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THE VOICE OF ONE CRYING I¥ TER WILDFREESE,"CRITICISED®

When we look on the title of the little book that I em about to criti-
cise, we mish: think it had to de with Johu the Baptist when he was cry-
ing in the wilderness of Judea, but not soj it is only my old friend and

’\brotber, J.D.ihillips,lost and crying in the wilderness of his own di-

gressicn.

1t is with 8 sad heart that we look across the years snd see ourselves
end these brethren,fighting side by side for the cause of the Lord.

But things bhappened that c¢zused thecze brethren to forsske"the ancient
paths” and follow "ways not cast up". The faithful indeed are few,s50

let gs rally the standerd and fight, ss wve never fought with the bpirit's
BWOYG.

"The voice",page®, Faragraph 2,brother fhillipe saysi"Others assume

that he broke it in two in(or near) the midile, and that the one presid-
ing at the table must do the same to mske 1t repredent Christ's broken
body".

If 1 haé been undicided on this Question when I sawthat statement, it
would have made me skepticzl of the brother's position.

A pogition that forces itz advocates to misrepresent an o posiag brother
sust be very wesk indsed.

o smons us advocates,that the loaf must be "brokem in two in (or near)
the middle"7None of us have ever contended that it should be broken in
that particulsr plsce. Keitber would we think the loaf was spoiled if
gome one should "break it in two in {or near) the middle"., The fact is
I have never heard any one gpecify any particular place "to bresk the
loaf”, This doctrine of,"break it in two in(or nesr) the middle"is omnly
a hallucination of brotbar Fhillips' over wrought Yf{# imaginstiou.
ihe sentence;”And the one presidine at the table must do the same to
make it represent Christ's broken body”,is likewise false, as the exp~-
reﬁglon,“wust do the same”,makes it obligstory on the one serving at the
Jtable to "break the loaf in two in{or nesr) the middle®;for it to sig~
" uify the lLord's broken body.brother Fhillips accusing us of this false
docirine, wakes me think of the old asdage;”a drunk man thinke every one
else is drunk¥.

We do tesch the loaf signifies the Lord's broken body, when after thaunks,
it is BROKEN;but it does'nt Just have to be"broken in o (or near) the
middle“.?erbaps these poor brethren were raised under thie hasllucination,
and of course when they saw the falacy of it,they swung to the other
extreme.

Brother Ihilli@s' infatuation of accusing of his youthful delusiouns,

ie a fair ssmple of what is to follow.He next raises a big smoke screeun
of Greekto aid bim in pulling bis false doctrine throughjout his swmoke
screen ig too thin to hide his anties.

Under the hesding,"How did Christ bresk the loaf"7He snys;"In every
place where it is ssid "He brbke® the loaf, the words 'he broke' are

from "Bklase". lhe noun form is "Klasm".

If brotter thillipe will read Fett.1%:%6,2nd MK.8:5, he will see where
Jeasus EFAKE (Bklase) the iLread and fed 4000 people vesides tskiang up
seven taskets full of fregrm nts (Gr.Klasraton).Now this result of
"brake"(CGr.8%klese) was FOHE than one frapgwent.Doug ssys; only one can be
the result of "Fklase".¥onder who is right, the bicle or Doug?

The resson brother Fhillips wants ounly oply¥ one fragment, asnd s very small
one st th-t, is he wauts Jesus to eat it,snd to make Domg's contention
true relstive to the communion,he Fust, In Katt.l5:36 snd Fk.8:6, if
Jesus had eaten sll thst he troke{iklase),he would have easten all that
4000 peorle ate,besides seven baskets full off fraswente(Klasmaton).

I kuow every bodg csn see some one is wrongj;either Matt. and ¥k. used
"Eklrse" wrong,or brother ikillips is wrong in bhis contention. Now,

Folks who do you suprose it is?
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this forever sets the seal on the cleim that “"brake”(Gr.Bklase)is soxze
kind of sn idiom,alwaye mesning "7To bresk off snd eat the phece broken
off",for it dogs’nt take a Solomon to see Jesus did'at eat sll he broke
off in the sbove seriptures.ind don'tforget it is 'he brake'(Gr.Fklese)

. the ssme 88 in Mett.26:1263Mk.14:23% etc.

JBut after deciding on the singular noun,Xlassms,be bearing to dofine it.
-He finds,"frageent”.one of the definitious.He then goes to W“ebster,sud
finds one of the defimitions is "s small detsched portion”, ¥Webster slso
says,"an imperfect pliece”, but that doee'nt suit Doug,he wznte s emall
piece for he intends to bsve Jesus szt 1t soom.
He then turns hee sttantion to "sorsel”,snd finds webster defines it,
"s little cite of food"”,webster also says,it is "a small meel”,lut thais
too moch for Dougihe wents Jesus %o eat it so & 1ittle bite fits parfectly.
ihen ke turns bis attention to the verb,”Klao", which was defined Ly some
To BREAY; Ly others, "IQ S5CAK OFF,
¢ heve slready stown that "Eklsze”,fros which "breask"is trauslisted in
gvery plste whers the commupion wss ifnstit@ted,wss used in M-tt.15:36
snd Fk.5:5 in the sepse of "bresk up*or"bresk in pleces®.
igere is s EYECIFIC TER® that hes this meaning,and that teram is Kata-
Klsno.
In Ek.6:41 and Lk.9:156, where Jesus was feediop the SC00 this word,"Kata—
Klao" is translated "bresk®.
¥e find another SFECIFIC term,ik-Klso,mesning "bresk off”.This is used
in Rom.11:17 andl9, where it is stasted thet "the nsiural branches were
EROKEH QFF",but we sse that "Klao",wss defined,TO BREAK,T0 EBHIAK OFF.ind
we see it Hatt.15:36 snd Fk.8:6, it was used in the seuse of "break up”,
or "bresk in pieces”,Thsrefore, we ses thst this word, Elao is a geueral
tarm like our word "bresk”,cac mesnjbreak,bresk off, or bresk ia phéces;
but there are two SFRCIFIC YERMB"Ek-Kd&o", to bresk off; and "Hate~Klmo",
to Lresk in pieces.
yZipce there is nofhing in the text Matt.26:2658k.14:23;1k.22:19 nor 1Cor.
711123~24, to Justify a specific definition,and since EVERY ETANDARD THARE~
© LAYION transletes it in the generasl term "break”; we will hsve Lo decidse
sgainat brother Fhillips is miving it the specific definition. However
lat him heve the definition he wents, it is worse for kim. ¥att.26:26
wouldé resdi“He broke off snd zeve it to ther”".ihat would forever kill
the idea bthei the disciples esch broke, as it would read"HE BUIOKE OFF ARD
GAVE I1 70 THER®, and if he DID, they could not, ss it was ZROK: OIF ARD
GIVER TU THEN . Dead,DE4D,DEAD,threc times dead. Eesd every plsce,"BRUKE
OFF ,(instead of bresk) snd it kills him too desé to even kick.
But Just merely defining thst verdt isn't sll of it,he plays the Loogy
manA a little on ue right here.The devil added "not",in the garden of
Eden to mzke the lie he preached,while Doug sdds the noun"Klasma",and
defines it "s little bite”,then he mcsunmes Jesus "ate 1t". Then he asdds
these ADDITICHE to hes verb,"breask off”, snd this is what he hasj"He took
breasd snd blessed it,end broke off a 1ittle bite snd ate it".50 you see
hg teat the devil et bh¥e own gere.The devil sdded one word and Joug added
Bl¥e
I challenpged him in sn oral discussion in Cslif. to0 show oane Greek lexicon
that defines the Greek verb "Klao""Te bresk off s little bite and eat
it",.%ell, he never did itj;the reasson is he csn't. He also wasz askio
produce ONHT THARSLATION OF THE 98¢ TEUTAVENT thalt translasted the word
"Kiao"or some of its forms "Tobreak off s little bite and ste it" anelther
could he 4o that, It is strictly sp addition to God's Holy word.fay the
mood Lord h-ove mercy ot him,end spare him time and apportunity teo repent.

e
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ihis shoke screen(Rev.9:1~2)must have looked awfully thin to brother
¥hillipe,for he certminly knows if the idea,"he broke off a little bite
and ate it"were in the Greeck tert come of the trepmelstors would have
veptured to put it in s translstion.They all read practicly the sgme;

. "He t-ok bresd and blessed it and bresk it and gave it to them".Not one
jeays HE A1E 17.The word"Klsema"from which he gets nis "little bite"is
"NOTin ARy Greek text where the communion was instituted.

After surveyingz this Fe ssks the Question "Did Jesus eat ths piece he
broke off"?He then sdds;"Certaeinly","The bresking of bresd(Acts2:42;
20:7~11;1Cor.10:16 etc."Inplies The fating”.He leavee the unsuspecting
public to think, "bresk and eat™ is all it implies. But on page 7,"The
voice” he answers his owa folly,hesry bim;"They fail to see that "the
breskineg of the loaf®™ IMPLIES THE “HOLE THING; givinz thsoks,breaking

the lo=f,e-ting;givias th-uks for the cup, and drinking of it."(J.D.F.)
if,wben Jesus,"break”the communion loaf"mesns he did all that is mesnt

in "Bresking bresd"(Acts2:42;2:46;20:7)he had the whole communion service
under the expression,"He bresk".Then what was he doing when he "took the
cup"?ind if,"This do"meant for them to do as he had donejeach hsd to

bave sn individusl loef and an individusl cup, and go through with the
whole service and give bis "leavines"to the diciples. This is according
£o hiés own adoissioujhe adrite,"the bresking of the loaf"implies THE n
#HBOLs VHING.Therefore, for esch disciple to "This do",each disciple

must carry cut the entire cowmunion.

Hear him agalu on the same sufject "Voice'page 10"4nd the phrsse‘he broke?
(FkYase)weans 'He broke and ate'for it is the same Hebrew,Greek-~Aramaic
idiom used in fets Z:42;20:7ete.™ But brother Fhilliips saysy'breaking

of the loaf implies the whole thing“(Voice p==e7). Therefore,when Jesus
"breskne bad the whole supperjhence,"he took the cup"was not in the
communiou.and when he told them "this <o'he certoinly intended for esach
of them to zo through with the whole suprer. This wonld be properly

“desipnated ss foolishness gone to seed,but tuate the best they csan do
28 they hsve nothiug to do with.

How he thought,"break”in 1Cor.10:16 ismplied the esting is veyond my
cowprehension.It plzinly say:;"The bread which we bresk,is itcot the
comsusion of the body of Christ"?This does'nt mesn they had communed,if
it did the communiot wo:ld be in the BEEAKING and since the bresking of
his body wne done by rilot aud the bL¢)ld thirsty mob.I envy you not

in your reletion to these fellows my dear vrother.

Hensd the first part of this verwze(lCor.10:16,"The cup of blessingwhich

we bless is it not the communion of the blood of Fhrist"?No one clsims
the "DRIFKING"is included in the "BLESSING";therefore it is the commubion
of bis bloeod but we hs.en't communed yet.In other words, Faul is only
forcefully in a questioning vay,impressing on our smhnds wHEN"The cup of
blegeing” bLecomes the communion of the blood of the Lord.is further proof
I offer Matt.26:27;Mk.14:2%. In both plsces it is plainly siasted;"He

took trke eup, sud blessed it snd gsve it to them-~"AND THENZAND BOT TILL
THER--DID HE DECLARE IT TO BE EIS BLOOD. Then the cup of blessing

which we bLless would be~THE BLOOD~=0r THE COFNUEIOR OF THE 2100D; and 1is
realdy for us to CCOEMUBE.

Its paraiel”fhe breed which we break is it not the comwunion of the

body of Christ"?liet that we have cosmuned,but it "the bread which we
treak",is the communion of his bedy,ready for us to CONEUBE. As R

further proff of this, we affar,ﬁatt.Eﬁ:Eé;ﬁk.l&:?E;Lk.EE:19&ﬁdlper:}l§
2%-24 (" AND THEN-NCT TILL THEN-DID HE DECLARE I7 10 BE 78: LOLY OF CHREST.

Hence when it iz SZECKENit is-the bLody-or Lhe communion of the body-

BOT TEAT ¥E HAVE COMMURED,but it is ready for us to commune.low the'we"

. Jroke it is shown in every plece when 1t was instituted.
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Jesus, Lbe one =i the table trake it,sud ey, cecepted it.The same"4B"
Clessed the cup of blessine,but in every instsuce,the Lord,ihe one ser ving
at the tsble,blessed it;snd they,"The we'accepted it. Just becsuse the
instituion is styled, "BLUEAKIRG BREAD",Acts2:423;2:46;20:7 they try

~to meke it appear the ilord commended ezch one to BHELK. On the contrary,
‘every time when it wes instituted, the comm-nd to the discirles was,
"PAKE Eal"., Suipose Feter had "tsken" sz phkece alresdy broke ate it,would
he hsd obeyed the commsnd;"i2¥E BAT"?Most ACEURADLY JAftey ttis brother
*hillips zoss off at = tsngeut and tells us a lot azboul Fremch,German,
“nglish,dew,Greek aud irsb Idioms.But the thiug he needs to do is the
very thing he fgils to dojthatis,show some lexicon or other si.zndsrd
trruslations then defines or translster the Greek verb Xleo,or one of
ite forws, kiacze is =n idiom mesninge to "break off s little bDite and
est it".lbsts the suthoriiy he needs but he has ne: sghown it,nor never
will.¥e all know the expression,"bresking bresd",is a figure of speech
in Acts2:4732:463520:7 ete. What is "» Part for the whole" but the sim:le
vert "Klao"(bresk)is not & figure of speech when it is used in common
liter=1 langusge =28 in Hsitt.26:126"He Gtook bresd and blessed it, and
vresk 1t =»nd gsve it to the disciples--~gtc."Nothing but plesin sinple
lanpgusge.
put thest ves ever been the tsctics of ome who leaves the old Jeruselam
paths for the broad way.ihey take the figurative use of a word or phrase
as in Acts?2:42 etc. viz."bresk bread”, (apsrt for the whole)and apply
it a8 the literasl definition of a literel expression ss in Matt.26:26
"He break®, hence they decide bresak is not a literal expression. The
"Curg" brethren do thessme thing,they can't literally driaok a litersal
cup,tney decide “cun®™ is figurative every time.Hence when dJesus "Took
the cup”(Matt,.26:28 etec.)they decide this is alse figurallive laugusge.
All these poor souls scem to think the Lord must use either all figurative
_or all litersl lsaguege, especislly with their particular hobbly.

On Fage 7 last psregraph he ssysPlhe full expression is used in Acts20:ll.

~*The disciplee',Feaul being arong thew,'came together to bresk bresd'
(to observe the communion service)".Note he plsces "to bresk bresd"
and "(to observe tce commupion service" as being the sasme thing; and he
is vieht in doing this.sut when be makes "bresk" in Matt.Z6:26 snd "to
bresk bre=d” ichts F:42 etc.sesn the same thing, it is eguivilsct (o mak-
ing "bresk" in MstT.26:Z6mean observe the communion ssrvice. If they do
mesn the ssme,Doum, wh=t was he doing when he "took the cup"?7sesing as
per your ressoniug "break™, included the whole communion service. If you
“don't mesn that why do you psrslel "bresk” in Matt.26:26 snd"breask bresd”
in fcts2:+278ehold the legs of the lame sre ucequal. bBut astics Acts20:ll
(he quotes from sncther translation. I shsll guote from the suthorized
version). "shen he therefore had cow: up sgein, and had broken breead,
spd had esten,--"He says this is the full expression. Yes, bLless your
soul so full you c¢=n't make "bresk"include the"eat". The fzet is since
"eat" is mentioned slous with "bresk"™ and they are tied togethar with
coordinate conjunction, "and" they =zre of equsl rack in this psrticular
senteuce. You nor no other mss can SUBOEDIEATE the "eat"to the “break®.
Yes sir, you kuow, sand I koow they are both mencioned here of EQUAL
rank, 20 therefore in this sentence neitber could ioeclude the other.
If the word"bresk" did me=n to bresk and eat tbe Holy Spirit would not

gpmp have seid”BEDKEYARD EAT#R", but would bave used the word im its true
; sense =nd Said,"BROKER",the trouble is,it just don't mean that. If 1t

did Lro.rhillips would have found it without so much circunuavigating.
if he kad the proof in plsin words it would heve been sterviug us im
gthe face long ago.
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Kt the top of psge eighbt, we have this;In Acts 20:7 it says, 'The disciples
ceme tozelher to bresk bread(or the losf)'while in 1Cor.ll:3% iaul says;
'When you core Yow ther to ¢st'. In the former passage the bresking
isplies the eating,(for surely they didn’t bresk it and go off and leave

_4t)34nd in the letter the esting implies the"breaking”. Is "esting”all

) the former "bresking"implies? If so, didc‘t they have any cup at that
meeting? Did Chey give thsnks for the bresd znd cup?bid they drink of
the cup 8 well 58 e+t of the bread? If so doesn't the expression "break
breadimply too much for your lsme doetrine? Rach individusl went throush
with 211 the items of the Lord's supper did they? "IHIZ DO"?
Didn't the ‘eating' in first Cor.11:33 also imply 2ll of the Lord's sup-
per?Since the Tord's supper is to be eaten, how did you imsgine there was
a chonce for some ome o think they mipht have gone off ¢néd left it?8ince
"bresk bresd"in the forsmer sud"est"in the latter each implees the whole
thing;by what suthouity do you FRUNE them down only,"breask sund eat"?The
reason you did it was, you needed something to make someone thiwk you
were provins your doctrine, wesn't it Doug?

Get the next rich and racy joke;"---The very fact that Jesus 'broke' the
locaf means that he also ate”.Now folks Doug has been telling us 211 the
time thst "bresk"was au idiom that meant 'to bresk z2nd eat'.Wonder why
he sald ALSO ATE?Looks like he knew thst EAT wes not included in that
"break",doesn't it7If I hed & doctriue like that,sud could’'nt consistante
ly use a word in the sense I claimed for it;I believe I would cut loose
from it.How do you feel stout it dear reeder?
After thus exposing himself,brother Fhillips next brings forward a news-
paper man,z couple of schoel teschers, sud a couple of Jews, 5 EVIDENCE
OF HIS FO8ITION,.

His news papeg men,Mr.Frederick M.Kirby,ssys;"The bresking of bresd im-
plies the breaking of! apiece,noft breaking it in half.The esting of the
pkece 80 broken off would naturslly follow".

hAccording to Fr.Kirby's statement, we would hsve to miss the middle a

‘little.¥ell thats allright, T don't know of 2ny one who clesims it should
be broken"square dab" in the middle.But notice, he didn't say "bresk"
MEANT NOT TO BREUAK IN THE RIDDLE/but it implied the breaking off a pkece,
pot bresking it in hslf.Fice way to whip tge devil sround the stump.I
suppose if T should break & loaf in the middle it would not be broken at
gll.¥onder what would be the matter with thast loaf folks? I believe the
word"break“would cover it even 1f it were broken in the middle. Yet we

do uot sdvocste that it must be broken in the widdle. In Fr.Eirby's second
statement he ssys;"The esting of the piece broken off would naturslly
follow".80 if Jesus had followed NALURE when he "break"(Gr.EXlasse)the
bresd in Katt.15:36;Mk.8:6 he would have eaten sll the 4000 =te and be~
g8ldes the seven bavkets full of fragmeunts.But siuce we see he didn't,we
will have to reject Hr.Eirby;for he is either wrong or else Jesus didn't
do as he should because he didn't est what he brove off.I believe Jesus
knew,how about you dear read:r?And don't forget that the Gresk verd
"Eklase"here in Matt.l5:36Mk.8:631is the same word translated "breask"in
Fatt.26:203Mk 14:22;Lk.22:19;1C0or.11:24 .50 we see it sure didn't to MERAMY
"break snd eat" in this case or else Jesus didn't 4o what the word meant.
Youg should have been there and told him, so he could have doune it scc-
ording to "Hoyle".
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Next comes Mr.Carl H. Krealins of ¥ele University.Juestion;"Does he broke
(Gr.&kl-se)mean thzt Jesus broke snd ent"?Ansver;"Yes,though not express-
ly stated™.Flease tell ve dear reszder, how "bresk”csn mean "break and

eatand it be stated that some ene“break“;gnﬂ yet it is not expressly

\stated that he "ATE"?If it alsc meens "dal'yhy isn't the "HAL"gs exXpress—
/1y stated as the "BREAK"?ihe trouble is it doesn't mean "A1E"and Mr.

Kreeling has let the est out of the bag when he s2id that the "BAT" was
uot expressly ststed.wWe claim Fr.Krealing ss our witness sltbough he
telieves thet Jesus ate still he doesn't thick that when Fatt.26:.6 s8y&
"BREAK"1t expressly ststes that HE"ATE".And if it is not expressly stated
it is not of faithj;Rom.10:17---"So then faith cometh by hesring, =snd
hearing by the word of God"jand therefore is sin to e¢laim that it does;
"For whatsoever is not of fsith is sin".Kom.14:2%.9fhe uex’t witness he
ruts on the stsid is Mr.Wobt.H.¥Ffeiffer of Harverd University.Question,
"Is there sny thing in the Greck new testament 6o indicete that Jesus
broke the loaf in balves =nd gsve it to the disciples without eating

of It himsclf"?Answer;”"No he had to eat of it before the others.lhe
Telrud prescribes that those 2t the tseble cspnot eat until the one breaks
the breasd pertakes”.

How we have it in » nut shell,THE TALMUD FRESCRIBER THAT THOSE AT THE
TABLE CAREQOI BAT TI'L TH® ONE YHO BRRAKS IT PARTAKES.¥ell what iz the
Talrud?inswer;It is the Jewish TRAPITIOR.SUCH AS JESUS CUNDEMERED when

he was here.Fk.7:7=-9."Howbeit in vsin do they worshipfme,teaching for
doctrines the commandments of wen.For laying aside the commendment of
God,ye bold the tradition of wmen =g the washing of pots and cups:and
meny other such like thicgs ye do.And he s2id unto them Full well ye
reject the commsndment of God,thet ye may keep your own traditions”.
ihis spplies te brether thillips sleso,for he is lsying sside the comm=n-
duent of God,to keep those old Jewlsh TRADYITIONS.And he is trying to

~,bind them on God's pecple.Brother Ihillips you should be ashared of
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jyourself,you should riee sbovethat,you sre too big 2 —en to indulge in

things of thst calpber.

2o Mr. rFfeiffer told 2XiCTLY why be thought Jesus ate first,"BECAUCE THE
TALMUD FRESCRILES THAT THOSE 4T THE TABIE CANNOT EAT TILL THE ORE WHO
BREARS THE LOAF PARTAKES".well an honest confession is good for the soul.
%o doubt this is what Wr.Krealing mesnt when he s2id,"the eat"was not
exrressly stated”{

Next comes Wr.Myer winkler,s Jewish rabbi.He states;”'Faras Lechem'mesns
to break the bresd,but it involves the ides to 'break snd eat',becsuse,
according to Jewlsh Law,if you pronounce a beunedicticn over brezd,

you must est,otherwise you are not zliowed to pronocunce the beuwsdiction”.
Did you get thot"THE JEWISE TAY FRESCRIBFS IT".If that isn't trying to
Judeaise the church,pray tell me what you cail it.

This Jew came out bolé znd szid the "JEWISH Law FEESCRIBER IT".And Doug
put 1% in his book.%¥c1ll, a msn that cuts his own thro:t that way,sure
does pneed matter to put in hie book.

we find » lot of stuff in this book sgainst the dostrine Doug is btry-
iog to prove.If you waent to kill these fellows doctrine,just re-d their
own literature.lThey sure do wallop themselves some good ones.

ZI couldn't heve sccused thew of following Jewish "RADIVICKE sny stronger
than Doug bss indicted himself in this evidence. This is runaing awfully
short ou evidence,Lo hsve to use somethine that indicts yourself. bBut
peer fellow,blindpess is an swfull thing.

The nex: mon he puts on the sitsnd iz another Jew,Fr.Juliulsms L.Seigel
another Hsbbi.Hemr him;"According to Rebuinic snd Talmudic law,.no rer-
gou should pronouace # ‘blessing'and bresk bread with his guests unless

~"he also parickes®,
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Yes sir, Its not ac ording to the new iestarent teschiaom,but”its sccord-
ing %o RABLINIC AND TAIMUDIC LA¥."Another effort to bdind the Jewish
treditiocns on us,but his svoke screen is to thin,his own evidence claims
no higher autbority than the Jewisb Hobbies snd the lalwmud.After try-
ying g0 herd to bind Jewisb notions,opinions,sné ussges on us,then he
"%¥ills the whole thiog in the end by guoling from Sophuclece,a Greek
schollar sud lexicogrerher,hear him;"It is folly to surpose that the
writers of the Greek new testement put upon wordes mesnings not recognized
by the Cresks®.And yet he is doipg his level best to make the Greek verd
"Klao",tzke = Hebrew practice for 2 defiuition.Foor fellow wonder if he
doesn't really know msny better.
They also have mpnother Joke thst they ¢all the unsnswerable srguement
ou "this do". .
"Phis™ie a demonstrative pronounj;snd s demonstrative prouncun refers
to the lesst thiag mentionzd,or to the principle thought slthough more
rerote.They always work their,"thie do",on Lk.22:19becsuse it doesn't
say sny thing about™take eat",and their hope snd effort ils to make it
refer to "bresk”,or zs they say;"the action nazed by the word break”.
Take the text of 1k.22:19,"4nd he took bresd snd gavs: thenks, srd bresk
it sué gave onto them,saying, this is my body which is given for you:
thie do in rezemberance of me".
Brother Fhillpps ssserts the bresking ig the principle thought slthough
more remote thesu the last thing mentioned,which isj(he)"gave unto them
sasying,this is my body,which is given for youl.
Kote the points,giving of thanks,was an asctjthe bresking was an act.After
doing these two acts to this bread he"gave to them saying THIS IS MY BODY
which is siven for you".Therefore thece %wo actg were of EQULL ITMIORTANCE
in cuslifying the bread as the Lord's body:therefore,neither could be
of more isportance than the other.ihe bresking wses of no more importance
. then the giving of thanks,for without either one of them the bresd would
'not qualify as the Lord‘'s body in the communion service.Then it couldan't
~ be either of thece =28 they are of B UAL I®FORTAKCE,and neither is the
LAST THING MENTIOFNED.But the gualified bresd,that which signified the
Lord's precious body wes very importanbt:Hence, the giving of it to thex
s memorial of his body wae of =ore izportance than either of the guslify~-
ing acts alonejznd besides, the siving of it to ther that they might eat
of it #2nd thercby signify their fellowehip in hes body, was the only
thing it could refer to,end besides it is THRE LAY THIRG MENTICRED.
“e will teke it snother way, we are going to find out the whole truth
that ig revesled,that wes said znd done that memora¥le night.The way we
would do this in ensurt,we would csll in ell the credible witnesses and
take ail of their evideunce as the whole truth to the mstier under con-
cideration.Thks is the proper way to trest =sny subject.inything thst #
either of the witnesses mentioned ie of importance,=und if some other
witnees should leave it out of his testamony,doesn't mesn that the state-
meut wesn't made.So,now we will call the wituesses one by one and putb
it all togzether and we will then ksow sll the Lord intended for us to
know,znd we ghould be satisfied with that.
vhe firet witnees wiil be Matt. ian ChapterZ6,verse .6,"Apnd ss they were
eating,Jesus Gook bresd,snd he blessed it,and he bresk it,snd gave it
to the discirles,-nd seid,tske,estjthis is my body".Note the points;
Ho.lHe tookbread--'",No.2.He blessed it--. No.3.He bresk it.32ZRo.4.He
gave it to the disciples--.N0.5.And s:id,tske,eat,this is ny body.
ihe next witness is Rk.14:22."Rnd as they did eszt,Jesus took bread,and
bleszed,snd bresk,snd gave i then,sznd said,iske,estjthis is my body”.
yHote the points;?s.l/ﬂb&&ﬁ»@éﬁ% bread/--Ko.24{He blessed.--No.%.He break.~-
7 Holbiave to them.--Ko.5.88id,take,estijthis is my body.ibese two wit-
nesser sgres on points perfectly.
Call Tk. for the next witness,?2:19."And he took bresd,snd g=ve thsuks,
pnd bresk it, snd gsve unto thes sayine,this le my body wrich is glven
for youjthis do in rememberance of wme”.
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Bote the p-iats;No.l Jesus took Dresd.--Ko.2 He gave thasks.--kg.3He
bresk.-=-No.4Be gave unto them.~~8o.5(tske estj~~left out)snd ssid,this
i my body which is givern for yov.--Bo.6"7hisdo"in reremb-orance of me".
¥e will note iLk. left out part of point No.6,viz."take eat"jbut he rdds
éa?sthfr conmand which is very important,No6.viz."this do in remerbsrance
/6 e . :
Rext witness is 1Cor.11:23-24"-«That the Lord Jesus the seme n.ght in
whick he was beirayed took bres : nd when he had given thesnks,be bresk
it,sn4 seoid,tnke,entithis is =y body which is brokenfor youj;this do in
rezesberance of me®.
hote the polutsiBo.l Jesus took breal.-—No.l=—-gav: [oanxks.-=40.35e brezk,
Ho.4(orits,"cave to them") No.5 Tske,est;ihis is my body which is brokeu
for you".Ho.6"ihis do in remembersace of me.”

You will note Fatt. =nd Kk. leaves oubt ;" HIr DO IN REFINOVRANCE OF mB.”
Lke leaves oubt;"TAI B, T2T;%.Peul in 1Cor.11:23-24,1leaves out;"AND HE GAVE

IT 10 FH¥u",

£hall we levve those pessspes out Lecauce some of the witnesses leave
trem ~ut? Yo, in no wisejthe witnesses are sll credivie,end their test-
amoeny 1s ALL THUE. By surcine up sllof the evidence, this is what we X
haveg;"Nol Jesus took bresd. Ko.2 he gsve thenks{blecsed).~-No.3Jesus
bresk it.--Fo.4 Ve gave it %o them.--F 0.5 He said,tske,entjthis is my
body.~~lo€ he said,"this do in remenberance of me™.

The point we wish to settle ie,what does "this do", refer to.The first
thing we would think of when we see¢,"this do",would be,wWHAT DID EE COk=-
MAND THE DISCIFLES TC DO? Then beyond any shadow of & doubt,"this do”
would refer toe(you)take,eat;this is my body.Becsuse "TiKE EAT" wae the
culy thing he hsd commsnded them todo.The thing for them to “FAKE EAT"
(this do) was bresd with the requsites "thsnks acd brezk"for it takes
“phanks snd oresk" for the bread to guslify to eiguify the Lord's body

. in the commuunicn services.

JEvery time,He took bre=zd,blesszed,=nd break, =nd gsve unto them,--iHEN
“snd not till-THEN-~ did he declare it to be his ECDY.

1ICor.11:2¢ "For =s often as ye est this bresd,snd drink this cup,you do
show the Lord's desth till be comes."when do we "OHOWFHIS DHEATEY or
FEFNCRALIZE, the Lord's desthiThe Lord says;’ae of ten es ye EAT thies ¥
bread, you ghow or memorzlize his desbb. Heuce "this do",couldn't reier
to anyihiug else but (you) "tske,eatjthis is my body which is broken for
you".

FAUL SHOwWG--EATIRG THE EREAD AND DRINEIRG THEE CUP--ARE THE FRINCFLE
TEOUGETS OF THE COMNURION. . _
ICor.11:26"For ss often as ye eat this bread and drink this cup,you do
show the Lord's death till he comes.”

Agalin~EAT BREAD WD DRINK CUP--TBE IFRIZCIFLE TROUGHT.
ICor.11:27."Wherefore,vho8cever shall eat this bresd and drink this cup
of the Lord unworthily shall be guilty of the body snd blood ¢f the Lord."
Again,iAT BREYAD-DRIKK OF THATY CUP-~is the PRINCIVLE THOUGHT.

1Cor.11:28 "Eut let = man exanf® bimself, 20d so let him est of that
breadéd snd drink of that cup®/ '

Again ,BEATRYHE AND DRINKETH--THE FRINCIFLE THOUGHT.

1Cor.11:2% "For he thst eateth snd drisketh #¥ unwor:ihly eatlheth and &
drinketh damustion to himself,not discerning the lLord's bLody."

EVeiRY TIHME in these passages the TATIEG snd DRIBEIRG sre held up &8 the
prineciple tbought of the commuuicn ssrvicejsnd est being the principle
thovgbt of thst part of the comwmunion sservice thst sienifies the iord's
body:¥this do"could not reler to or stand for sgythbing else but(you)
3“ﬁake,eat;this ig my body"--~.Pecazuse it would be the FEIXECIFLE THOLGHET

~“and besides thes ls=2% thing meptioned.lhus fulfilling the rule in both

particulars/
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After =11 is said their whole theory is based on the additiondof "a little
bite snd ate it"to their definition of the Greek verb "klso".When they
define the Grezk verb"klso™ Lo break off snd put their addition to it
__and make it read:"he broke off s little bite and ate it"-~.They do as
“bad as the devil did in the garden of Fden when he added "no%" snd
‘causcd the fall of man.why will men comwmit this swful crime when they
c2n see the fruits of adding to God's word every d=y,is a problem to me.
I am s%ill ca2lling on those brethren to give one single Greck Lexicon
that defines the Greck Verb "Klzo" or any of %ts forms "to break off s
little bite and eat it". Or if they can't do that,show one translation
that translatzs the Greek verb "Klao"or its form"EkTace™ used in the
institution of the comrunion service;"to bresk off a little bite and
eat it" .
Of all the translators that have hsd to do with our bible none have
brauslated,"Eklase” Matt.Z6:26"t0o bresk off = liltle bite snd eat ig".
Of all the Greek Schollars that have put out lexicons, defining Greek
wordsjthey c=n't skow one that has defined the Creek verb "tklase"(brake)
Fatt.26:26 "to bresk off a little bite and est it".
Since thet is a fact,how can you gamble off your future on these addit-
ions to God's Holy word,when we know the devil by Jjust such a trick
caused all the sorrows and heart aches e now feel.
Srother rhillips on page 3 "The Voice" has this heading;"He also drahbk".
Suppose he did,does that prove he drsnk IFMEDIATELY sfter he had given
thanks,before he gave it to them?His job is to prove Jesus BOTH ATE and
DRANK BEFORE he gave the bresd and wine to the die¢iples to partake.Just
merely to show "He drank" Boesn't show that their doctrine which makes
the servant =t the tsble partake before he ghves it to the disciples
TRUE.Mk.14:23,"ind he took the cup,and when he had glven thanks he gave
it to them;and they all drank of it". Note:"--He gave it to them,WHEN
whe had given thanks~--"."4“HiK he had given thaenks"” is a TIME clause,tell-
Jing “HiN"he gave it (Cup) to them",it was"WERN H® HAD GTVEN THANES",
- Then he didn't sup first, ss it would have read,WwHEN HE HAD SUFIEDj;there-
fore, nothing came BETWIER 'giving of thanks' and 'giving it (the cup)
" to them'.Hence he did as Mk. saidj"AND WHLN HE HAD GIVEN THANKS ,HE GAVE
IT TO THEM:" 2ud they 21l drank of it.
S0 Lhat srguement alone is enough to kill Doug's book.

No.l No.2 No3. , No.4 NO.5 No.6 No,7
il e T i S
He took ,And gave *iné pave ,Saying, *And they *He said *Iwill not
the cup ,thanks *it to *érink ye *#11 drenk*this is *drink
Matt. «Matt. *them *s51ll of itYof it. 1y blood *henceforth
26327 ££6:27 *Matt,. *Matt, *Mkol4: 23, Matbt. *Matt.26:29
Mkol4:23%Mk.14:2% *26:27 *26:27 e +26:28 ¥

* *k.14:2% * 4 Hk.14:24 *No more
i * * * . *HE.14: 25,
- - - - & e e e - . & BDIsEiﬁlEs” - -~ ZJesus drank

Doug ssays here
Jesus drank
here.
You will note in the above diagram I have all the items relative to the
cup,elso beheath each item is & list of ecriptures on each psrticular
item.No.1l,"He took the cup" Is in Matt.2€:27;Mk.14:2%. Noi2"And he gave
thanks".Fatt.26:27,Mk.14:23,H0.3"4nd gave it to them"(disciples)Matt.
26:27 Rk, 14:123 . No.48aying,drink ye all of it".Matt.26:27.No5"and they
all drenk of it",Mk.14:23.No.6 "This is nyblood~~"Matt.26:28,Mk.14: 24,
No.7"T will not drink from henceforth™."No more” Matt.26:29,Fk.14:25,
~“You will note undsr No.4 is the commsnd"DRTNK YE ALL OF It"while,under
No.5 is the statement,"THEY ALL DRANK OF IT". Therefore, on the line
of division,between the command,DRTVE VE ALL OF TT",and theystatement
"IHEY ALL LRANK OF IT"unquestionszble isthe plzce where the dischples
DEANK:and this would be at the star on the line of division between the
command 10 DRINVK and the statement THAT THEY DIP DRINK.

drank here
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1f Jesus drank first,he would nave had to crick,just sfter thanks snd
before"he gsve it to them"jwhich wvould beevihesti r btstween Fos &33but
there is not the Blirhtest bhint in the record k=t he ~id drink there;

. but there is s statement that ismediastly after,cr"vi ¢ he hsd £iven thanks

)
J

he gave it to thewjsnd they =11 drsnk of 1" Bk 1%:23, Tkis positive
staterent canuot be gotten around,it 58y8 too plein;whEN he had given
thanks he gave it te them; and they sll drasnk of it". So if the Lord
drauk,vwe will Lave Go 1ook eitber BEFOHL he gave thenks,and this is up-
thizkable,or efter the disciples ¢rank;tecsuse Fk.14:23 makes ihe
FOGILIVE steterent"VHEN he had given tharke,he xave it to themjand they
81l drsuk of it". The firet hint we heve thst Jegus might bave dreck

is fu Fetl. €:26~~"1 will not drick EURCLFURTH=-".1f tbhis reaus he drsnk
we will hsve to see sowething about what LEECUFORIH mesns.

In the "Voice"peze © brother ihiliipe seys:"I will not drick FENCEWORIH"
Jhett.z6:79)Hencefortk ie frow bp Arti(efter tris time)W.E.Godby A.M.
one of The grestest Greek schollers the world hess produced snd suthor

of the Godby trauslsetion of the H.%. soys;'lhe Greek word Aparti, trans-
lated 'henceforth' reansm IBSTARIALY UELY from tiig very moment., If
"HERCEFORTHY weans"INCTANTANIOULLY FROM 1eI5 VFRY BOMENTY,end we have

no right to dispute it,then,Jesus wust have DRANK on the line ¢f division
betwsen Nos.6hkY. tince "henceforith'is IRET HTANICUELY 4t cen't even go
behiud the statement;"ibis is my blood--in Ke.6:7here fore it »USY be

at the etsr ou the line of division between fos.6&7,efter the disciples
drank.

“"Volce"pare 9 rarsgraph 3,lsst of psragrapb,Srother ihillips seye;¥ibie
showe conclusively that Jesus did driuk of the 'fruit of the vine'just
tefore he ssid he weuld do se ‘nc morel ,'after this'etc. Ifbrother
ibillips is right iz this séstewent,”that Jesus hed drsnk Just before

he ssid Le would do so ‘no wmore',fo0 if thut be true HE H4L TC DRIBK AT

IHE BYAR OK THE LINE OF DIVISION BUgWEEN Hos.6&7,efter the disciples #
Jdrapk. S0 if the ststement;"I will not drink benceforth" ,Matt.26: 293

,

J

"Ko more" Mk.l4:25,mesns Jesus drauk,he unquestionably drauk after the
disciplies me we heve shown.tbst alone kille his dociriue snd rractice,
that Ghe one serviug st the teble zust breegk and ezt first.

l-~Jdesus was awong ihe disciples as o serveni-=-fkede: 27

d-=sutl 2 servsut serves others snd estsg last.-=-1Lk.17:7=8.

b=--Therefore, Jesus cerved the disciples first snd =te last.

Some migbt say e servant couldn'tegive thanks,--Jesus took no orders sad
he wee wester--snd divers asd suncries objections,just to try to get rid
of the srpuement.but let it be remembered, that Jesus bimselfgsaid he
was ascng the disciples as a serventithen,if he didu't serve pray tell
what he did ss & servant?8INCE HE “UST 47 LEA T SERVE T0 BE A SURVANT, =
then we know he did serve.ind since he, himselflLk.17:7~8 showed that
& servanl served others and ate lastithere is no other cenclusien but
thet be served the disciples first =nd ate last.lear resder let no one
begullie you with any kind of sopbistiry,fordeiusion of every kind snd
bue is rife iu the world.let God's blessed word be the men of your
covngel 2nd way the good Lord have mercy on our short cominge is the
prayer of your brotherin Christ. Submitted in the love of the truthf
and Tor the uvuity of God's peorle. JedJBedivgiield, Yums,irizons.
After mine »ad Drother Fhillips' debete st Belvedere, Calif, Oct. 4-27,
1935, irother Homer L.King vade @ very unfeir report of the devute.l
chalienged him(by li#tter)to meet we st the gsce plece,diecuse the scume
cubjset,snd the Church of Christ at bellflower would pey hall hire,steno-
grapher aud putblishiug exypenses.l repeated the chellenge publecly,st
iemple Cily,Cs1lif. Feb.17,1939;3but Bro.King hid bebind bis brethren.lhey
didn't trick snoiber debote al prescut advisable.sro.Kiny hos coue on
record,refusing to meet me =nd thereby deronstrate,nt our expensce.he was
correct.This challense £till ctende personslly to bro.Eing asand =uy other
they will etand bebind.My brethren sre behind re.lf sny one belisver
bro.Eiug's report,just try to zet him to make the sbove investization

and see how strong bro.King believes uis own revort. J.5.B5.




