llowyisn't. that nice we found both those boys
witnessing for use : ; : -

' e quotes illiam d.Tcempleton of the iiniversity
of southern California,as Tollows:" It is my opinion the figura=-
tive Ianguage to which you refer in the Hew Testament does not
make it ncccssary that only once cup be used whenever the sacramcnt
of the Lord's suvper is celabrated, Also it scoms clear to me thatl
fhe wine of the Lord's supper can properly be called !'the cup
of the Lord! rcgardless as to the number of contalners wused for
it in +the distribution of the sacrament®, ‘

You will note, it secms

clear-~-my opinion---- sacrament--~-containcrs for cup. All of
those arc marke of identity of a false theoorye.



Con . te o - __Page 16. __-
Tvery one knows that meanings of words and usages of language chan=
ges with the use and meanings the best writers and speakers put_ .
on it. And everyonc kiiows that the prepondrance of _scho}lagship_
1s with scctarian doctrines and practices that tecach against Blble
doctrine, ) B . e
- Soywil it Be on the cup question; usages and meanings
will change " to fit popular theprics of the day; and we can sco \
the pendeluin swinging from the truth, And so Wlil it be till Paul's _
utterances in 2 Time3:13 and Amos prophecy of Amos 8:11,124are = .-
literally fulfilled It has happened with baptism and tan happon
with this question we arc discussing. Everyonc lmows the majority
ig usually with orror as far as the bible is conccrned, and here is
a question that is not differents. I willanW,introduco"sqmc_auﬁh-
orities to show how the pendelum is swinging away from ‘the truth as
far as the Bible and logic is concerned, Here is a copy of a lettoer
T wrote to the University of Southern California and the answer
1 recicved, - . & ' L L .

" Bryte Calif,,0ct. 3,1955« Head of the English;Dopartment

of the University of Southern Califg Los Angeles California. . .
Dear Sirsse I would very mueh appreciate it if you would give mo
the answers to the following questions: = =+ - » v : ;
- y le~-=In. the metonymics,!The
kettle boilst, and 'Drink this cup'; doecs the same law of container
and containeé apply to Dboth? 2e--==If there werc two kettles Wwith-
water in them boilingg would you say the 'kettle boils', or the. |
tkettles boilsy if you wished to.-bring both to notice? 3=---If . the
same law of container and containcd does not apply to both the
metonymices abovesiould pnleasc state the differonce? JeS.B."
. And heie is the answels. This letter was writteon on,Sous
thern California lotter heade And you will note it crosses the aboye
authoritics, - L
~ . "University. 90 Southern California 1513 Universatgnue
Los Angeles 7 . lovember, 8,1955,Mr.J.5,Bcdingficld,box 767,Bryte
California.Dear Mr- Bedingfields the metonymics that you have named
~~!The kottle boilstyand fdrink this cup( «=+--arc similar,since 'ket
TIE! and ¢ arc substituted for the thing, contained in .cach,The
ordinary rules ' conceraing plurals apnly to thesce forms, -and it: -
would be nccessary to to say of two kettles,'the kettles boil',
not *the kettles boils!, Similarily oque would say 4! both kcttles
are boiling!'!'! I hope.that this oxplaination answers your questions
satisfactorially,Your's sinccrely,Julia Norton MNMcCorkle Committee
on Information Department of English," . - . 77« o
: o N The above letter is cloarcut
and concisc,ifoticey - Y-~='Kettle! and !Cup! . arc substituted for
the thing contained in cach',Henceythat would not be out of cach,
Honeg we sce the thing must be in the kettle or cup as the case .
might bc to bear tho name of  the onc namecd,cup or kettlce It ds ™
also made plain as the noon day sun that the common rulcs of plurals
apply-to cach.of theme And cxemplificd by saying if it were in two
kettles boiling ,we would say the kettles boil”.'So,alsoafor'thc
fruit of the vine to be in two or more cups,wc would say "Drink
the cups" =, and not Ydrink the cup',as they contend, Hence,if it
were the Lord's fruit of thc vine in fwo or more cups,it*wouid be
) 'the cups. of the Lord,not 'cup of the Lord', However, I do not -
belicve a departurc from the Lord's cxampoe,it would be the Lordts,

» You will notice in asking my questions nothing is used that
that would causc the one who -answercd %o think it was a religlous
questiony and thercby arrousc their own idcas! of the thing ro-
gardless as to the true meaning, I think the Brother made a mistake
in uscing the questions as Bible questions. Although he ask:for
it not to be colored by Theological ideasjyet th .y enter in, hows -
ever in some cascs it is dmposible to do otherwlisc,But not so herce

So we sce here .arg 'two letters from the University of
southern California that ‘contradict onc another. What is wrong?
I“beligvo the onc I reciceved wds written to show the true answers
as uscd, )
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hile the one to brother 'hitehead (not questioning his honest
intent) could see the Lord's supper as it is commonly practiced
by religious men, and the vast najority at that, permitted himself
to be swayed, You can usually get tghe answer you want provided
you frame your question acecordingly.

_ e em e e DT ONYMY e e e e meem

I wish now to take up some of our Rhetoric books that are concide
ered as authority and show how some of the Brother's schollars have
drifted from the true idea of metonymy., I do not wish any one to ~
think I am smartsl am not, As the Brother has saidjthose schollars
knows higher English better than I do my A,B,C's, And I might
addshe also would be in the A,B.C. class, But remember this we do
not take. all that schollars tells us as to their idea of a relig=-
10us nature. And why? 'Je know they are men as we are and will pere
mit their decisions to be colored by thelr religious ideas, If -
anyone denies this I can get him some rather bitter pills to take,

' "Jelch's Composition,page 71,"Metonymy is the substitution
of one namec for another when the relation be jeen the objects 1is
not mere resemblence', "It put the contalner"Athing contained-~
tdrink the cup"e , '
Tt is positively stated the 'name is substitutes
for another'!; not a literal change, Hence, the name,'cup’,is only
'substitutedggwhen'the ‘relationt of confainer and contained exists,
Otherwise the word,'relation! would be superfuliousi lote, It
puts the container for the thing containedjdoes not'sound'iike it
could be in any number of any kind of vessels, !'aysVerily, Just
left alone anyone can understand that language, it takes a smart
man to lielp misunderstand it, ‘ :

. - . ITotice he says there must be a rela-
tion,and names one,'container and the thing contained?, Ask youself
the simple questiony 'Dozs the relation exist If the: contalned . is
not in the _contalner, in this case a feup?? Brother, you know 1t
does note There is the riules who is violating i€ ‘ K :

Hills Rhetoric,page_é6gsays;A METOU'YMY (from the greek,meta,
indicating a change, and onyuascame ) 1s a designation of an cbe
jeet by one of its accampaniments"s If you accompany one some -
place, you certainly must have been right along ,would you not?
Then to call fruit of the vine "éu "y 1t must be a real accompan=
iment,must it not? Most certainly 1t must, In my younger days when
I accompanied a lady to a placey I went along did you not also??
Therc is the rule ,I will take carc of thc !cxceptions! later,

I'errick and Damon saysj"-~--A similar substitution occurs
vhen an accompaniment is taken .for the thing it accompaniesyas
cause for effectysign for the thing signified, ctc., This trope is
called a metonymy". < N b P ‘ _
: - Hote, an ACCOMPANIMENT is 1s taken for the
thing it ACCOMPANIES~~~, In this case "the cup"(the ACCOMPAINIMENT )
is taken for the thing it ACCOMPANITES, the fruit of the vine., Had
yvoung ladies only allowed the Brother to accompany them as he wants
the cup to ac¢ompany the fruit of the vine,he never would have gone
with his wife, Could you say "CUP" ACCOMP&NIES the fruit of the
vine if it werc not there?could it be tho. container without containe-
ing the contents??? g ‘ - ' -

| Lockwood and Emerson,page 438,saysj;'"Metonymy means
a change of namc, The thing spoken of and the wuiiing mecant may be
whelly unlike but the relation between them 1% sveh  that the menw
tion of one suggests the cther,'" And he gives as an oxample,the
$IContainer for the contained!ge~~-=! The kebtle boils(meaning the
water in the kettle).," Yoursce,showing the rclationship,’container
and the thing contained?!,he: gives the cxamples''The kottie‘boils"and .
adds the explaination,''mecaning the water in the kettle'', Thercfore,
we see the water must be in the kettle to say;tho koettle boilse So,
also, the fruit of the vine must be in %a cup’® to be able to say,
"Drink the cup" If that 1sntt plaingwill some onc say it plain?
That 1s the rulce0f coursc therc arc cxceptions to comec later,
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v Kellogg,page 127 saysi'Metonymy is a figurc of speech in which
the name of'bng thing connected to the other by some bond not of
1ikencss or unlikeness is taken to denote the others---li-- as the
COUTAINER and the thing COITAIIED", ' ' ' ) AR
# : B : , ey _Uoticc& he says, "-=~Onc thing
is connccted to another by some bond----Ts: then he names one of
the 'bonds(,CGOITAIIER and the thing CONTAINED, Hencc, tho bond -must
exist to use. the.'container! for the thing 'contained',that is, th
tcup! must contained the 'contained!,the fruit-of the vince .
.. lre Blair, page 1574says"To %r0pesquunded on these scve-
al rclations, causc and cffcct, container and contained, sygn for
the thing significd.is giveon the name of mectonymy", He %hen gives
the following latin phrascy"Ille impigor hausit spumantum pate
oram: ct plano sc- nroluit auro', Then he adds:" here ceveryonc sces
that the cup and. the gold is put for the liquor contained in the
golden cup", - . . . U _ c R
... . . Can you say any plainer that thc liquor was in the golde
on cup?? And mind you that"was,the'?relaﬁioﬁ',COUTAIHER“and THE
CONTAIITED mentioned abovey and he specifically states the liquor
was in the golden cupe Thon, to tdrinlk the ¢up'y the fruit of the
vine must bo in the cupe. Docs that sound like some of the prow ,
fessors quoted by the Brother? I will attond to the 'exccptions!
later onjy there is the rulce . o T ‘ :
_ L ’ ' Tanner---nage 324%,says;iictonymy
ig a figuro--of spcoch in which the nome of onc.object is uscd for
that of anotheor = which it clearly suggasts', Iote, he says clcar=
ly suggests", To_suggdst '1s.to 'symbolize!. Thorcfore,tho. ong ob=
ject  which its nome is uscd must ‘clearly symbolize” tho objoct.
for which it -was uscde You conft alter a symbolic word without des- -
troying the figurc.(scc Blair nage 148).:If you add an "s", to "cup",
and make it "cups'syou have altered the yword cupj . thercfore,you
have destroyed the figure. Besides he gives an intercesting cxample
which scals the issuc, And it is:" The-kettlc bolls( that is the
water in the kettle boils)". Motice he oxpjains the éxpression,
"The kettle boils',by adding the explainatory phrase," that is the .-
water in the kettle bolls', Henccyit surc has to be In the Kettle.
‘Therefore,to 'drink the cup',in-the Lord's supper, the fruit of
the vine must be in the cuve. S I
¢ . on - Clr Mlliams,page 220,sayss'Motonymy is
a figurc of spcech in which an object is proscnted to the mind,not -
by naming it,but by nnaming somcthing clsc that: rcadily suggos% 1th,
'Hoticc,thcﬂo%joct brought to the mind (fhe fruit of the vine) is -
not named, but: something clsc(the cup) is named that readily suge
gests it. ﬁonce, the word,cup,is not the name of the fruit of the
vi%e;ibut the name of something clsc (the cup): that rcadily sug- -
gosts 1t et LF, e ¥ } G < ¢ s i .
- ‘lebster,saysy”symbol--~That which suggest something clsc
by rcason of reiation,association - convention, cteey) So,we sco.
since "the cup" suggests tho frui%,of %hO‘VinC;’it\"symboiiZOs“‘itb
Therefore, the word ,"“cup’,cannot be altered without destroying the
iigure, Mr, Blair says on page 1483"The formorgthat is figurc of .
words, arc commonly callecd tronos, oand consists in a word becing
cmployocd to signify something that is difforent from-its original
and primatiwve mecanings so,that if you alter the word,you destroy
the figure', £ s R R P YR S e 5o
- 'e.lecarm from mr, Blair ond mr. Webstor, that the.exe
pression,'drink the cup' § “the cup" symbolizes the fruit of the
vine; and as Mr. Blair ‘says,if you'alter the word you destroy the
figure" "Thon you add the ,"S", to the word,'cup',to make it "cups".
have ALTZRED the word CUP, thercforc,you have des%royod‘thc figure
the Lord usecd to designate cthe fruit of the vine that was in the
cup by saying,"Drink the cup', Tow would anyonc darc to tamper with
God's Iloly word? Bacl to nage 11 of his reviecw to shoot him withhis
ovn gun. The Americnn Composition and Rhctoric,3 rde cdePage 295
Sayss''Syncedoche and metonymy arc forms of inéiroct'statement in
which a part of an object or some imnortant assoclation coinccted

‘3.1‘ [Py

- with the object is uzed to symbolize the object itsclf",



..

_Page 19. ..

"ote ‘the cup' is an important 'assoclation! .connected with the
fruit of the vine; "the object itself',in that it contalns it, And
the cup is used to symbolize 'the object itself,(the fruit of te
vine), in the stdtement,"Drink the cup". 'le say the tcup is the .
fruit of the vinet!'; not literally bui'symbolically'. | | ,

In "Drink the'cup&'the cup!-~is--(symbolizes) the .fruit of the vine,
Uate261264.-~"this" (bread) ---~15--(symbolizes) my body".

‘Mot e26:273 ="t his (F 04V ) =~ ige-(synbolizes ) my blood=-=~', '

If we have a right to "alter" the word,'cup!,and make it fcups!. to

symbolizo the fruit of the vine: we can "alter" the word, breadt,
and make it tbeefsteak' to symbolize Christ's body: and we also can
MaIlter! the expression'fruit of the vine' and make it tmilk? to symw
bolize Christ!s bleod, God is the author of all three symbdls;Yoou
have no right to tamper with either of thom. As Mr Blalr says,if
you alter the word you destroy the figure,(Blair page 148),

' Tlore is his definition of ledonymy(The- Amer,Comp, and Rhet).
"Metonymy (from the greek words MATA OifYMA,meaning change of name)
substitutes some quality or aspect of the object for the object 1t
selfﬂ. v : : , . : .

In the, expression,”Drink the cup', ‘cup! is an ‘aspect! of” the
tobject itself! (the fruit of thc vine) it contains, The Brother
‘defines,taspect! as, appearcince to the cye or mind, All rights. Uhen
we say,''Drink the cup", the tappearance' of a cup containing the
frult of the vine onters the mindgbut when we go to obey the command
the appcarance is litorally to the oyc,to locate it and grasp vith -
‘¢he hands and drink, His owm gun backfircs on him and shoots him too.
' But cups brothren claim the cup is not remotely refered tos
Mr Hill,page 86,spcaks of them as "two objcects of thought', Honce ,
;'the-cu" nust 1n some way be refered to in the expression,'Drink
the cup', ‘ :

. lir,Blair sdys,on page 15%3"In the third »lace,figures give
us the pleasurc of cnﬁoying two objects w»resented togather to our
viecw vwithout confusioni the princinle idecaywhich is the zubject of .
the discourse, along with its. accessory. which;gives it its figura=
tive dress", And we scc lMr Blalr had a-sneaklng idea that the cup
also-was under econcidoration Samec pagc,Blalr quoting from Aristotle
says,'llc sce onc thing in another', - ‘

: L The namc 4'cup,! is only borrou-
cd in the metonymy,"Drink tho cup". Blair,page 152,saysj" But still
for recasons-before givon,,borrowed words, or as Rhetoricians call
them,tropes, must contimuc to ocupy a conciderable placc!,’

Yesgand bless your souly the cup,is- even EMPHESIZED. ,
Herrick and Damon,page 4Olt,sayss" The distinction between syncecdoche
and metonymy,stili lingers in some school roomsgbut it is obviouse~
ly of no practical valuey for the forcc of tropes: belonging to
eilther-class lics in the fact‘that they single out a quality ofthe
objoet, or a circumstance connected with ityand fix the attention
on tha%. The ‘quality or circumstance thus cmphesized gshouldgof |
eoursc be the recal center of intercst"., You will notice the feircume
stancct,the cup containing the:fruit of the vine, is cmphesized .- .
How?Tt {s named to suggest,''symbolize" ,the frult of: the vinc,Hence,

the word cup not only namecs the cup,but it stands Tor the frultof
the vine it contains,to symbolically cxpress it,: ,
‘ I %, ady” Y Y It sccems cruel to
shoot him with his own gun but he said to-do itjsoyhere goes '
The Amcrican Composition and Rhetoricypage 299,says:" Generally
metonymy differs from synecdoche in cmphesizing symbolically some
larg significant aspcet of an objcct', Dad husincss,Brother,to- have
your owm gun baekfirc and shoot you tooe The tcup! is a large sige
nificent aspectyof the fruit of the vine,Thercfore according to his
own witness yDavidson, the ‘cup! is symboliecally "'"EMPHESIZED"!,

Alfred M,Hitchcock ,page 349,sayss"It is a uscful figurc in
that it often 'focuscs at%ontion on some 'onc detailt,of a picture
intensefying the impression,To say the Genoral adVanceé with a force
of bayoneis eomrveys a more vivid picturc that to say he advanced
with a force of soldigrs'.
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.. Voties the attention is focused on one :detall,''bayoncts',yirich were
‘there,'"period"gwhich ineluded tue whole armye.thercfore,we sce the
atﬁenéion is focused on the cup,by naming it and symbolically feme
phesizing it to suggost the fru{t of tho vince. '

- ’ ; ‘ _ Tropes do not always
turn from their literal mecaning to symbolize something elsc to the
same degreey and taking advantage of this and trying to paralel a
trone of less "degree" with ono of Mgreater" degrec is onc of the
holes these boys try to hide their "cups" in, AL

. 8 £ * e PR LA Horrick and Damon,page
493,saysy"A figurc of spccch or trope is a word or a plirase turncd
in a grecater or less degroc from.its original or litcral moaning'.
- Hence we. sce some are ‘turncd' in a ‘'greater'-and some in a tless!
“degrec, -Blair,»vage 156,sayss' Thesc relations,some moreg,and some
less,intimatey may all give'rise to.tropes", Tharefore,we can; see
- the vractice of micking rout tropes that arc turned on a lcss dos
greegand paraleling them with trowes that are turned .on a. greater
degree is a falacy 'of logic: they indulg ine - oy R

' e To show.exactly wnat 1leXe

acographers say about the mectonymics,"Drink the cup'"yand "drink the
cup of the Lord",in conncction with %ho Lord's supner Iquotc thefole
lowing authoritics: J.H.ThHaycer page 533 " by meton, of the contalne
cr for the¢ contained, the contents:of the cup?what is offcrecd to
bo drunk"(Lulke 22:25). J.H,Thayer, page 510," 1,6, vhat is 1n the
cup', -1l cor 10:213 11:27, Iiarper,pagc .325," meton, the contents of
a cupsliquor in a cup,Lluke 22:20; 1 Coryl0:16. Green,page 153,
saysymeton, the contents of ‘a cupyliquor in a cup',Lke22:203 1 CCR,
10118," Thorc 1s not 4 hint of o hint that tho liguor,fruit of tho
vine,in the above quotations could be otherwise than in a '"CUPY,

" Drother "hitchead saysi"At the institution of the Lord's
supner the fruit of the vine was in onc cupe And thosc who drankfrom
it Vdrank tho cup of the Lord", So, that should scttlc the matter.
In answering my argucment made on I"ADED METONYMIES, based on Blair
pages. 152,153,hé misscd my point. Maybe I was not éefinite cioughsif
so, I'will try to iake it plain this time, - , -

‘ ‘ mmmemmnPADED METONYMIESwm=—w,
- Mrsty, I wvant to say that the wordymctaphor,is used in the cxtend-
-od sensc to ineclude all:ifigurcs,The Amecrican Composition and Rhet-

i -oriégpage 289,saysy'In modern-literary criticism therc is a tendan~
¢y to make ,metaphor, a broad,inclusive termgapplicably to figurae
" tive language and constructions-in general'e Scc also first pare
agraph -under 'figurcs of speccht,page 288,samc author, Sce also
Blair bottom page 153, also nage 156, Since figures of specch or
different degrecs or intamacy where they differ THEY DO NOT PARALEL.,
"These rclations some-morc and some less intimacy,may all

give risc to troncs,"Blair n.l56eSce Kelloggl!s Rhetepage 115,

o - -Oven from this standpoint we can sce the falaey of trying
to paraleltKelloggts,tboeware 'of the beottle",and "the housc of 3
Isracl',and "thd housc ‘of - Jacob"jwhich included every Jew whether -
he over lived’/in a housc or not with ,"Drink the cup' in the Lord's
supper vhich according to brother whi%Ohcad;was in a cupeHear him,"
"At the institution of the Lord's supper the fruit of the vinc was
in on¢ cup.And thosc who drank from that cupldrank the cup of the
Lord", That alone tokos carc of all his ''quibbles", All authoritics
ngree such cxprpossions as "Boware of tho bottlelymecans intoxicat-
ing liquor whercever you f£ind it, e a w T EEE . .

. o S S Paul commanded* the Corinthians to
follow him,l cor 11:1% and versce 23 shows® of  the Lord what-he had
exemplifie&.26'yoars eforey(scc verses 23-25)3 .and in versc 26
Paul refers to it as “the cup"y in verse 27 he refers to it as,'the
cup -of the Lord".,llever in any »nlace do we have the fruit of the vine
in a plurality of cups as "the cup of the Lord", Henceywe can sce
onc cup containing the fruvit of the vine is all that is cver refered
to in the new Testamenty,as "the cup of the Lord", Aclosc degree of
intimacy,wvhile'"boware of "the bottle",there 1s scarcly if any relae
tion to & litoral bottlce AFADED 1i2TOINITY."The house of Isracl® and
"the housc of Jacob'jdocs not necositaté any degrec of intamacy
with a literal housc to include all Jows, FADED???
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Héﬁbeinis'ﬁ&f&&gls‘cannot*h%ﬁﬁaraleled“With #ithe''oup of -the Lord",
. yhich every timé&'we have Biblg reference to it,we. see a very. close
 degree- of imtimacy 'betwesn one cun and the frult of the wine,.50

. close “the cup always contained ‘the fruit of the vine, Tals alone
. kills His attempt to »naralél,"beware of the bottle","thé house- of

Tsraecl',The house of .Jacobl,with.!the cup of the Lord", i'ow,to &fades

. metonyniest--,Mr,M11 says;iThe wa¥y. language grows is that of fig-
urative cxpression,A1l mental operatichs are exnressed; figurativeliy,
that is, through material <forms and processes related to them in
some- iray e ~=-wr-=lost of the words used to express mental-action arc
© 1£pEe1l metaphors"Ths American Composition and.Rhetorigypag82,says;
v IThe® 1anevage is full of . mctavhorical expressions: that have lest
‘ﬂﬁhéirﬂmean§n;_as metanhors as tha scnsc.pf‘imagiqugcomparison has
: 'FADjD (9]0 ‘_..r.‘ Emp. mil’l’eoJ'S O‘Bo_)l o s A
S g , “ellogg's Rhetoric(printed 1882), Page
115,says;"In almost gvery scntence that .that drops’ from pen or ton-
gue,therc "arc words:whos metaphorical significense has so. 'fadod out
of %hem we fall to @dctect itd, c T T T L
r o . llotice,Brother,wc can hardly write
¢ or speak a- scntence without useing onc of thésc '"faded mctaphors' e
 That should remove all doubt that "faded metaphors! arc numcrous
in our language,and not just a few as some. of .thosc boys_would,have
us beélicve,. - I I 2 gy Bk Sty
~ Blair,pagce 152,153,says3'In cvery language, too,thercare
a mltitude of 'words,which though'%hoy wvore figurative ia theirap=-
A plicdtionAto'cortaiﬁ%objbc%’ _
‘applicd to sword;or spcar, it is purely literal, ..'plercing sword'a'
tpicreing spear!,cxpresses a litcral acte "hilc 'oiloreing Judgment®,
once was figurative, At that timc “the word,?picrcing!,was "turncd"
from its litcral meaninz to express‘a~qu@lityﬂor-qpqration of the -
minds ‘but has 'faded' as we shall scc. by roading further, Hear him
Moaemyet; by long use, lose their figurative power' wholly and comc To
be concidered ‘simple and literal cxpressionse In this caseyarc the.
terms I refercd 'to before, as transfered from sensible  qualities
( qualities .obscrved by onc orymore of the scnscseJ.S.Be) to opera-
. 'tions: or qualitics, of the'mindt:a55'a picreing! judgment"---, And
. thbsywe sce; the word,'picreing®,having oncc.been 'turncd' away fron
its original®and litcral meaning to express-a quality or opcration
of the mind,figuratively,has so faded out to heccome: a literal moan-
.dng, ( Scc bottom nage 156,samc Author). . o
o o SR L .But at the top of page.153
we have a "fading" of less degree with we have:to deal with . in deale-
-ing with figures, fear him;"Therc ore other words which remain in
a sort of a middlec state; which have.noither logt vholly ftheir fig=
~vrative applications-nor yet retain so much of it as to, imprint any
remarkable charcctar of figured langliage or style----"g Iore we

s=- =='',low,take the word,'picrcing!,when

have ahother conditior, Take for ‘cxample,''Bowars of the bettle",which

‘méans-bewarc of intoxicating liquorss. Originally,did’that éxpression
mean, 'bevare ‘of intoxicating liguors' without boing in a bottle?
Or dia 1t mdéan beware of that Yhich ‘was contained in-a bottle? And

‘by.long usc "FADED" to méan,"b&warc of iatoxicating liguer"? Incithor

‘ease 1t docs not paralel with ,"Drink the cup of. the Lord'; at tho
institution of which ther was"onc cup contdining the fruit of -the
vine, 26 years later Paul .rccapitulates the scene of the institution
and spcaks of drinking of the fruit of the vine in that one cup,as,
"Drink the cup",l Cor,11:263 "Drink the cup of tho Lord", 11:27, e
~sce tho "DIGRIE" was '"more!,"strong","intimatc" in this casc,

N 5
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‘Hence,camiot paralel with such cxpressions as,'Bewarc of thebot-
tle", "the housg, of Isrdeol', thHhc housc of JacobMs for they-all.
stand on a less 'degrect that “the bible metonymy,Drink the cup of
the Lord", That is a cormon distructive violation of of logic,”

As additional cvidenec that words do "turn" on a grcater or less doe-
gre¢y thus forming difforent lcvels of comparison Iquote the follow~
ing, Alfred M. Hitchecock,nage 3W45,sayssThere arc many kinds of fige-
urcsyonce investigator rccognizes over %wc hundred varictics, But

not a few of these are so comon,and renrescnt departurcs so
slight,that they may he disregarded,"
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Herrick and Damon,page 493,saysyAfigure of speech or trope 1s aword
or phrase ;turned in-a greater or less degree from its original or
literal meaning", So,we see,figures are "turned" on a gﬁeater orless
degreeyand will not paralel where the "degree" of "turn" is pot
the same, S : R T e B
o, " Brother 'Thitehead,after trying to get Thayer omn page bl
£o back up his false position on the cups issue, advised we one ;e

cup boys to stay away from Thayer, But thinking he might not mean
all of it I ventured another,geep,and this is vhat I found. The
first definition of,‘'oikos',(house) under metonymy is,"The inmates
of a house, all the nersons forming one family,a housechold", Under
that definition_ho gives a lot of scriptures vhere thousce!(sing
no).is used all of which shows nlainly-that the word 'housef in each
¢age réfered to the "inmates of a house,all the persons forming onc
family,a houschold", Just as Thayer defined ite But we come down to
wvhere it is nlural and we find , 1 Tim,3:12jspeaks of Dcacons(plur-
al number) ruléing ----their own thouses!(plural number) well,-That
looks funny since brother whitehead has been telling us fhousef
meant Yhouses?',Lots try Thaydr againe Tit.l:1l3# Herc agai we have .
subverting whoje houses (plural number).Paul was still like wre poor
old one cup folks jthought when we refercd to a thing,or things in
a plurality of places or containers should be represerted by the: -
’piural,number.vBrothqr tlhitchead should have been there:and toldhim
better, Lets try again. Mext he teclls us that’ the word shouscy im -
@on, 7:1,1s plural in the Hebrewailletll takc a peep at Genes7:1 and
scc vho therc had a pluratity of houscs, MAnd the Lord said unto - -
Noah,¢ome into the ark thou and all thy houdcif(Hebrew,HOUSES)e talt
a minutej there werc threc familics of Moah's boys and Noah and his
wife, Woil that was a plurality of familics living in a plurality
of houses. And remember we aré under the definitiong'all ‘the inmates
of a house,allthc mcmbers forming one family,a housohqld".~Brothcr‘
that fits us to a tcc. But days one the King James tregjsays 'housc

not houses, Ycs:I know ityand not Béing & mind rcader and the tpa= -
nslatord not being prcson% to ask thems I am undble to.tell you why,
However,it docs not hurt the traislation unless some ‘onc is hunting
a hole fo hide ins = .+ - T
‘ e wen ™ Dut says oncyrcad -Hebell:7 ,and you will-sce Noah
prepared-an arl to the saving of his ‘housec!,Yes,but the word hou= -
schold mcans' those who dwell under onc roof. ‘then loah. and his wife,
his sons and their wives went inte the-ark,they were.under one roof,
that was all the housc they had.Thoy fulfllled the definition of -
Thousc'yas a mctonymy, They were,y'The inmates of a houscyall theper-
sons forming onc familyja houdchold", They were rcally dwelling une-
der onc roof, It waS“aIi the housc -they had,. In the ark was whoro -
salvationstrasghe prenmarcd an ark to the saving of his housce - .
llgtrylcts take a look at:definition 3.(Thayer)."Stock,race,
decendants' of one®, And hefe arc a fow examples listed,Luke 1:27,
"ww—-of the housc of ‘David",- Verse 69,"-=-in thc housc of his scre
vant David, Luke 2:%,"e-=becausc he was of thée-house and lincage
of David'. liat,10:6,"«--~thc housc of Isracl', Acts 2:36,"---housc.
of Isracl", Acts 7:i2,---o,yc'house of Isracl", ~ - Coos
. e WP R a2 And on and on,uecsce
"the housc of Isracl","the housc of Jacob',,"the house of David",
under. the headingj'stock, racc, ‘decendants of once" Regardless as -
tp whether in a housc or cver ‘saw o housej if theoy were' "the stock
raccydecendants of onc'jthey were'designated as the 'house! Ofwtha%
party, Whether it be Isracl,Jacoby or David,.7hile under def,2 une
der mctonymy,they were "Inmates of a housc,all tho persons forming -
onc Tamily, a houschold"j;in cvery casc a 1itcral housc was involvced,
Even vhen two familics were involved,two houses were involved and
named, 'lebster backs this up Def;h,he says,'"Thosc who dwell in tc
samec housc, a houschold'", This is cxactly iikc thaycr's metonymyDef,.
And under {t,all arc_listed wheore a literal housc, and-pcople who
dwelt there werc involved.Def, 5,"A family of ' ancestors, decendants
and-kibndreds a race-of ‘porsons from the same stock; a tribejespece
ally a noblc familysas, thc housc of  Hanover",
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Tnder this,like Thayer's definition number throc,no 1itgral :housc’
vas at the present involved. It just mpant."Race,tyibo,aecenaagtﬁ
of onc", The idea of thom heing dwelling in a.?housafihas COMP}CM?,4.
1y "FADZID “out, And with it brother 'Mitchead's argucment’ on''The
housc of Isracl", "Thc housc of Jacob", "The housc of David', aive
faded'dut;'And-ai the dizzy vhirl of his,¥'"the bottle!"' which al.:
cups brethren-arc (logically) addicted tofy, has "FADED"out/.
£ T have used quite a bit of space showing the difforent
metonymics, variations from the beginning,and their "fading! pare
tialy or wholly to a literal mcaning. But this is onc of the pla=
ces the cups boys try to hide their "golden wedge"(cups) and I have
cndevored to nHull the cover offe = -~ 7 4 : '
I - As I have,showm only onc.cup wasine
volved in the cstablishment: of the Lord's supner,aind hé has admlte
ted it I have showi 26 years aftor ,Paul in the 11 th Chapter of . =~ .
1 Corinthians rccanitulating the sceno then Jesus instituted: the
supporyand speaking of* drinking of that onc cup sald,"Drihk the
cup'yversce 26, "Drink the .cup of the Lord"sverse 27, Thus malking
26 ycars of apostolic nracticc of onc cup of the fruit. of the vine,
which,when they drank of it, They drank the cup of thé Lord".Andnot
a hin% of a hint that cver a pluralify was used, -+ ' SN
e ~ ‘ - - Jcsus,in Mat,26:"&
commanded the disciples to all drink of it,the cup, For there was
nothing clsc for the "it".to rofer to. cxecept the word "cup', Iis
ovn witness,Ddvidson, stated nlainly that- the antecederit must be
therc ‘and s%ated. The denoted comnand was,"Drink yc all ‘of the c¢up's -
The connoted(implicd thought) drianlk of the contents of the cup.: o
They malke a’cute switch here and make the "denoted"(stated) command,
"Drink-yc all of -the cup™,to meany drink yc¢ all of the contcihts;thus
destroying the "denoted"(stated) command to all drink of the cup,
Of coursc if thoy admitted this undenyable fact their whole theory
wvould be forcver destroyed, But to save a theory more prcecious to
thom than God's Holy words -they make thomsclves the violators of
onc of the sdmpllest rulcs of logice D ’ :

[y

_ D nT g Ad in addition to this,Paul
commanded the disciples, 1 Cor, 11l:1, To follow him as hc did Christy
and later rccanitulated. the cstablishment of the supner as Jesus
instituted it with onc cup of the fruit of the viney and on this
sctting he madc the rcemarksy"Drink this.cup",versc 263 "drink this
cup of the Lord",versc 27 And this hce admitted also, Quoting from
onc of my lctters he saysg%In-a letter after citing 'Paul's! reo-
capitulation , 1.Cor,11:2%,25, he triumphantly(?)asscrtss? So we. -
scc the sctting; the very act on which Paulls nctonymy 1s bascdwas
o physical cup accompaning “the actual nhysical fruit of the vine!
Then go addss''llcllyso be it"e e also sald more which is alrcadyan~
swoered, ¥ R T . : B j S kg
Thengwe sce two coimands rolative ‘drinking of a cupsonc by - .
the.Lord,Ma%.26=27; the other by Paul 1 Cor,ll:1,2; and yot theyery,
UINCIDELTAL", B : . ,
o This cup is (not litorally,but figuratively)the fruit of
the vine., Then we have these naralcls: , A ’
In'Drial the cup's the cup ewmw—--=is (symbolizes~the fruit of thevine,
In Mate263263"this" (bread) w=ww---1s (symbplizes) my body. -
1fn Mate26:273"this" (Fa0,V,)wm~is (symbplizos) my blood,
You.can no morc substitute in onc of thesc symbols than vou can in
the other,God is the author of them alll.If you can substitute cups,
or containers for cup in the.firstjyou can substitute beefstecak for
bread 1n the scéondjor milk for fruit of the vine in the third,
Brethren,for truths sake,and to pleasc Godyand obey his will,and for
your cternal goodjwale upe . '
) ‘ ' Paul says,l Cor,10:163"The cun of blcsse
ing which we bless,is it not the communion of the blood of Christ"?
But in versce 21 he calls #¥4# drinking of thc cup of blessing which we
blessydrinking the cup of the Lord, a ‘
‘ Therefore,to drink the cun of
blessing which we bless,is to drink the cup of the Lorde
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If we alter the word usced figuratively we destroy the flguro.SQO
Blair page 148,quoted proeviously, Tence, if we add an "st,the the
word 'cup' making it fcups'y we have al%erod the vord;therefore wo

have destroyed the figurce

In the fifth chapter of sccond Kingswe
have a fair varalcl with our cups brethrcone This man Naoman had the
leporsy and went to the prophcet Elisha to be curcde.In the tenthvoerse
the Prophet told him to "Go wash in Jordon scven times == (Just

as we are commendcd to "drink of the cup',Mats26:27). But Maamanwas

a tcontainers! man,for he named over o couple of other rivers vhich
would be beotter,(Just as somec of our brethren arc 'containers? men
and wonts a pluralitK:Of cups instcad of 'a cup! as the Lord ore-
dained) . Verses 13,1%,Tcoches us the scrvant of Naamanrcasoncd
with him,and showed him it was the command to'wash in the Jordon" so
he rcpen%ed and wont - and washed and was nade clcoane ( Soyalso,some

of our-cups brethren, vhen they arc shown to "drink of tﬁc cupfs a
commandgyrepent and oboy)e However,mony of them do not do as well as
Haoman, and have ncever repented to obey the Lord to "drink of the
cup", So,for their benifit I wish to ask a fow questions and makea
naraleles

: Since thore was water in thosce other rivers which Naaman nan-
cd overgould he havwe washed in one of them and been made clean? I
say,N0, If it was the wator in Jordon that had the elcansing power,
could he have tokon some of the water out of Jordon and put-it in ane-
other 'contalner! and washcd in it and been clcanscd?? Ans,,NOs

Then the 'container'!,Jordony did have a part in the command in
Waaman's obedicncee(You better look outjGod rospects 1o person).

The "denoted! (stated) command to Naaman was,'''Jash in Jordon scven
times" The "denoted"(stated) command’ to us is,"Drink ye all of the
cup"s The "comnoted!" (innliced) . thought to Naaman was,therc was water
in Jordon in which he could washs The '"connoted"(implicd) tHought

to us isytherc is a drink clemont in the cup to drinks

But-the '"denoted",stated,cormand to Naaman,"Go wash scventimes
in Jordon",madc it obligatory that he rcally wash in Jordonyandnot
transfer the water-to some other !container! and wash in its Soy
also,the "denoted",stated, cormond to "drink ye all of the cup",
nakes it obligatory that we really drink of the cup and not transfer
the fruit of the vine to another 'Ycontainer!,or 'containers'! and
drink from them, If not, why not??? Ilcither could he have uscd other
water than that in Jordon. So,ncither could we drink another clement
than that which is in a cupe %ho cormon law that governs language goveri
both circumstanccse :
l---«Thc disciples drank of a cup containing the fruit of the vinc

when Jesus instituted the Lord's supner, (Adnitted).
D vroe But the disciples drank the ¢up of the Lord ,when Jesusine
stituted the Lord's supper. (Adnitted), :
3====Thercforec, to drink of -a cup containing thc fruit of the vinc
‘ n the io:d's supper, is to "drink the cup of the Lord,
T-—---Thc disciples did not drink from a plurality of cups containe
the fruit of the vine,when Josus instituted the Lord!s suppere
P Eut the disciples "drank the cup of the Lord" when Jesus
' instituted the Bord's supper, .
3==-==Thercforc you cannot drink of a »nlurality of cups-in the
T Lord¥s_ supper and "Drink the cup of thec Lord"
ls&xsa To sncak a word im the name of the Lord which he has not cone
nanded us to spesk, is a presumption. Scce,Doutel8:20, -
2en—==But to teach the use of a plurality of cups in the Lord's
supper 1s scrinturaly is to spcak a word in the name of the

Lord he-has not commanded us to speake '
3----~Thorofore,?o tecach the usce of a plurality of cups in the Lordls

supper 1s scriptural, iis a presunptiane

- - -




Paro 25,

lemem=Dut ~rithout falth it is imwosible to please God-~”ﬁeb.1}:6?

Dee==But a nlurality of cups to distribute the fruit of the vinein

the Lord's sgpper is not of faith.(iTot mentioned in God's word) ,
Hebell:0, LT Lt P

Yyl Thorerore a niurality of cups to distribute the fruit of

the vine in the Lord's sumper is not .pleasing to God.,

1o ifatsoever that is not of falth is sin.Rom.. 14323,

e But the use of a nlurality. of -cubs to distribute the fruitof
the vine in the Lord's supper is not of faith; not being
found in the word of God.}om.l10:17, o
3~=~=Therefore ,the usec of a plurality.of~cups»tq,distpibute the
o __fruit_of the vine in the Lord's supper ,is sin. -

- Celema™le walk by faith" 2 Cor.5:7. a .
2emiemeiem But the use of a plurality of cups to distribute the fruit of

the vine: in the: Lord's supper is not of faithedot. belng found
in the word of .Gods Rom. 10:17. R e L

Jemm—---Thérefore e ‘cannot use a plurality of cupsftd diStribﬁ%g‘
" the fruit of the vine in the Lord's supper and walk by faith.
leeeme The - scriptures -given by inspiration of God throughly furnish

. the man of God.to all good works, 2 Time 3:16,17.

‘Puw--But the scrintures.given by inspiration of God no vhere says

anything about a plurality of cups to distribute the fruit
-of the vine in the Lord's supper.
3~-=-=Therefore the use of a »lurality.of cups to distribute the
e rruit of the vine in the Lord's supper is not a good worke
T--Z-But foolish and unlearned questions avoid --knowing they do
. gender strifes 2 ] wmeo 2., X3, -1
2se---But the use of a plurality of cups to distribute the fruit of
the vine in the Lord's supner is an unlearned question. Not
taught in God's words Reoms 10:17. R L) ‘
3«s=-Thercfore we cannot use .a.plurality of cups.te distribute the.
fruit of the vine in the Lord's supper,and obey the command,
— foolish and unicarncd guestions avoidi AR o
T=w---lhosocver transgressceth and abideth not in the doctrine of
~ Christ,hath not-God., 2 Jnoe. 9s . ' ,
2emw=<-But a piurality of cups to distribute the fruit of the vine
in the Lord's supper is not in the doctrine of Christ.
J==~Therefore, the use of a plurality of cups to distribute the
fruit of the vine in the Lord's supper is to transgressthe
doctrine of Christ and have not God. Ry il
F T----According as his divine power hath given upto ug- all things
that pertain to life and godlincsse..1l Peter 123e...% .~
Quaan But nowheré in his divinc power (the gospel,Rom,1:16} arewe
given the use. of a plurality of cups to distribute-the fruit
of the ving in the Lord's suppere . L. i Sgl. - L
3--==Thercfore,the use of a plurality of cups 4a distribute the frult
of the vine in thé Lord's supper docs not pertain to life
and godlincsse. . . T el fg . A,
e And this-is love that we walk after his commandments,and this
- is the comhmandment,that as yc have heard in the heginning
yo should walk in it. 2 Jno.6. , °
2----But nowhdre have we a record,in the beginning,vhen the Lord's
suppor: was institutedywvhere a plurality of cups was used ...
toidistribute the fruit of the vinc, e _
3--=Thereforc ,we cannot use a plurality of cups to distribute the
fruit of the vine in the Lord's supper ,and obey the command
that'as yec have heard in the beginning yc should wakk in it,
I--=<For 1 will not darc to sncak of any of thosc things which
Christ hath not wrought by mc. to make the gentilcs ob=-
cdient in word and dced.Roms 15318, & .
2e===But we havce no rccord where Christ wrought by Paul the usc of
a plurality of cups to distribute the fruit of the vine in
the Lord's suppcre
- ~Therefore,If we usce a plurality of cups to distribute the
fruit of the vine in the Lord's supper,we will do a thing
Paul would not darc to spcak of.

o
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ﬁé are to hold fast the faithful word as we have been taunht.-
o Tit,1:9. .-,

f2—~--~»But no where in the faithful word are we taught the use of ’

a plurality of cups to distribute the fruit of the vine
in the-Lord's suppner,

\ #3=em—~=Thereflore, e cannot use a. plvrality oI cups to distribute

the fruit of the vine in the Lord's supper and obey the com=
mand,hold fast the faithful word as ye have been taught,
1-~--Oa1y let your coaverSation\be as becometh the gosnel of
Christ, Phil,ls 27«

2=ss==But naqwvhere in- the . eosbel of Christ do we find theé use of a

plurality of cups to distribute the fruit of the vine in
the Lord's supper.
3=w~ ~~.Therefore,we cannot use a plurality -of cuhs to distribute
- the fruit of the vine: in thé Lord's supper and obey the come
mandaon%ytlet your: conversation be as_ becometh the gospel
wu—-—b—r—.g——‘:_, i “ .
l—-- Tnmse things yé have both learned recleved heard ahd seen in
~me do,and the God of peage shall be with you,Phil,hk:9,

'2~-~~ -But no where in: the gospel of Christ have we learned,recie=

vedyheard and seen in Paulgythe use of a ?lurality of cups to distrib~
the fruit of the: vine in the Lord's supper,
EET TS Therefore,we a@annot use a plurality of cups to distribute the
fruit of the vine in the Lord's supper and obey the command,
those things ye¢ have both learned,recieved yheard and seen in
me do_and the God of peace shall be with you,

'l-~--we are to stand: perfect and comnlete in all the will of God,

Colll+el2,
2e-w-=Buf Tn all the will of God we are. not taught the usé of a ' pluw
rality of cups to-distribute the fruit of the vine in the
. Lord's- supper.
3wewwwTherefore,we cannot yse a-plurality of cups to distribute the
fruit o% the vine in the Lord's supper and obey the command
Bubanit . stand nerfect and complete in all the will of God,
1-~~How the Shririt sneaketh e: expressly that in the later times some’
~8hall depart from the faithy giving hced to seduecing spirits
and doctrines of devilsy sveaking lies in PVﬂﬂcracy;;hav-
their conscience scared with a hot iron'.1l Timl.lt+:¢l,2
2===~=~But the use of a plurality of cups to distribute the fruit of
the vine in the Lord's subper is not of falth.Not found
. =a in the word of God. Rom, 10:17.
Jem———— Thercfore,If we use a plurality of cups to distribute the
S fruit of the vine in the Lord's supper ,we have departed
from the faith,giving hced to seducing spirits and doc=
trins of devils-soeaking lics in hypocracyshaving our
conscience soarcd with a hot iron. ‘

T Thope I have saild nothing to offend anyonc.'ly whole aim is to
get -the brotherhood to study God?s Holy word on this subjcct that
we all might be onece

It nay be latcr than wg, think, At most my time
is-short to finish my sojourn herec. - So,may ¢ss us all fo attain
to, and maintain that wnity for which our Lord 80 earncstly
prayed in the garden of Gethscmano, is my prayer.

As cveryYour's in Christ
J S.Bedingfield.

Box 767,Bryte,Yolo county, California,
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