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‘WHAT SAITH THE LORD;
CUP OR CUPS?

A REVIEW OF
‘M. S. WHITEHEAD, ATMORE, ALABAMA.

BY J S.BEDINGFIELD
BOX 767, BRYTE, CALIFORNIA

OR®YORD:

Being buman, I make mistakes. I have been wrong
in my positions, and have changed; and if I find
myself wrong, I can do so again. Being  just an old
worn-out cow-puncher, my edacation 1is limited. iy
speech and writings of course is not flowery. However,
I intend in this review to be as kind as possible
to all and at all times respect God's Holy word.
It is always right. Still, I want to deal with ’
brethren as one Christian to. another.
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MISREPRESENTATION

Under the above heading, Bro. Whitehead makes the
following quote, and accuses me of misrepresenting”
the cups brethfen. Before I make the gquote, I wish
to say, he cuTmy sentence off at a . comma and sub-
stituted a question mark. He further capitalized the
words he wanted emphasized, which I did not do,
thereby fixing it to suit his answer. Here 1is the
quote as he quoted it;, “Since they claim no script-
ures whereby they can read - their cups and TRY 71O
SHOW TRAT CHRIST DID NuT EVEN.JSE ONE CUP?" Here 1is
what I said and the way I said it; "Since they claim
no scripture where they can read their cups, and they
try to show that Christ did not even use one
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cup, presumption or this 'libérty' which is governed
by the above law is all that they have left? Anyone
can see the difference in the two quotes, and anyone
can see his mlsrepresentatlon of wnat I said.

Now to all cups brethren who admit, +He took a
cup" (Matt. 26:27); means He really did take a cup,
to you I apologize. But to those who contend, "mvery
place in the word of God in "connection. with the
Lord's Supper, where the word "CUP" is used is figur-
ative speéch (Metonomy) and hasn't the remotest Tef-
erence to the drinking vessel", I have no opology to
make. (Above quote from Lemley page 4). If the word
"cup" does not mean a cup in any of these oassages,
there is not one scintilla of evidence He had one.
Hence, one would have to accept thelr presumptlon
for it. We take the Bible.

In a-letter, July 26,71955, page i he " asserts;
"I made  the” assertion once in - the A. C. R. that the.
-one-cup hobby was born of .Miss-conception, fed on
incidentals, -and grained to run. on contradictions?
This is another, not all, of his misrepresentations
of us. To show it is not true and that he  knows- it,
we will affirm: "The practice as it - obtains in some
of the churches of Christ, in which a cup (drinking’
vessel) is used to - distribute the - drink element in
the Lord's Supper, can be read in the New Testament
seriptures? We will deny: "The practice as it obtains
in some of the churches of Christ, in which a plural-
ity of cups (drinking vessels) is uszd to distribute
the drink element in the Lord's Supper, can be read
in the New Testament scriptures? Will he deny it?
Nay, verily! It is & waste of time to spemd more
Space on such matters, as either of us could misrepre-
’sant ‘each other many times and still  t&ll the fruth
as to how many cups should be used to. dlstrlbute the
friit of the wvine 1n the Iprﬂ's Supper.

HlS "reV1ew“ top of page 3, he has the headlng,
“ABSJRDITY“ and under this he says; 'FOn page I3

=T



trying to force satt. 26:27-23 to support his theory,
he manhandles the:ccmmand, *“Drink ye all of it*,  to
make it appsar that.the whole command is . the antece-
dent of the’'*this" in werse.28. Note, he seys;, *I-
manhardled that seripture. Top of page 4 -he adds
these, "twists, tortures it".:  We.will soon .see how
these applications fit.his fabsurdities®. I will
give Matt. 26:27 a full treatment whenm I get to His
fthe it*, a-little further down. -

He contimues to guote; *My position is that the
word "this" refers to the prevdous command given : in
verse 27, *Ye all drink of it". "Since "it® refers
to ®cup" and stands for *cup®; place “cup® in "its®
place and we have; 'Ye all- drink of the cup’. - Placing
this- statement after the word *this' in verse 28,
we have;  'This (ye all drink of the cup) is my blood
of the New Testament". To prove I am right I prOVe

it by everyones practice. ttend a place where they
use the individual cups and Tthist {they all drank
of their cups)---is exactly what they say is the
blood of the New Testament! Tract page Ih. This
meanhs my.answer  to Lemldy. :

Then he admits; "Yes, what they drlnk of their
cups is' what they say '"represents" the - blood of.
Christ?. Then, as I'said - before,- their practice
admits it but with their mouth they deny it to save
"cups®. But he continues, "Bui mest people koow  that
neither what they say nor what they practice proves
the whole command, 'drink ye all of it',is the ante-
cedent ' of the demoustrative 'this'*. But brother,
it shows you can't dodge the idea, that logically it
is telling the real truth as .you admitted above.
Then he adds, *I suspect: that the most ignorant am-
ong us has sense-enough to know tbat neither the
whole command nor the obedience to it, is the = *this"
which 'is' {represeats) the blood of Christ*. -

But brother, doee ihat look more rediculoas  to
your peculiar kind of giammar, than to say *cup" in
verse 27 was literal™dnd that the "this* had ‘oup®
for its antecedent but refered by metonomy to- the
contents of the eup? Soon I will give you a string




of scholars (since you bank on them so) to prove it.
Now, note, the command denoted (stated) Is

tdrink ye all of the cup", since *it* refers to cup.
BUT get it, the command, "drink ye all of the cup®,
connotes (implies) a contents in a ecup. Hence it
could have the command as its antecedent but logica-
1ly mean the "implied" contents. But get this, I am
not dogmatic about my grammatical applications as I
will show later. Our best scholars - differ right .
here. -Bat all of them come out with “thls" is con-
tents of the cup.-

Beginning with paragraph 4, page 3, down to and
including a few lines on page 5, he gives us quite a
lesson on English and G:eék. Some I cen agree with
and some I cannot. As to *Gar* (Greek for the word
"for') the word *for" can be used independent. See
B. F, Sisk, page 206.

Lets see how well some of his arguments stand up.
Page 3, in paragraph 4, I quote; "They were to drink
of the 'it'; for (because) this (the 'it') is (repre-
sents) his blood. The 'this' refers to, and stands
for, that which they were to f"drink of?. -Shall we
applyvhis own terms to him here? And say he "manhan-

led®, "twisted? and "toriured* this scripture to try
to make it fit his false doctrlne? He certainly has
missed the trath. .

On page II he has this heading; "Looking down our
own gun barrel begging him to shoot'. And here is
where we use his splatter mouth on him. Anyone can
see from.the above quotation he has made the "it®,
in "Drink ye all of it" (Matt. 26:27) to refer to
contents, and the pronoun *this® in verse 28, refer
to the *it", of *Drink ye all of it".

Lets bring out %the American Composition' and
Raetoric¢, by Donald Davidson, 3rd. edition, page
552. (This is what he cells his gun). "Every pronoun
must rerfer plainly and unmistakably to its anteced-
ent. There must: be no confusion, no ambiguity, no
vagueness of reference" Brother, did you get that?

-l-



That doesn't mean clear as mud, but PLAIN. Now see
tap of page 553 (same book). "Avoid vague reference.
Do not use a pronoun which refers to an implied ante-
cedent. The antecedent mist be present®. That shot
got him. His antecedent, “contents®, is only here
by implication, and it is not tuere present. Hence you
can see that to use his grammatical application, vio-
lates in two ways his own aathority -(gun). Snall we.
now apply his own words to him?, Viz., *He mankandled
twisted, tortured® that scripture. #CUP", is the
oniy word there ummistakeably that the "it" in“drink -
all of it® could refer to according to his own wit-
ness statement. Hence, "it®,is "CUP".

For fear someone may think Davidson went too far.
and got too stromg, I will now call out Mr. Tanner,
Dage 256. *Reference of pronoins. A pronoun should.
have as its antecedent a particular person, animal, .
OR THING, and this antecedent should be a definitely .
IXPRLSSED NOUN OR PRONOUN. The reference of a pronoun
to -its anteedent should in every instance be
umistakeably clear®. Notice, there is no definitely
expressed noun or pronoun +there for the #it", in
*drink ye dll of -it", to refer to but “CUP*. Hence
the *it* is the “CUP". s _

But let Tanner shootv him again on page 257. "Ref-’
ence 10 an unexpressed antecedent. Avoid the use of
a pronoun'cr‘a pronominal sxpression seeming to refer.
to an unexpressed antecedent. Use the implied ante-
cedent instead of the pronoun®. Notice if you please,
his *Contents® is unexpressed----implied; hence his
application violates this rule. The word "CUP" is
the only expressed noun that cauld possibly -be the
antecedent of the "it#, ‘in *Drink ye all of it-.

Again, Tanner plugs him. Now, would it be in
order to use his own terms? and say he “mahhapndled,
twisted, and tortured+® that seripture? he certainly
missed the mark. But Tanaer isn't through yet. Hear
him: #Indefinite use of it and they. Except in such
impersonal exg}essions as, 'It raing, it is cold, it
SEEMS, the uses*it” without an antecedent - should
be avoided*. His antecedent *“contents*® is not
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mentioned, bat. "CUP* is; hence the "CUP" is the ante-.
cedent to the *it* in "Drink ye all of it*. . Thers-
fore, tne "it" is not the fruit of the vine, but the
“(TPY that .contains it. Tanner shot him again. - :
e then quotes frow wirs. savage (a gusotation from
one. of my letters) where ur. Savage says; "He. tOOK
a edp {containing fruit of the vine), and Zave 'tO
them sayin 'Drink ye all .of it (ths . frait of the
vine); for thls (fruit of the vine) is (represents)
my blood". His “drink ye &ll -of it {(fruit. of the
vine)* has been wrescked by his witness, Lir. Davidson -
when he chowsd the antecedent "must be present* and
mast not be implied. The *contents® (F. 2.V ) is

implied. - In order to try o put that across, we
might say in his words, "He nmgnhandled, twigted, and -
tortarOd" that scripture. For sire. ag his man

. .Davidson and. Mr. Tanner .are rlght he has mlssea
the truth. :

,I %ill again shoot him with his own gum, Xr. Dav-
idson, and perhaps also kr. Tanner.. Dav1dson, third.
cdition, paze 272; “Canteqt rords . posess two kinds of .
mcanlng---ienotatlve meaning and connotatlve mpanlng
The denotative meaning is the bare loglcal meaning,
and only that'. ----=-----------"We may spoak of the
denotative. meaning: of a mora as the ;(eorc neaning'
that has bsen applied £o the  objset, or clacs-vof
objeets, q;allty, jdea to which it commonly and usaa-

11y refers----- *. He then states that . "Dictionary
dofinitions generally states the dsnotative meaning
of a word®. Page 273: "Ths connotative meaning of a

word. is generally regarded as being the meaning or
the various meanings added to a word by the associa-
tions that it acquires from its cowmon use, or that
may pe. attributed to it from a figurative use-.
Hence, we sce the "denoted* or logical meaning is the
stated meaning; while the "connoted® meaning . is an
implicd meaning. Hence, the "denoted! or stated mean-
ing is, "Drink ye all of it, the oup" C '

The "connoted", Implied thought is,- there is con-
teqta in the cup. Now, note how slick thoy switch
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the denoted command to the connoted. They will say,
"Drink ye all of the contents®, and thereby cut off
half of the meaning; and the "denoted" at that. While
it really says, “Drink ye all of the cup", making it
mandatory that the cup wust be drank of. 3ut by swi-
tening  the comuwand to the “implied* contents tney
dodge the denoted command, “Drink ye all of the cup*;
thereby destroylng the stated, denoted part of God'
dommand. What else -could you do but use his ‘own
words tO describe ‘this destruction of part of God's
word, exeept that he "manhandled it twisted, and tor-
tured it". He asked to be shot with his own gun, and
of course I would be heartless not to accomodate him.
"Expressiveness". Many words have two degrees or lev-
els of* meaning. One meaning consists of what the’
word literally says.  This is called denotation. In
addition, the word may have acquired through long use
an implied, or associated meaning, so that it sugges-
ts more than it specifically denotes. This we call
its connotation. The expressiveness >f a word or phr-
ase depends on both its denotive and 1ts connotative
meaning.

The expression, "drlnk ye all of it", has both of
these degrees or levels of meaning. It has its*deno-
tative* (literal or stated) meaning, which is;
“Drinik ye all of the cup®. It also has its *connot-
ative" meaning, drink the contents of the cup. Bat
one of these meaning does not obliterate the other.
It is really unnecessary for all this, but these boys
hide behind this stuff and you have to show them up.
iveryone knows if I say; I bought a calf and it
died", that the "it* there meant the calf without any
gramuatical anaiysis. So, also, we xnow that when we
see the expression; "He took a cup-------- and  said,
arink ye all of it*; tnat *it" means the .cup without
any grammnatical analysis. So, since they go there,
and we have to flash them out, I will continue.

But we can see from the above authorities that if.
we ignored the "denoted® command to *Drink ye all of
the cup®, or ignored the "connoted* command to "drink
of the contents” of the: cup; and substituted other
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vessels or another element (to drink), we would be
disobeying the command. Containers 'can no more be
substituted for "CUP* than milk can be -substituted
for the fruit of the vine in the cup. L
We come now to consider what ®this* in - Matt.

26:28 refers to. As I said before, I believe I am
right; but since men, and college men at that, differ,
I am not dogmatic till I can't change. Positions of
men of note, come out with the same result as my pos-
ition does; that this (we all drink of the cup) is
the blood of the New Testament. And also that  “CUP®
is llteral.; S0, if in some way we could settle this
gquestion and go hand in hand from now on, why not do
it?  Since I know from preV1ous correspondence  .that
Bro. Whltehead is strong on scholars, I will '1ntrod-
uce some 1o show, while they dlsagree as to the sxact
antecéent ‘of “this", the result is the same and that
IT MEANS CONTENIS OF THE .CUP. So .here are a _few
guaoted from, "The cup of the Lordd. . - )

+A. T. Robinson wrote Oct. 2I, I93I: - "My dear. Bro.
Phillips: . In Matt. 26:27, 'Poterion' means a literal

T; while in verse 28, 'Toutc' means the conteantst.

' Professor Chas. I.Sannay, Webster Groves, Mo.,

wrote: - "I<-'Poterion' in Matt. 26:27 clearly.signi- -
fies cup; that indeed, is the meaning of +the Greek
word.  But evidently the meaning is not an empty cup,
but a cup Witk tne customary contents. 2--The pron-
oun '"Touto' (verse .28) cannot gramnatically refer to
anything else than to 'Haima mou' (the blood of me).
Therefore, " i3 is correct to - say that the -pronoun
‘this' 1n verse 28 refers to thé contents of the cup"
in verse 27 as 'My blood' (verse 28). :

- Professor Stephen J. England wrote; "It would be
very strange if to 'haima' (the blood), a fluid were
not represented by -anothér fluid. Hence, although-
Touto "this" (Matt. 26:28) grammatically has as its
antecedent, to 'poterion' (the-eup) of verse 27, it
clearly ‘refeérs, by metdnamy, to the -contents of the
"Gup'. Such was the understanding of the edarly church®.

E. E. Stringfellow'writes: "In Matt. 26:28 *this®
is a neuter word and must refer to ‘cup' which is
-8-




neuter, but the reference is, by metonomy, to the con-
tents of the cup, 2s indizated by the context®.

Here is another: "Poterion" (cup) is grammatic-
ally the antecedent of ‘touto' (this) in Matt. 26:28;
but logically the contents of the cup is the antece-
dent of 'this'. The context forbids that we regard
'this' as refering to the cup literally, apart from
the contents of the same®. C. A. Savage.

Now if it will ease the brother any, I will agree
with him that perhaps come of these professors are
right. I don't disagree with them since you can see,
although taking different positions as to what the
antecedent is; we all 1rsach the same conclusion, the
"this" mesns the contsuts of the cup. )

You will notice thaet not one of them said, "this®"
refered to the "it", in the expression, "Drink ye all
of it". Not one of themn, dear friends. Any of the
above positions of these scholars agrees perfectly
with my idea as to what the *this* really means, yet
there are at least three different pOSlthDS as to
what is its antecedent.

In his zeal to really show me up in a bad way,
Bro. Whitehead made the champion mistake of all. ir
either of us should desire to reverse the teaching of
God's word, I do not believe we could make it any
worse than he has. And here it is: On page.4, . par.
3, we have the following guote: M#Without doing any
violerce to the senmse, in such clauses the subject
and ateribute complement may be transposed, as, ‘this
is my blood'. and, 'My blood is this®. How, can you
beat that one? Note: "This (fruit of the vine) is
(represents, symbolizes) my blood". Now transpose it,
we have: iy blood is (represents, symbolizes) this,

(the fruit of the vine". The very idea of transpo-

sing this trope and aaking Christ's blood represent

or symbolize grape juice. You can transpose a 1lit-

eral clause that way, as, "This is Bill's knife", and
transposed; "Bill's knife is this".

How the brother got the idea he could deal thus
with that trope is a wonder in English. Take this
one; "This (bread) is my body", Matt. 26:26. Now
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transpose as he did the other, and we have; "My body
is tnis (bread)". We would have Jesus' body repre-
senting, Or symbolizing the bread. Would it be in
order to use his own words to describe this act?, that
is, "he twisted, manhandled, and tortured it?®  And
might we add, he perverted the word? These are strong
terms, but how'must we describe such acts? I love
Bro. Whitehead and in fact all the brotherhood. I
cannot bring myself to believe a good man, as I beli-
eve Bro. Whitehead to be, would do such a thing know-
ingly. ,

I have contended with our cups brethren that when
they have altered a trope in sny way they Zegtroyed
the figure, but ir seems i* is hard tc get the idea
over. But with the above exampls of the camplete chan-
ge - by the brcther's alievaticn, scme will see the
point. I will however give an zuthority on the subject
and leave it at that. Mr. Blair, page I48 (near the
top of the puge) says: “The former, figure of words,
are commoaly called tropes, and consists in a word

being employed to signify something that is different
from its primitive and original meaning; so that if
you alter the word, you destroy the figare"., Note,
the last statement; "So that if you alter the word,
you destroy the figure". Tven adding the "s" to ‘cup!
making it cups, you have altered the word; therefore
you have destroyed the figure. Neither can you tra-
nspose the symbolic expression, "this (fruit of the
vine) is (represents, symbolizes) my blood; by trans-
posing the subject, "this", and the attribute comple-
ment, "my blood"; for when you do, you make it read;
iy blood is- (regresents, symbolizes) tais (frait of
the vine). Anyone knows God never intended for the
blood of His son to regressat, symbolize, an inanimate
object as the frait of the vine. No wonder Faul waue
the prediction he did ir. 2 Tia. 3s5I3; "But evil men
and seducers shall wax worse and worse, deceiving and
being deceived". : . _
_We now go to page 5, first paragraph under the
heading; "ANOTHER ASSURDITY". If he were naming his
own actions and arguments, he couldn't have described
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it better. Now for the first quote.

npccording to the one cup metonomy taught in the
tract, it is impossible to 'Drink the cup of the Lord'
without literally drinking (swollowing--Webster) the
literal cup with the fruit of the vine in it*.

Now, now, Bro Whitehead, do you really believe
that? Or did you need some filler, and thought you
would get by with it? Yes, Webster defines ‘'drinkf',
to swollow a liquid; but Bro. Whitebead, did you ever
trouble yourself to look up swallow in Webster?
Well, here it is my dear brother. Webster, def. I,
*to take through the gullet, or esophagus, into the
stomach; to receive into the body through the mouth
and throat®.

' Note, "To take thrcugh the gullet, or esophagus,
into the stomach", If that were all the meaning to
“swallow* you might have an argument as you made it.
Of course you would thereby (by ybur interpretation)
have to bypass your mouth, or else never be able to
drink literally from arything. But wait a minmute,
read the rest of it. Now Bro. Whitenead , you get
this and don't expose yourzelf in such a way anymors.
Get the last half of the definition; 150 Treceive
into the body through the mouth and throat*. Any child
can see by that las% half of the definition, "To
receive into the body *urough the mouth and throai';
that when the licuid ge's into the mouth, the Tfirst
act of "DRINXING" has veen azccomplished. Now, that
is the way to swallow, the way I have always swallowed -
I haven't gotten on $o ths way tc by-pass my mouth
yet. OF course Webster srowing a lot of us was in
that shape, zave us the sxact way we swallow; Viz.,
"To tace into the body ikrough the mouth and throat".
Get it, that was not something you cid before you
swallowed; but the very act that constituted the swal-
lowing. I know the rest of the yreaders understand
that, but for Bro. Whitshsad's bemefit, lets go over
it step by step. Here it is: You place your mouth
over the rim of the cup; you tip the cup till the
liquid reaches the lips; then you drew it into the
mouth. Now, the first act of swallowing bhas been
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accomplished. You then foree down the thréat by
means of the fixtures in the throat made for that
purpose, into the stomach, and the aet of “3§ALLIW-+
ING" has been completed. And since Bro. Whitehead
said I had better answer my own Guestion; tPlease
tell me how you can get that thing out of the contai-
ner and still bear the name of the container". (My
tract answering Lemley, page 6) Well brother just
read the above steps and you can see just how you can
drink a cup. In next paregraph he says something
about it being scup off from the cup when it enters
the mouth. Well brother, according to the definition,
you have iher made the first act of swallowing. No we
don't need a capsale. All we have to do is to know
how to swallow. And since we know #To take into the
body through the "MOUTH' and "THROAT'; we know we
don't have tc by-pass our "MOUTHS® in order to "DRINK
the cup of the Lord". You see brother, the lips are
over the rim of the cup, and before it actually leav-
es the cup, it is inside the mouth. See?? In paragr-
aph 4, pege 5, he asks; "How far away from the cup
can you get it, and still call it cup®? I told you
and I told you, the element comes within the mouth
before it entirely leaves the cup. Hence, you bhave
drank the cup of the Lord. Hope youa gct it that time.
Did ydu know brother, your wupper lip goes down
into ths cup, hence the element is in the first act of
swallowing before it actually gets over the rim of
the cup. Boy, this sure is some important stuff we
are inposing on the public. But maybe they will unde-
rstand a cups wan has to say something, and that is
about as heavy as they have. I hope no one will think
I am making fun or presuming some-one is igonorant. I
am only trying my level best to answer his arguments.
On paze 5, paragraph /i, under this same  heaaing,
YANOTHER ABSIRDITY", the brotiaer makes another *AB3SURD-
effort to prove you can drink the cup of +the ZLord
without it being in a cup. His effort is to parallel,
"Partake of the table--* (I Cor. I0:2I), with "Driok
the cup". This does not 1ook like a metonomy to me.
Note, "Zat At the table--*, but to . avoid a long
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wrangle, I will treat it as though it were. He
fails to comprehend what his own aathority, Donald
Davidson, says about "denotation" and *“connatation'.
He seems to fail to catch the point that the "common
ase" helps to determins the connotation of a word.
(See Davidson, page 275) Quote, "The connotative
meaning of a word is genewally regarded as being the
meaning, or various meanings, added to a word by the
associations that it acquires from its common use, or
that may be attributed to it from the figurative use®".

Since a cup (a drinking vessel), is usually asse-
ciated with a drinkable element, (ligquid), to be
drank; and since it .is a drinking vessel; and since
to drink of a cup, the usual "use® of it is to put
the lips to it and drink of its contents; then, it
connotes that very act. But the "common use® of a
table is different. Food is placed on it; it is 1if-
ted up to the mouth and eaten or drank. Before eat-
ing or drinking, by "common use', the elements are
separated from the table, before it is either eaten
or drank. Hence, to eat of a table “connotes" (implies)
that very act. Again he is shot with his own gun.
He shouldn't look down the barrel anmd beg ome to
shoot. You never in your life seen anyone put their
mouth down to their table to eat; but the "common use®
of a cup is to put your 1lips to it and drink of
its contents. The very idea of one taking two things
whose "common use? is almost opposite; and try to
show by paralleling them that their “common use* is
the same., Yes, he accidently put that argument un-
the right heading, "ANOTHER A3SURDITY".

Now, since I have a new "star*® witness, I will
now introduce him to you. Meet Bro. M. S. Whitehead.

And I guote, page 10, paragrapin 5, of his review.
"At the institution of the Lord's supper the fruit
of the vine was in one cup. And those who drank
fram that cup 'drank the cup of the Lord'. For they
drank that for which the name "cup was used". Now
don't forget according to the above statement, the fr-
uit of the vine was in a cup. Hence, the name ‘“cup"
was used for the fruit of the vine that was in the
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cup. But he adds more to try to "twist® in his cups.
hear nim, “Zut when an assembly for the supper
drinks the frult of the vine from individual cups,
each one ‘'drinks the cup of the Lord-. '

We will have to say, Nay, verily! Note, in the
command, Matt. 26:27, they were ALL commanded to
drink of +the cup. Mark I4:23 says, "And they all
drank of it, (the cup)", which you will note he admit-
ted they did do in the above quote. No, brother,
you will have to find a Bible quote for your 'cups'.

I am pot going to let you slip them in that way. Your
own statement guoted above shows in  drinking of the
cup (and only one at that, J. S. B.) they drank the
cup of the Lord. We are satisfied with what we  all
agree is the “cup of the Lord". You brethren take it
for granted, without a scripture to say 50, and use
individual cups, which is a presumption. To take for
granted is to prasume. Sse Webster.

When he asserts that when they drink from their
individual cups, they have drank that for which the
name eup was used, he is wronge.

according to his above statement they all drank
of a cup. In his practice, 'each' one drinks of a cup.
In the institution of the supper, as he admitted
above, the fruit of the. vine that was 'the cup of
the Lord', was in a cup. = VYes, he said, ‘“one cup".
You will notice there is quite a difference. _

Get his quotation again. "At the institution of
the Lord's supper, the fruit of the vine was in one
cup. 4And those who drank it from that cup 'drank
the cup of the Lord', for they drank that for
which the name 'cup' was used-. And don't forget,
dear friends, it was fruit of +the vine in one cap;
he being a witness, and the "3ible also bearing wit-
ness, yes and all who hold the trath bear witness.
Hence, it is agreed grounds. The grounds for unity.

And besides . this, we have twenty-six years of
apostolic practics of one cup being used, and when
they drank of it,- it was designated as "drinking the
cup of the Lord+, o :

And here is my proof. .About A. D. 59 Paul wrote
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the first Corinthian letter. I Cor. I1:23, Paul

says; "Tor I have received of the Lord, that which
I also delivered unto you, That the Lord Jesus the
same night in which he was betrayed, took bread----- L

I. We learn from this verse, what he was about to
relate, he had received it from the Lord.

2. By reading from the 23rd. to 25th. verses we
learn that it was a recapitulation as Jesus d4did the
night he was betrayed.

As I have abundantly proven,Jesus used but one
cup that memorable night. Bro. Whitehead says Jesus

used one in establishing the supper. Hear nim; "At
the institution of the Lord's supper, the fruit of
the vine was in one cup. And those that drank it
from that cup, 'drank the cup of the Lord",.

Hence, 26 years after Jesus established the sup-
per by using one cup; we see the Apostle Paul saying
he delivered the same unto them. And furthermore, we
see the apostle saying in drinking from i%, they
"drank the cup", verse 26; *Drink the cup of the Lord®
verse 27. And Dbesides all this, my star witness,
Bor. Whitehead, says of the exampls Jesus set the
night he was betrayed, which Paul was following here
in the IIth. chapter of I Corinthians, at the insti-
tution of the Lord's supper, the fruit of the vine
was in one cup; and those who drank it from taat cup,
*drank the cup of the Lord". Ard besides this, we
have the command, "Be ye followexrs of me, even as 1
also am of Christ", (I Cor. II:I). And in verse 2 he
tells us it is to be *as I deliv.ered them to you*.
Arnd verses 25-25shows he delivered it as Jesus insti-
tuted it; and that night Jesus used one cup cuntain-
ing the fruit of the vine; the drinking of which Paul
calls, “Drink the cup*, (verse 206); "Drink the cup of
the Lord", (verse 27).

And yet, my brethren, callss a contention for it
to be observed as examplified by the Lord; command -
ed by Paul 26 years later to be kept that way, a
"false doctrine". Yes approved by 26 years apostolic
practice, and a cammand from thee apostle Paul to “be
followers of me, even as I alsio am of Christ".
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(I Cor. II:I). And a command by the Lord himself;
“Drink ye all of it*, Matt. 26:27. The *it", here
MUST be cup, as there is no other mentioned noun or
pronoun for it to refer to; and the antecedent MUST
be expressed. See American Composition and Rhetoric,
pages 552 and 553; Tanner's Rhetoric, pages 256 and
257. | | |

‘ This is Bible proof, and for those who will acce-
pt the truth, ends the matter regsrdless as to our
different ideas as to what grammatlcaL relation a
_word might have in any sentence.

On page 5, Bro. Whitehead starts an argument to
show I contradicted my own objection. Befors I not-
ice it, I want to say, that trying tc pecint out con-
. tradictions is one of Bro. Whitstsad's line of argu-
ment. Of course if you contradict yourself, that is
a.weakening of your argumernts; but it does not show
the position is wrong. If the Bible teaches one cup,
for me to take some rediculous position does not prove
one cup wrong. DBecause some try to make sprinkling,
baptism does not make the doctrine of being baptized
by a burial wrong. Just the false position is wrong.
Before I begin on his argument, I will point out a
contradiction in his writings. '

In a letter of July 26, I955; in discussing Mr.
Tanner's definition of metonomy; on page 5, he makes
this statement; "I didn't know but what you knew that
'figurative' speech is the opposite of cleerly sugze-
sting, that is, to 'figarative' suggest, is the oppo-
site "to clezarly suggest’. And notice this express-
ion, '‘clearly suggest! was used in Tanner's defini-
tion of metonomy.

In his "Cissecting Xnife", pages 5, 6; he says;
"Mr. Webster's Dictionary says, "Suggestion----is an
indirect presentation of a matter for consideration
or action', Collegiate Dictionary. Of the word 'sym-
bol', he says; 'That which suggests something else
by reason of relationship, asscciation, convention,
etc'. And there is the meaning of 'suggsst' in this
Metonomy---'symbelize',  So, in the metonomy, to
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'suggest' 1is to 'symbollze' and to 'symbolize' is to
'suggest'! -

Hence, yoa can see in his first gquotation he was
trying to make "clearly suggest' (in a definition of
metonony), a literal suggestion. Where in his defini-
tions in last guotation; "suggest" meant to "symbo-
lize". Hence, "clearly suggest" is to clearly symbo-
lize; which we know is true in respect to a metonomy.

But note his contradiction: First, it is literal,
the last time, it "symbolized"; that is, figurative.
Hence, if. that mistake males his plurality of cups
wrong; and if I made one similar and that made one cup
wronz; then either way woald be wrong, one, or a
plurality. Would he thsn have to use a bottle???

Again, Bro. Whitehesd placed a slip in a copy of
1A Hobby Hobbled", in which he said; "No, 'Drink this
cup' is not a metonomy. The drink is literal drink-
ing. Yocu just don't know your metonomy, maybe. Maybe
when I get through with Water's tract I will apply
the dissecting knife to your contradictions®.

Singe he has admitted, "drink this cup" is a met-
onomy, and has argued it; our brother who is a master
on findirg contradictions doesn't have to leave his
own writings to satisfy himself. ]

Now, I turn my -attentions to his "gssertions" on
page 6. Of course it is elright to make a saort quo-
tation from one if you Go not cut it loose from its
connection and make it mean something he did not say.
Here is what he guoted from me to make his argument;":
"4 bottle by no means parallels a cup*, and here is
what I sajd in connection with it; which shows exact-
ly what was aeant:

. “Now, we come tO the bottle argument, and  your
bottle professor. First, I want to say, a bottle by
no means parallels a cup. A cap is a drinking ves-
sel. A bottle never was defined by any dictionary as
a drinking vessel. Bottles, jugs, kegs, barrels, and
the like, are vessels of storage as we well know. A
temporary source to which we can go for the things st-
ored in them. A well is a source from which we get our
supply of water. It does not parallel with a cup



which is a drinking vessel. We do not drink of them
alike. If we did, their uses would be the same and
we would see people with a pumping device erected over
their cup and trying to use their wells as drin-
king vessels. It is just as foolish to parallel them
in drinking as this is.

You never put your hot coffee in your cup and
take your Thermos bottle along to use as a drinking
vessel expecting to have hot coffee for lunch. No,
we know better. Then, we ought to know we drink of
all the vessels of storage or supply, different from
drinking of a cup, a drinking vessel'. (Qoted from
my letter, J. S. B.).

You will note, I did not deny those vessels of

storage could, and were used in a metonomy. Neither
did I deny they came under the head (in metonomy) of
container and contained. But the thing I meant is

clearly stated in the quotation above. Neither did I
say I never saw one drink directly from bottles etec.
Bat I, myself, have, and have drank from wind-
mill lead pipes; and when starving for water, drank
from a cow track; but that did not make either, or
any of them drinking vessels.

Since we all knew the above stated facts before I
mentioned them, it should be unnecessary to introduce
any authorities, as the above facts are well known as
a mathematical axiom; but since my brother is look-
ing down his gun barrel and Degging me to shoot, it
would be too bad to disappoint him. S0, here goses.
The American Composition and Rhetoric, 3rd. edition,
page 273. *The connotative meaning of a word is gen-
erally regarded as being the meaning, or various mean-
ings, added to a word by the association it acquires
from its common uses, or that may be attribated to it
from a figurative use".

Note, first, "Y----the meaning, or various mean-
ings, added to a word by the associations that = it
acguires from its common uses----- v, A "common use®
of a cup is "a drinking vessel®. As such, it is asso-
ciated with many drink elements. The "common use® is
to put the lips to it and drink of it. Hence, to
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drink of a cup; comnnotes, implies, putting the 1lips
to it and drinking of it. That is a "COMMON U3E".
. Not so with bottles, jugs, kegs, or barrels, or
wells. The *"common use* of the vessels named above
is for storage; while a well is a source from which
we get a supply of water. None of them are drinking
vessels. To drink of any of them does not connote,
imply, putting the lips tp them to drink of them;
that is not the “common use" of them, in drinking of
them. The "common use" of those vessels and the well
is to take a portion from them and drink it; hence,
that is what $o drink of either of them "connotes!?
implies. Oh, yes, you can put your lips to those
vessels and drink; sure you can; but that is not
their "commem use". Hence, to drink of them does not
connote putting the lips to them to drink. Sure, you
could be let down into a well and drink directly from
it, but that is not its "common use*. Hence, to
drink of a well does not connote putting the lips to
the well to drink, while drinking of a cup does. So,
the brother asked for a rule in rhetoric that proved
it, there it is, his own witness, Mr. Davidson.

To prove the importance of "connotation® (impli-
cation), I guote the following from; The American
Composition and Rhetoric, page 275: "¥ith such
possibilities open to him, the writer must realize
that exactness in the choice of words depends on two
considerations; his words mast have both the right
logical meaning, or denotation, and the right assoc-
iated meaning, connotation®.

Hence, vwe see wien we must notice the “Y---mean-
ing or various meanings added to the word by the
association that it acguires from its common use----*
as I have previously shown.

Mr. Tanner says on page 3I9. "ZXPRESS IVENESSI" .
Many words have two degrees or levels of meanings.
One meaning consists in what the word literally says".
Hence, with, "drink of the well", ---and "drink of the
cap"; in both cases is what the expression 1literally
says. But hear him further: "This we call denotata-
tion". Now hear him further: "In addition, the word
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may have acguired through long use, an implied or
associated meaning, so that it suggests more than it
specifically denotes." That is true of the two sent-
ences given above ("drink of the well" and "drink of
the cup"). They both have an implied, or associated,
meaning as to how the drinking was done. With the
well, the "common use" has been to draw cut the water
with some kind of device, and drink it, and  thereby
drink of the well. While with the cup the long "com-
‘mon“use® has been to drink directly of it Dby putting
the mouth to it, and thereby drinking of it. Hence,
to drink of a cup, connotes, implies, putting the |
mouth to the cup and drinking of it. Mr. Tanner says,
"This we call connotation. The expressiveness
of a word or phrase depends on both its denotative
and its connotative meaning". Note, from. the 1last
expression it is the same wiggmégroups of words as
with words. ™ell, there yougqprother.

In trying my vessels of storage he says, "The
tamel drank the barrel®.. Brother, did you happen to
know. that a Camel sticks his muzzle into a lake,
river, barrel, or any body >f water to drink? That is
the ‘'common use’ with  all stock. Bat do you con-
tend humans follow their practice; and that peoples'
"oommon use" of barrels, lakes, rivers, and wells is
the same as stockr« You . certainly presumed on our
ignorance. : :

You will note the brother is 'addicted to the
bottle'. Logically, so I will handle ‘“his bottle*
and "House of Israel" together later.

Hs quotes short passages from pages 5 and 6 of my
tract and he says I put bottle, keg, etc., in the
same category with cup, hence he thibks he sees some-
thing bad. ©Had he read what I sai®he would have
seen the purpose I had; which is to show the ridicul-
ousness of the idea that "every place in the word of

God in connection with the Lord's supper, where tae

word 'cup' is . used is figurative apeech (metonomy)

and hasu't the remotest reference to the drinking

vessel*. (Lemley's tract). Here is a quote from

page 5; “Suppose I should say .to-Bro. Lemley, 'On
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the table is a cup, a bottle, a sauce pan, and a Jjug,
you drink the cup'. What would he do? What would you

do under the same circumstances? Would you not drink

the cup, by drinking what is in the cup? Would any-

one know which vessel to drink from if the name of

the vessel hasn't the remotest reference to it? Sup-

pose I should say to him, your radiator is boiling.
Does not the word ‘radiator' refer to his. literal ra-
diator in which the water is boiling?*

Note, I was not arguing the drinking of those dif-
ferent vessels was performed alike; but showing that
each ones name did in a sense refer to the vessel nam-
ed, or you could not tell which one to drink of.
See his misapplication? Those boys are full of such
capers as that. He needs something to say. He has
no Bible to quote to prove *cups®, so, they treat us
to this kind of argument???

He refers quite often to what he calls my *"quibl-
ing". . Just who around here is qalbllng? If he can
keep us off the truth by referéng to what he terms
"contradictions® etc., he has won out. This kind of
argqmentatlon is purely subterfuge. He is only seek-
ing a place to hide, where he can cover up, but we are

not going to let him.

To show his abuse of"authorltles. we quote the
following from an undated letter of his written to me.
Page 3, paragraphs 1, 2, 3. He quotes from Reed and
Kellogg: *----- And still other things stand to each
Jther in some OTHER noteworthy relation THAN l)keness
or unlikeness (Metonomy, M. S. W.). Things long seen
and associated BY US in any of these relations COME
AT LAST rearfly to suggest each other. Figures of
speech are those expressions in which, departing fram
our ordinary manner of speaking of things, we ASSERT
OR ASSUME any of those relations,-~-+----- ",

Agaln, “Metonomy is a figure of speech in which
the WAME of one thing connected to .another by rela-
tion other than 1likeness or unlikemess is brought
over and APPLIED to that other, =-------- that of con-
tainer to the thing contained®. (Reed and Kellogg).
Now watch how he "manhandles, twists, and tortures®
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this aughorzty. I quote: *Notlce, the relationship
or connectioh does not havé to be a real physical one.

A cup does not have to be a real actual and physical-
accompaniment or. assoczatxon of the fruit of the vine
at the time the mstonomy is’ used to designate the -
fruit if the vine by 'cup’. At close of parsgraph he

says: MTe----== -we ASSUME that relat1onsh1p by desig-
nating the fruit of ‘the vine as-the *cup*.

Note here, what he is "ASSUMING".  Now we will
let Mr. Kellogg answer for himself., ~ S

Bottom of page II2, Rellogg's Rhetoric: ®A COMPs
ARISON, OR SIMILT IS A figure of speech in which the
likeness is pointed out or asserted between  things
in other respects unlike. In the simile, *Jim is
LIKE a lion"; the likeness is ASSTRID by the word,
LIgs Hence, the way he, Bro. thtehead ASS“RTS
relatlonshlp A4S Wrong.

But we ask ir. Keliogg, stt what do you mean by
"ASSERT® OR "ASSUME* A RELATIONSHIP?Y. And here is
his answer; Kellogg's Rhatoric, = page I15. In the
cdmparison. the relation or likeness between things
is, as you have seen, palnted out or asserted. But
this relation may be ASSUMED®. But what do you mean
by, this relation may be ASSUMED?? Get his answer:
“It being taken for granted that the reader or hear-
er sees the point of resemblance, -~ the words, LIKE,
AS, JUST AS, and SO may be omitted, and the word or
words which denotes one of the things may be brought
over amd applied to the other. ThlS ASSUMPTION may
be of different degrees. :

you will notice fram the above quotatzon ‘the "ta-
king for granted or assumption" was that the reader
or hearer sees the point of resemblance---* and
not as he tried to do, ASSUMZ the relation, between
a cup and the fruit of the vine, when it did not
exist. And in this ASSOMPTION you mérely left cut
the words of comparison, LIKZ, AS,; LIKE AS, and SO.
His (Bro. Whitehead's) ~contention was you did not
have to have a physical relationship between the cup
and the fruit of the vine; you ecould ASIIVE IT. But ~
Mr. Kellogg exposes him by ‘showing the  assumption -
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-~wag that “the reader or hearer understood the rela-

tion", and you did that by leaving out the words of
comparison, LIKTZ, AS, LIKE AS, and SO, as I illustrat-
ed: "Jim is LIKE a bear*. Here the relation is SEEM-
ED by the word “LIKE". But, *Jim is a lion"; here
the relation is ASSUMED by leaving out the word of
comparison, "LIKE®. As Mr. Kellogg says, I assumed
the reader understood the relation.

Just to finish the job I will shoot him with  his
own gun, The American Composition and Rhetorie, page
29I. ‘“ietaphor is immediate, and >ften intense, in
its comparison, where simile i3 deliberate, illustra-
tive. In the metaphor the comparison is implied. The
likeness between the two objects is 'assumed' to be so
that they are identified.

Note, what is ASSUMED is the likeness between the
two objects is so apparent they are identified, and
not one of the objects may be absent and its relation
with the one that is present "-“ASSUMED"" as he has
tried to put over. He makes the same argument in a
letter of Oct. 26, 1955, page 3, paragraph 3. Feople
who live in  glass houses should not throw  stones.
If the brother wishes to find *"*busts**, all he has
to do is to look over his own trail. He should say
*quibble®, tO someone else.

On page 7 he continues his "guibbles® about*the
bottle", as though I denied, *“deware of the bottle®
was a metonomy and as though I contended it did mnot
mean strong drink. I have argued all along such expr-
essions were “worn out METONOMIES" and had partially
or altogether lost their figurativeness. This I will
treat throughly later. Bottom page ¢, he quotes from
The American College Dictionary, t+hat "THE BOTTLE"
for strong drink. W®ell, I. showed long ago Webster

said the same. It means that regardless as to
what vessel it is "associated with","A FADED METON<
OMY® Page 3, he cintinues as though I denoed it.

Brother, that is all just as I have tried to show you
all along; but because those are "FADED WMETONOMIZS®
does not make "Drink the cup", PARALIZL WITH A FADED
METONOMY, NOR BE A FADRD METONOMY.
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On page 38, ander heading, "This cup . of the Lord, what

is ited .Qé tries another $twist on my answer to the
‘question. - I stated, “the cup of the Lord", was a
literal cup. 3Svery authority shows, “the object  to

be brought-to mind is not named but the uwame of some-

thing else is-used". Hsnce, *the cup of the Lord" is

the name of that other. thing, the cup. Bat 1in the-
expression, A METONOMY, if you please, "drink the cup

of the Lord<---means---drink ."that which is in the
cap'; as Thayer says on page 5I0.

He .says, "show the "IS* is- both llteral and fig-
arative®. I-don't need -to, for it isn't. But fruit
of the vine is a literal substance; Christ's blood is
a literal substance; nsvertheless, the fruif of the
vine is uased figaratively in the expression, "this
(frait of the vine) is my blood®, Matt. 256:28. See??

Top of page.9, he guotss a guestion asked a prof-
fessor, .and note exactly what is said: "In the Meton-
omy, 'Drink the cup', 1is the cup refered to, or the
contents only? The answer was, "the contents*. I
have argued all:along that the metonomy, - ‘'drink the
cup', meant exactly what Thayer said it did on page
5I0, "i. e. what is in the. cud"; and .the word ‘cup'
named the container to suggest its .contents (see Wil~
liam's Rhetoric, page 2202) . S

Same page,.paragraph 3, he tries another twist,
saying I made the figure +turn on the literal verb,

"drink*. Now brother, in "Drink the cup® (I Cor.
I11:25); are you contending that anywhere yoi see the
expression, "the cup" it is a metonomy:? Your arg-

ument forces you to that. It bsing a metonomy depends
on the word. or words it is associated with. Hence,
drink, yes, the literal verp, driak, coupled with
*the cup" makes a metonumy. Siunce yod can't litter-
ally dring a cup, youd know - the cup is put for the
contents of the cup. : , o
He guotes from Donald L. Clark as saying; “the
cap of the Lord", stands for the wine which the com-.
manicants drink in memory of Him".  And when did I -
deny it?? Note that word, STANDS FOR'. Yes it
STANDS FOR THZ WING, but . it NAMES THE CUP TO SUGGEST
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THE WINE, thereby, STANDING for the wine.

At the bottom of page 9, under “ilore ietonomy",
he quotes from another proffessor, showing, “accompan—
iment, contiguity, and relation, yes, and, aspect"
were words used by various Rhetoricians to express
the general law by which all metonomies are governed.
His authorlty is Mr. Xnapp Malone. That's just fine;
but remember brother, the manner of accompaniment,
association, aspect, contiguity, and relation, are
different. DPFor example; "Drink the cup" is based on
the relation, container and the contained; while, "I
read Shakespear* is based on the relation of ‘cause
and effect', or as some pat it, 'Author and his work'.
Lockwwod and Emerson pats it under the first heading;-:
while Williams puts it under the second heading. Ir
a thing is the ~'cause" of a certain ‘"effect"; it is
its'cause'without having to be in a literal contact.
It is an "accompaniment", an %association", a ‘"contis
guity", an "aspect" as the cause of that effect, as
»I read Shakespear®.

While in the case under consideration; the conta-
iner, the cup, is a real literal thing that contains
contents; and the grape juice is a real literal liq-
uid that is handled by being in a vessel of some kind.
Hence, as an "accompaniment", an "association®, as a
"relation", as an "aspsect*; the cup is real and liter—
al to the fruit of the vine.

I tell you, your radiator is boiling; that means
the water in your radiator is boiling. But we draw
the water out of the radiator and put it into a pot
and pat it on the fire and boil the water in it; I
do not say, ‘'your raciator is boiling', but I say
‘your pot is boiling'. But anywhere you find Shakes-
pear's work; he is the adathor of it; it is his work.

But he tries to make us believe because millions
of books, copies of Shakespear's work has been writ-
ten, that to read Shakespear, and he be an "accompan-
iment", acecording to my position on the cup, Shakes-
pear would have to be there personally. And, brother,
he 1is as the ""CAUSE"* AND IT AS THE “""EFFECT"".
You cannot geparate a CAUSE from its effect; as the
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caungs; it is always the CAUSE of that particular ef-

cot. YOou can geparate a cup from grape juice by sim-
ply emptying it out.

If the brother would only read his books he would
learn that Shakespear is "an accompaniment*, is frel-
ated", is "associated", is "an aspect", the the"lite-
rature‘he produced®, as the "@AUSE" to the "EFFECT",
as the *""AUTHOR'" to his “"WORK"", while a vessel and
its contents is an actual PHYSICAL CONTACT.

It is peculiar good men as I believe Bro. Whiteh-=ol
head to be will make such childish illogical efforss -
to prove a false position. This about compliments
his efforts on Shakespear. But in order to ‘*read
Shakespear", you must read the literature of which he
is the "CAUSE", *AUTHOR", and it is the "“EFFECT",
“HIS WORK". So also, to "drink the cup®, you mst
drink something of which a ecup is the container and
it is its contents. You can no mare "drink the cup®
by drinking of cups or other vessels, than you can
"read Shakespear® by reading Longfellow's works.

Paragraphs 2 and 3, page II, Bro. Whitehead quot-
es from Richbourg G. Williams, Head of the English
Department, Birmingham Southern College: "Basing my
opinion on language, and figurative language at that,
I should say, that I can see no cause to force the
wine of the Lord's supper into one cup. Use a plur-
ality of cups for the service of the wine of the

| Lord's supper, and you still have the cup of the

\ Lord*.

\_  and I wonder if Bro. Whitehead should ask a num-

~"ber of sectarian scholars: "Since Jesus promised et-
ernal life to those who believe in Christ (Jno. 3:I5)
is baptism necessary to obtain that eternal life"? I
believe he would get a flat no, for an answer a great
many times. Will the brother agree to preach it if
I get him some scholars that will say baptism is not
essential to salvation? If not why not? It is only
another sectarian doctrine like his cups he is try-
ing to put over.

If I ask; *Is it essential to partake of the
Lord's supper each first day of the week"?, I can get
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him some "no" answsrs if he will swollow the bait as

he wants us to the above. I can get a lot of sectar-
ian doctrine backers from among scholars; but will he
swallow the bait as he wants others to his above. I

am of the opinion I can get 'him- some scholars that

will tell him it is impossible for a child of God to

50 far apostatize as to finally be lost, will he take
it as truth? Why not??

Just keep in mind when I get through all this
weighty matter I will show some who contradict this
stuff. Bro. Whitehead, provided those scholars shou-
1d say they were basing their opinion on either liter-
al or figurative language, yes, and sometimes both;
will you swhlow that bait of the sects and make it
dnanimous? If they are to be accepted oa oné point
of doctrine, why not on all points? Brother, your
questions and their answers is a far cry from defin-
ing words and figures.

Paragraph 4,same page, he quotes a similar quot-
ation from Mr. Xnapp Malone, Proffesser of IZnglish-
Literature, John Hopkin's University. There is nothing
to be gained but fill up space by quoting i%; but
will say the above applies to it also. )

Vebster gives sprinkling and pouring water on a
person as ways to baptize other than immersion; will
you accept it as valid?? He is a scholar and a good
one. You might get a job circuit riding, and you
might make a good one, who knows? No, brother, you
wont and why? You know as I 40 the Bible is always
right. When a scholar's gefinition or opinion on a
point of language contradicts the 3ible, we know the
scholars are wrong and nst God's holy word.

That is the reason I will not swallow your schol-
ars "opinion" on thesse langiase differences; they
contradicet the teaching of the siole. The Bible says
“Buried with him in baptism". Jur dictionaries say
by their definitions it can be performed by sprinkl-
ing or pouring water on a subject. They contradict
God, hernce I taxe shat God says and tarn them down.

Bro. Whitehead says: *In the institution of the
Lord's supper, the fruit of the vine was in one cup.
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And those who drank it from that cup, 'drank the cup
JOf the Lord*. The Bible says the same. What more
do I need my star witness, Bro. Whitehead and the
Bible. Realizing the B3ible is always right; when
someone's idea of a gramuatical relation contradicts

a plain statement in the Bible, that gramwatical re-
lation is wrong.

On pages I5 and I6, under the heading,  "EXPERT
TESTIMONY®, Bro. Whitehead asks lir. A. E. Knoch, a
translator and publisher, the following questions:

2. "The Apostle Paul having already used this
metonomy, 'Drink the cup of the Lord', (I Cor. II:27)
to refer to the wine of the Lord's table, is there
anything in the rules governing this metonomy that
makes it necessary that the wine be in only one 1lit-
eral cup each time the institution is observed to
call it the cup of the Lord?

3. If the wine of the Lord's table is in one
container, which by metonomy is refered to as ‘the
cup of the Lord', and is poured from that container
into other containers to distribute to the assembly,
can it be correctly refersd to as ‘the cup of the
Lord' after being poured into them?*. :

Here is Mr. Knoch's answer to question number 2;
*Not necessarily, but preferably". Mr. Koch's gen-
eral statement: "The form or method is not essential,
80 long as the spirit is observsad. If for instance
the company be so large that one cup would be too
large, or, in these days when some object on sanitary
grounds, yet the emblems are there, it may be best
not to press the literality of the figure. Personaly:
I prefer to do 'so".

Bro. %hitehead tries to get gquite a bit of conso-
lation out of ifr. XKoch's answer, but his consolation
is slim.

Note, in answering question number 2, he says;
"Not necessarily, but preferably*. He seemed to think
there was a way around 1i%; yet he, for some well
founded reason, prefered the one.

Note in his general statement he said, *The form
or method was not essential, so long as the spirit is
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observed*. With this I heartiiy disagree, and B3ro.
Wihitehead wont take it as a general law to apply on
all subjects. 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 deliveded you. Being then made free from
sin, ye became the servants of righteousness". Rom.
6:I7-18.

. You will note here, Paul says, it was a FORM OF
DOCTRINE they had obeyed which made them free from
sin. So we can see "YFORM"" sure did count here.
Yes, and brother, it does in the Lord's supper.

2 Tim. I:I3, Paul tells Timothy t "hold fast the
form of sound words---%. Note, it was the “"FORM"*
of sound words to be held fast by Timothy. Sure, bro-
ther, it sure does count when it comes to sound words.
One cup is what Jesus used, Bro. Whitehead being
the witness, and he said when they drank the
fruit of the vine from it,they ‘drank the cup of the
Lord'. _

But he continues; *But if for instance the com-
pany be so large, the cup would be too large, or in
these days when some object on sanitery grounds----- LT
Note, "company be so large the cup would be too large
————t Oh yes, change God's laws to fit our condi-
tion, instead of changing our condition to fit God's
law; some reason. We can on the same hypothesis if
we were away from water and a man wanted to be bap-

tized, and he niight die before we reached water; vie
could change God's iaw to fit our conditions and spr-
inkle him from the jug. You know a  scholar, yes

lots of them, says sprinkling is one way to . baptize.’
You don't believe it? Look up baptize in any good
dictionary. If we can change God's law in the case
of the Lord's supper in regard to the cup, why not
the "FORM" of doctrine (baptism); ~ the obedience to
which we are made free from sin. (Rom. 6:I7-I8) Rem-
ember his witness said "form" or *method" was not ne-
cessary---. Oh yes, that "sanitation®. I know a lot
of people ithink of sanitation and a lot of little
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bigs when they drink in the Lordts supper, but I 4id
not know it could be a "REASON® for changinz God's
law to fit tnose Leoples desire to drink in memory
of sanitation and bugs instead of the Lord. Will you
please excuse me, if I tell you I still do not belie-
ve it.

Last but not by any means the least, he says;
"----it may be best not to press the literality of
the figure. Personally, I prefer to do sof. Wonder
what "literality of a figure" is? What about it
Webster? "LITEZRALITY"---Definition I. State or gua-
lity.of being literal; also, a literal meaning or
interpretation®. Then, the "literality of a figure",
would be the LITERAL VEANING of it. And he said he
prefered to do so. Hence he knew to drink the conte-
nts of a cup was to drink the cup of the Lord; just
as Bro. ‘Whitehead said. Hear him; *in the institu-
tion of the Lord's supper the fruit of the vine was
in one cug. And when they drank it from that cup,
they ‘'drank the cup of the Lord:. Now isn't that

nice we found both those boys "witnessing" for as?
He guotes lir. William D. Teapleton, of the Jnive-
rsity of Scuthern California, who said; "It is my

opinion that the figurative langisge to which you re-
fer in the New Testament dogs not make it necessary
that only one cup be used whensver the sacrament of
the Lord's Supper is celebrated. Also it seems clear
to me that the wine of the Lord's supper can properly
be called ‘'the cup of the Lord! regardless as to
tae nuaacer of containers used for it in the celebra-
tion of the sacrament”.

You will note, "It sesms clear'---, 9y opiniont-
"sacrament'--- “containers” for cup. 4ll of those
things are marks of the identity of a false theory.

Yveryone knows that meanings of words and asagss
language changes with the use of the best writers and
speakers put on it. And everyone knows the prepon-
derance of the scholarship is with the sectarian doc-
trines and practices which they practice and teach
against Bible doetrine.

S50 will it be on this “cup guestion"; usages and
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meanings will change to fit the popular theories of
the day; and we can see the pendulum swinging from
the truth. And so will it be until Paul's utterance
in 2 Tam. 3:I3; and Amos prophecy of Amos 8:II-I2
are literally fulfilled. It has happened to the word
vbaptize", it can in this question we are discussing.
Everyone knows the majority is usually on the error
as far as the Bible is concerned, and here is a quest-
ion that is not different.

I will now introduce some authorities to show how
the pendulum is swinging away from the truth Biblica-
1ly and languistically. Here is a copy of a letter
I wrote the University of Southern California and
the answer 1 received.

Bryte, California, Oct. 3, I955.
Head of the English Department of the University  of
Southern California; Los Angeles, California.
Dear sirs: I would very much appreciate it if you
would give me the answers to the following guestions:

I In the Metonimies, ‘'The kettle boils', and,
‘drink this cup'; Does the same law of container and
contained apply to both?

2. If there were two kettles with water in them
boiling; would I say, 'the kettle boils', or, 'the
kettles boils', if I wished to bring both to notice?

3. If the seme law of container and contained
does not apply to both the metonomies above, would
you please state the difference?

J. 3. Bedingfield.

And here is the answer. This letter was written
on University of Southern California's letter heads.
And you will notice it crosses the above authorities.

Jniversity of Southern California,
3518 University Avenae.
Hov. 3, I955.
Mr. J. 3. Bedingfield,
Box 767, Bryte, California.
Dear Mr. Bedingfield: The metonomies that you have
nemed; 'the kettle boils' and 'drink this cup' are
similar, since KETTLE AND CUP are substituted for
the thing contained in each.
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The ordinary rules concerning plurals apply to these
forms, and it would be necessary to say of two ket-

tles, 'The kettles ©boil', not 'the kettles boils'.
Similarly one would say, ‘'Both kettles are boiling'.
I hope that this explanation answers your guestions
satisfactorily.

: Julia Norton,
McCorkle Committee on Information, Department of Eng-
lish*. » )

The above letter is clearcut and concise. Notice;

I. "Kettle and cup are substituted for the thing
contained in each of them".

Hence, we see that the "thing" must be in the cup _
or kettle to bear the name of cup or kettle, as the
case might be.

It is made plain as the noonday sun that the ord-
inary rules of plurals apply to each of these forms.
And exemplified by saying for it to be two kettles
bioling, we would say, "the kettles boil". So, also
then, for the fruit of the vine to be in two or more
cups we would say, 'Drink the cups' and not 'drink
the cup'. Hence, if it were the Lord's fruit of the
vine in a plurality of cups, would be the 'eups of
the Lord!'. (However, I do not believe a departure
from the Lord's example would be the Lord's)

You will notice in asking my questions nothing is
used that would cause the one who answered, to think
it was a religious question; and thereby arouse their
own ideas of a thing regardless as to the true mean-
ing. I think the brother made a mistake in using the
questions' as Bible qguestions. Ajthough, he asked
for it not to be coloreu by tueological ides, yet
they enter in. However, in some cases it is impossi-
ble to do otherwise. But not so here.

30 we see, here are two letters from the Univer-
sity of Southern California which contradict one
another. What is wrong? I believe the one I receiv-
ed was written wholly to show the true answers as
generally used. While the on%}@ro. Whitehead (Not
questioning his honest intent) could se the Lord's
supper as it is commonly practiced by religious men,
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and the vast majority at that, permitted himself to
be swayed. oa can usually get the amswer you want
if- you w1lfiVour question accordingly.

- METONOMY -~ - - === — === e

"I wish now to take up some of our -rhetoric boolé
that are considered as authority and show how some of
the "brothers scholars have drifted from the true
idea of metonomy. I do not wish anyone to think I
am smart, I am not. As the obrother has said; those
scholars know higher Znglish bhtter than I do my ABC'3.
And I might add, :he also  would come in the A

B C class. Bur remember this; we do not take all.

scholars tell wus.as to their ideas of a relizious na-
ture. - And why? We know they are .men as we are and
will permit their decisions to be colored by their re-
ligioas ideas. If anyone denies this, I can get him
some rather bitter pills to swallow.

Welch's Composition, page 7I: "METONQMY is the
substitution of some name for ansther when the relat-
10/?9tme°n the objects is not mere resemblancet®.

It is positively stated- the name is 'substituted'
for  that of another, not a 'literal change. fence,
the name 'ecaup' is only substituted on certain .condi-
tions; when the 'relation' is not .mere resemblance.
In giving the examples he says;  “It puts-------- #h
Container for thing contained------- drink +the cuap®.

Note, "It puts tne coantainer for thing -contained
------ drink the cup®. Does that sound like the drink
element could be in any number of any kind of vessels?
Nay, verily. Just left alone anyone can under-
stand that langiage, but it takes a smart man to help
misunderstand 1t.

Notice, he says there.must be a relat;gg, then
gives one; "Container for thing contained". There is
the relation, coatainer and thing contained. Ask you-
rself the simple guestion; Does that relation exist
if the contained is not in the container, in this
case, a cup----7 - : )

Mr. Hill, page 86,-sa_y's_; " TONORY  (from  the
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Grezk meta, indicatin% a change, and onyma, name,  is
a designation of an object by one of 1its accampanim-

ents". If you accompany one to a place, you certainly
must have been right along, would you not? Then to
call fruit of the vine, 'cup', it must be an accompasn-
iment, must it not? Most certainly it must. Now,
that is the rule; we will take care of the'exceptions'
later on. ; ,
Herrick and Damon says; "A similar substitution
occurs when an accompaniment is taken for the thing
it accompanies, as cause for effect, a sign for the
thing signified etc. This trope is called metonomy".
Note, "similar substitution occurs when an accompan-
iment (in this case a cup, J. S. B.) is taken for the
thing it accompanies (in this case, the fruit of = the
vine, J. S. B.). Could you say a cup "ACCOMPANITS"
the fruit of the vine if it were not there? Then
can't you see the impossibility of their position
according to this rule? Read it again, -and you will
see in this case the cup must accompany the fruit of
the vine. Could you say the fruit of the vine was

accompanied by a cup if it were in a hundred and
tell the trath?
Lockwood and Tmnrson—-page 438; "Metonomy means

a' change of name. The thing spoken of and the thing
meant may be wholly unlike, but the relation betwsen -
them is sucn that the wmention of one suggests the
other". -And he gives us an sxample, "Container for
the thing containea, "The kettle boils (meaning the
water in the kettle") You see showing that relati-
onship", "Container for the thing contained", in his
example, *the kettle boils", he added the explanation,
"meaning. the water in the kettle®. Therefore we see
the water must be in the kettle to say, 'the kettle
biols'. 30, also, the fruit of the wvine must be in
a cup for you to be able to "Drink the cup". If that
isn't plain, will someone say it plain? That 1is the
rule; of course there are exceptions which we will
notice later.

Mr. Kellogg--page I27, says; ‘“Metonomy is a fig-
ure of speech in which the name of one thing connec-
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ted to another by some bond not of likeness or unlik-
eness is taken to denote the other", “(4) as the
CONTAINED and the THING CONTAINED®.

" Notice he says, ®*---One thing is connected to an~

other by some bond----". Then he names one of the
sbondé® that "connects® objects, *CONTAINER for the
THING CONTAINED®. Hence the “bond" must exist td use
the CONTAINER for the THING CONTAINED. And of course
to "Drink the cup* the *bond* must exist, the cup
mst contain the contained.

“Mr. Blalr--—page 157, says; ®To tropes founded on
these several relations, cause and effect, container,
and contained, sign for the thing sighified, is given
the name of metonamy*. He then gives the following
Latin phrase; "Ille impiger hausit spumantum pateram
et pleno se proluit auro*. Then he- remarks of it
“Where everyone sees, that the cup and the gold
are put for the ligquor contained in the golden cup'.
Can you say any plainer the liquor was in the "golden
cup?? And mind you that is the “RELATION*, ,CONTAIN-
ER AND CONTAINED® mentioned above; and he specifical-
1y states the liquor was in the golden cup.- Then to-
"drink the cup* the fruit of the vine mast be in the
cup. Does that sound like 'same of those professors
quoted by the brother? We will attend to the except-
ions later. There is the RULE. ’ ‘

Mr. Tanner---page 32i, says; “MSTONOMY. Meton-
omy is a figure Oof speech in which the name of omne’
object is used for that of ‘another which it clearly
suggests'. Note, he says “clearly suggests®'. To sug-
gest is to symbolize; therefore the one object whose
name is used must clearly symbolize the . object for
which ~the other name was used. You can't change a.
symbolic word without destroying the figure. See
Blair, page I43. ~If you add an *s* to “"cup" and
make it cups; you have changed the word cup to eups,
hence destroyed the figure. -Besides he gives an int-
eresting example which seals the issue. Here it is;
"The kettle boils (that is the WATER in the kettle
boils)". Brother could you make it -any stronger?
He explains the expression, "the kettle  boils*, by
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Saying, "that is, the water in the kettle boils”.
It sure has to be in the kettle. Therefore to "drink
the cup" the element must be in the cup, just as the
water had to be in the kettle, to say 'the kettle
bails'. B ‘ E
Mr. Williams---page 220, says; "Metonomy is a
figure of speech in which an object is presented to
the mind, not by naming it, but by neming scmething
else that readily suggests it". Note, the “object™
brought to the mind (the fruit of the vine) is not
nemed, but something else (the cup) is named to read-
ily suggest it. Hence cup in the singular number is
the name of the drinking vessel. And notice, it'rea-
dily suggests.  the fruit of the vine. ; _
Webster says of SYMBOL; = "That which  suggests
something else by reason of relationship, association,
convention, etec." So, we.see since, "the cup® sug-
gests the fruit of the vine, according to Webster's
above definition; the "cup* symbolizes the fruit of
the vine. Hence the word, "cup” cannot be changed
without = destroying the symbol . See Blair, page
I48; "The former, figures of words, are commonly cal-
led tropes, and consists in words being employed to
signify something that is different from its original
and primitive meaning; so that if you alter the
word, you destroy the figuare®. (Emphasis mine -J.2.8)
We learn from Mr. Blair and ir. Webster that in
the expression, "Drink the cup", the cup symbolizes
the fruit of the vine and, as Blair gsays, *If you
alter the word you destroy the figure".,When_ you add
the "s* to the word, cup, -and make it cups, you have
altered the word, cup; therefore you have destroyed
the figure +the Lord used to designate the fruit of
the vine that was in the cup by saying, *Drink.  the
cup". How would anyone dare to tamper with God's holy
word? Back to page II to shoot him with his own gun.
The American Composition and Rhetoric (3rd. ed.),
page 295; "Synecdoche and Metonomy are forms of ind-~
irect statement in a part of an object .or some impor-
tant asgociation connected with the object is used to
symbolize the object itself". The *"cup" is an impor-
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tant association connected with the fruit of the vine,
tthe object itself", in that it contains it. And the
cup is used to "symbolize! the fruit of the vine in
the statement, *Drink the cup". We say, ‘the cup is
the fruit of the vine', not literally, but symbolica-
1ly. In "Drink the cup", ‘the cup' is (symbolizes)
ghe fruit of the vine. Matt. 26:26, "----------this
(bread) is (symbolizes) my body".

Matt. 26:27, %----- this (fruit of the vine) is
(symbolizes) my blood". _ .

If we have a right to *alter® the word, cup, and
make, cups, symbolize the fruit of the vine; we can
tglter' the word, bread, and make it beefsteak, and
make it symbolize Christ's body; and we also can "alt-
er" the expression, 'fruit of the vine', and make it
milk and make milk symbolize Christ's blood. God 1is -
the author of all three symbols. You have no right

to temper with either. As Mr. Blair says; "If you
alter the word you destroy the figure’, (Blair, page
148. .

flere is his definition of Metonomy. #Metonomy .

(from the Greek words METE and ONYMA, meaning change
of name) substitutes some quality or aspect of the
objectv for the name of the object itself". In the
expression, "Drink the cup", the word, feup', isl an
aspect of the ‘object itself', fruit of the vine, it
contains. The orotner defines ‘agpect', as, appear-
ance o the sye or mind. Alright; when we say,
“Drink the cup®", the appearance of a cup containing a
liquid enters the mind; but when we go to obey the
command, the 'appearance' to the eye must be real and
literal to the 'eye', in order to be able to grasp the
cup and drink of it. Thus we se his own gun back-
fires and shoots him to.

But cups brethren claim the cup is not remotely
refered to.

Mr. Hill, page 86, speaks of them as *two objects
of thought*. Hence the ‘'cap' must be in some way
considersa.

Mr. Blair says on page IS4; "In the third place,
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figures give us the pleasure of enjoying two objects
presented together to our view, without confusion;

the principle idea, which is the subject of the dis-
course, along with its accessory which gives it the

figurative dress*. (Emphasis mine, J. 5. B.) And we

see Blair had a sneaking idea the cup, was also und-

er considegratiob. Same page, Blair gquoting from Ari-
stotle says: "We see one thing in anothert.

The name, cup, is only "borrowed" in a metonomy.
See Bldir, page I52; "But still, for reasons before
given, borrowed words, or as Rhetoricians call then,
‘tropes, must continue to occupy a <onsiderable place',
Yes, bless your -soul, the cap is even "EMPHASIZED".

Herrick and Damon, page 494, says; "The distinc-
tion between synechdoche and Metonomy 8till lingers
in some school rooms; but it is obviously of no prac-
tical value, for the force of tropes belonging to
either class lies in the fact that they single out a
quality of the object, or a circumstance connected
with it, and fix the attention on that. The quality
or circumstanes thus emphasized should, of course, be
the real center of interest". You will notice, "the
circumstance", the cup containing the fruit of the
vine, is emphasized. How:z It is named to suggest
(symbolize) the fruit of the vine. Hence, it not
only expresses its owm name, but takes the place of T

ffjgh vine to symbolically express it.

It seems e¢puel to shoot him with his own gun, but
he said do it, so here goes.

The American Composition and Rhetoric, (3rd. 3d.)
pPage 295 says; "Generally metonomy differs from syn-
ecdoche in emphasizing symbolically some large sign-
ificant aspsct of the object". *The cup" is a large
significant aspect of the object (the fruit of the
vine). Therefore, according to The American Composi-
tion and Rhetorie, (his own gun), the *"cup"" is
emphasized symbolically. Bad business brother, to
have your own gun backfire and shoot you to. .

Mlfred M. Hitchcock page 349 says; "It is a use-
ful figure in that if often focuses attention on some
one dst=il of a picture, intensifing the impres-
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sion., To say that the general advanced with a force
of bayonets conveys a more vivid picture than to say
he advanced with a force of sgoldiers®. Notice the
attention is focused on the one detail "bayconets",
which were there, "period®", which included the whole
army. Therefore we see the attention is focused on
the cup that contained the fruit of the vine and is
made $0 gymbolically stand for the fruit of the vine.

Tropes do not all turn from their literal meaning
in the same "degree"; and faking advantage of this
and trying to parallel a trope of ®*less" degree with
one of "greater" degree is ome of the holes these boys
try to hide their®cups"* in.

Herrick and Damon, page 493 says, "A figure of
speech or trope is a word or phrase turned in a great-
er or less degree from its original or literal mean-
ing". Hence we see some are "turned" in a "greater!
degree and some in a "less" degree.

Blair, page I76 says, "These relations, same more,
and some less intimate, may all give rise to tropes®.
Therefore we can see the practice of picking out
tropes that the relationship is "less® intimate, and
try to parallel it with one "more* intimate, is a
logical fallacy they indulge in.

To show exactly what Lexicographers say about the
metonomies “Drink the cup®", "Drink the cup of the
Lord*, when connected with the Lord's supper, I quote
the following: J. H. Thayer, psge 533, ' "by metonomy,
of the container for the contained, the contents of
the cup, what is offered to be drunk". (Luke 22:20).
Thayer, page 5I0, *i. ¢. What is in the cup*, (2 Cor.
10:21; I1I:27). Harper, page 325, "metonomy, the con-
tents of a cup, liguor contained in a cupy Lk. 22:20;
I Cor. I0:I5.

Green, page I53, "metonomy, the contents of a cup,
liguor contained in a cup", Lk. 22:20; I Cor. I0:I6.

There is not a hint of a hint that the liguor (F.
J. V.), in the above scriptures could be otherwise
than in a cup.

Bro. Whitenead says; *"At the institution of the

Lord's supper, the fruit of the vine was in one cup,
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And those that ‘drank from that cup 'drank the cup of
the Lord*. (Review, page I0). 3o, that should settle
the matter as far as he 1is concerned.

In answering my argument on "faded" = metonomies
bagsed on Blair, pages I52, I53, he missed my point.

~ "FADED METONOMIES®.

. PFirst .I want to say, Metaphor, is used in an ex-
tended way meaning all figures in speaking of figures
in general. The American Composition and  Rhetorie,
page 289; "In modern literary criticism there is a
tendency to make, Metaphor, a broad, inclusive term,
applicable to figurative language and consiructions
in general". See also first paragraph of figures of

speech, page 288, same author.

See also Blair, bottom of page I58. Therefore,
when I use the word, 'Metaphor', in the extended sen-
se, I mean any or all figures. .

“Again, figures of speech (tropes) are of differ-
ent degrees of imtimacy. Henece, where they - differ,
they do not parallel. Blair, page I56;. "These rela-
tions, some more, and some less intimate, may all
give rise to tropes'. See Kéllob“'"'Rhatorlc, page
IIj

"Even from this standr01nt we can se the fallacy
of trying to parallel Reed ani Kellogg's, 'beware of
. the bottle';, which means intoxicating lijuors in a
bottle or anything else: or the 'houase of Jacopo', the
'hoase of Israel', which includes all Jews whether
they ever lived in a nouse or not; with 'the cup of
the Lord', which never, never, was spoken of except
in the Lord's supper. And Bro. Whitehead has admitt-
ed that "At the institution of the Lord‘'s supper the
fruit of the vine was in one cup. And those who dra-
nk from it 'Drank the cup of the Lord". _

Paul commanded the Corinthians to follow him-as
he was of Christ, I Cor. II:I. And in ‘the 23rd. verse
shows he recelved of the Lord just as the Lord exemp-
lified it 26 years before, see verses 23-25. Aaé in
verse 26 Paul vrefers to it as 'the cup', WHILE IV
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VZRSE &7 HE REFERED TO IT AS, "THs CUP OF THE LORD®.
Never, in any place in the Bible, is the fruit of the
vine in a plurality of cups refered to as "the cup of
the Lord". Hence we can see one cup .and the fruit of
the vine refered to by Paul as "the cup of the Lord*.
A close degree of intimacy; while with, ‘"beware of
the bottle", "the house of Jacob", "the house of Isra-
el", has a less degree of intimacy, between the word
in either case that was meant, and the word used to
suggest it. Hence, cannot be paralleled with 'The
cup of the Lord", in which every time we have Bible
reference to it, shows a very close degree of intim-
acy between one cup and the fruit of the vine. So
.close it always confained the fruit of the vine. This
alone kills their attempt to parallel the above with
. the "cup of the Lord". '

Now to "Faded Metonomies®. Mt. Hill says  “The
process by which language grows is that of figurative
expression. All mental operations are expressed fig-
uratively, that is, throuzh material forms and proce-
sses related to them in some way. Most of the words
used to express mental actdon are 'fossil metaphors'.

The Amemican Composition and Rhetoric, page 292,
(3rd. edition) says; "The language is full of metaph-
orical expressions that have lost their .eaning as
metaphors as the sense of imagined comparison has

faded away*'. ‘ ,
Kellog's Rhetoric, {printed 1882), page II6
says; “Iu almost every sentence that drops from pen

or tongue, there are words wiose metaphoricél signif-
icance has so faded oat of them that we fail to det-
ect it". Notice brother, we can hardly write or
speak a sentence without using one of these *faded®
metaphors. But hear him further; "Richter has called
language 'a dictionary of faded metaphors®. '

That should remove all doubt that "faded metapho-
rs" are numeraous in our language; and not just a few
as sone would have us to believe.

Blair, pages 152, 153, says; "In every language,
to, there are a multitude of words, which, though
they were figurative in their application to certain
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objerts,---". Take the word, 'piercing', when appli-
ed to 'sword', or 'spear' it is purely litsral.
Piercing sword, piercing spear, expresses a literal
act., While 'piercing' judgment, once was figarative.
At that time the word, 'piercing' was "turned* from
its literal meaning t0 express a quality or operation
of the mind; but has faded as we will see by reading
further. Hear him; "----- yet, by long use lose
their figurative power wholly and come to be consid-
ered simple and literal expressions. In this case,
are the terms which I refered to before, as transfer-
ed from sensible qualities (qualities observed by one
or more of the senses, J. B. 3.) to operations or gqu-

alities of the mind, as a 'Piercing' judgment----- v,
And thus, we see, the word, 'piercing} having once
been turned away from its original, literal meaning
to express a quality or operation of the mind; has

become a literal meaning of that condition of mind.
As the rhettoricians have said, the figurative sense
has "faded" out. 3ee also bottom of page 1I56, same
author. S

But at the top of page I53 we have a “fading® of
less degree with which we have to deal in dealing
with figures. Hear him; *There are other words
which remain in sort of middle state; which have nei-
ther lost wholly their figurative application; nor
yet retain so much of it as to imprint any remarkable
character of figured language or sryle------ L

Here we have another condition: For example, take
"Beware of the bottle", which means, beware of intox-
icating liquor. Was the original meaning of it, 'be-
ware of that which was in the bottle', and by long
use faded down to mean, beware of strong drink? Or,
was it so in the beginning? That is the word, bottle,
with *"less degree“.used "less intimate", when the fig-
ure was made?

In either case it does not parallel with, "Drink
the cup of the Lord"; at the institution of which,
there was one cup containing the fruit of the vine.
Twenty-six years after, Paul recapitulates the scene
of the institution and speaks of drinking of the
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fruit of the vine in thet cne cup as; "Drink the cqp

(I Cor. iI:26;; "Driuk ils cap or the Lord® I Cor.
IT1: 27 We see the acc'*'eo was “’IlOI‘e" V""LI‘O"’]g” Yinti-
mate". ‘Hence cannot te paralleled with such  expre-

ssions as "beware of the bottle", "the house of Isra-
el", "the house of Jacck", for they all stand on a
less degree than the Bible metonomy, "Drink the cup
of the Lord*. This is a common and destructive vio-
iation of logie. As additional evidence that words
do "turn" on a greater or less degree; thus forming
different levels of comparisbn, I quote. the following
authors. .
Alfred M. Hitchcock, page 345, he says; “There
are many kinds of figures, one investigator recogniz-
es over twO hundred varieties. But not a few of
these are SO common, and repregemts departures so
slight, that they may be disregarded". 5
Again, Herrick and Damon, page 433, "A figure of
speech or trope is a word or phrase turned in a grea-
ter or less degree from its original or literal mean-
ing®. ] . ’
Bro. Whitehead, after trying to get Thayer on
page 441 to back up his false position on the cups
issue, advised us one cup boys to stay away from Tha-
yer; but not tainking he might mean all of it I vent-
ured: one more peep and this is what I found. The first

definition of, Vikos (kouse) under metonomy is, “The
inmates of. a house; all.the persons forming one fam-
ily, a household*. Under that definition he gives a

lot of scrijtire where "house", (singular number) is
used, all of which shows plainly that the word *house!
in each case refers to the "immates of a house,
all ths persons forming a family, household", Just as
Thayer defined it.

But we come down to where they are plural and we
find; I Tim. 3:I2, speaks of Deacons (plural number)

ruling----- their own housss (plural number) well.
That locks funny. Bor. Whitenead has been telling us
"house", (singular number) meant houses. Lets try

Thayer out again. Titus I:II; here again we have
some subverting whole "houses" .(plural number). Paul
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was still liks the poor old one cup folks, thoaght
when he refereu to a thing, or things, in a plurality
of places or containers should be represented by the
plural. Bro. Whitenead should have been there and
told him better.

Lets try again. Next he tells us the “house" in
Gen. 7:1, is plural in the Hebrew. We will just go
there and see who had the plurality of houses. "And
the Lord said unto Noah, Come thou and all thy house
(Hebrew, "HOUSES")---a=wu-- ", Wait a minute; there
were three families of Noah's boys and he and his
wife. Well that was a plurality of families living
in a plurality of houses. And remember we are und-
er the definition, "The immates of a house, all the
persons forming one family, a houschold®. Brother,
that fits us to a tee. Bur says one, the King James
translation says house, not houses. Yes, ws know it;
and not being a mind reader, and not having them pre-
sent to ask them, I am unable to tell you why. How-
ever, it does not hurt God's word without some one is
hunting a hole to hide in.

But says one, read Heb. II:7 and it says Noah
preparsd an Ark to the saving of his house. Yes, but
the word, household, means, "Those who dwell as a
family under one roof"., When Noah and his wife and
thres sons and their wives went into that Ark, that
was all the ‘house' they had. They fulfilled the def-
inition of, house, as a metonomy. WNotice definition.
"The inmates of a house, all the persons forminz one
family, a household®. They were really "dwelling und-
er one roof'. It was all the hoase they had. In the
Ark was where saivation was; he prepared the Ark to
the saving of his house.

Now, lets take a look at definition 3; rstock,
race, decendants of one*. And here are a few exampl-
es listed: "Luke I1:27; "of the house of David'. Vers
2> T T in the house of his servant David*. Luk.
Y T e because he was of the house and lineage
of David". Matt. I0:6; "------the house of Israel".
Matt. I5:34, M---=-- house of Israel". Acts 2:36;
L house of Israel". Acts 7:42; "----Oh ye
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house of Israel----*. And on and on, we 8See ‘'"the
house of David" and the "house of Israel® under the
neading of, "stock, race, decendants of one". Regar-
dless as to whether in a house or never saw a house,
if they were of the "stock, race, or decendants" of
David, they were of tne house of David and the same
relative to the *house. of Israel*, while under defi-
nition 2, under Metonomy, "they were the inmates of
a house, all the persons forming one family, a house-
hold*. 1In every case a literal house was involved.
Tven when two families were named, a plurality of
houses were involved, and named.

Mr. Webster baxks this up. Webster's Internat-
ional Dietionary, 2nd. BEdition, definition 4, "those
who dwell in the same house, a houshold®. This 1is
exactly like Thayer's metonomy definition. And under
it all are listed where a literal house and people
who dwelt there were involved.

Get defianition 5, "a family of ancestors, decedd-
ants, and kindred; a race of persons from the same
stock; a tribe; especially a noble family, or illust-
rious race; as the house of Hanover'. Under this,
like Thayer's definitiocn 3; no literal house was at
the present involved. It just meant, "“race", "tribs",
detendants etc. The idea of them being dwellers of
the same house has compietely *FADED' out. And with
it, Bro. Whitehead's arguunent on "the house of David®,
*the house of Israel®, also faded out. o

I have used quite a bit of space showing the dif-
ferent metonomies, their variations from the beginn-
ing, and their fading to a litersl meaning. But this
is one of the places the cups boys try to hide their
ngolden wedge* (cups) and I have endeavored to pull
their cover off. '

As I have shown only one cup was involved in the
establishnient of the Lord's supper, and he has admit-
ted it, I have shouwn 25 ysers later Paul in the IIth.
chapter of I Corinthians recapitulated the scene when
he instituted the supper, and speaking of drinking of
that one cup said, "Drink the cup", verse 26; "Drink
the cup of the Lord", verse 27. Thus making 26 years
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of apostolic practice of one cup of the fruit of the
vine, which, when they drank it, they "drank the

cup of the Lord". And not a hint of a hint that a
plurality was ever used. ‘

Jesus in Matt. 26:27 commanded the disciples to
all drink of it, the cup. For there was nothing else
for the ®it*, in "Drink ye all of it* to refer to.
His (Bro. Whitehead's) own authority stated plainly
the antecedent of a pronoun must be there and stated.
The denoted command was; "Drink ye all of the cup'.
The connoted (implied thought) drink of the contents
the cup. They make a cute switch here and make the
‘dgnoted" command, "drink ye all of the cup", to mean
drink ye all of the contents; thus destroying the
"Jenoted" {stated) -command to all drink of the cup.
Of course if the admitted this undeniable fact, their
whole theory would forever be destroyed. So to save
a theory more precious to them than Godis holy word;
they make themselves the violator of one of the sim-
plest redzs of language and logic. And in addition
to this, Paul commanded the disciples, in I Cor. II:I,
to follow him as he did Christ. Later he recapitula-
ted the establishment of the Lord's supper as Jesus
established it with one cup of the fruit of the vine.
And on this setting, he made the remarks; *Drink this
cup", verse 25; #Drink this cup of the Lord", verse
27. And this he (Bro. Whitshead) admitted also on
page I0, pavagraph 3, of his tract, juoting from one
of my letters, he says; "In a letter after citing
'Paul's recapitulation', I Cor. II:24-25, he triump-
hantiy (a) asserts: 'So we sse the setting; tae very
act upon which Paul's metonomy is based was a physic-
al cup accom.aning the actual physical fruit of the
vine'!, Welli, so pbe it".

You will note his answer to my statement was,
"well, so be it". He also said more which is alrea-
dy answered.

' Then we see two commands, one by the Lord in iiat.
25:27; the other by Paul in I Cor. II. Yet they cry
" INCIDENTALY.

Thsi cup is, (anot litefally but figuratively) the



fruit of the vine in the expression, "drink the cup®.
Then we heve +ha peraolicl.a; In, "Drink the cup"*; the
cup is \sﬂmcollzes) the fruit of the vine.

In latt. 26:26, "This (bread) is (symbolizes) my
body*. )

In Matt. 26:27-28, "This (fruit of the vine) is
(symbolizes) my blcod. ‘

You .can no more substitute in one of these symb-
ols thar you can in the other. God is the author of
them all. If you can sutsiitute cups or containers
in the first: you can substitute heefsteak in the sec-
ond for breal; ard milk ‘n the third for fruit of
the vine. Brsbhien iu the anaze of truta and for God
his word, =nd vour eisrusl welfare, wake up.

Paul says ia I Cor. IN:i6; *The cup of blessing
which we plsss, is it nct the comunion of the blood
of Chri=t%". But in the 2Ist. verse he calls the
drinking of the cup of blessing which we bless, the
drinking of ihe cup of the Lord. Therefore,. when we
drink of a cup of blessing which we bless, we drlnk
the cup of the Lord.

H " Tf we alter the word used flguratlvely we destr-
oy the figure". See Blaid, page I48, quoted previou-
sly. o

Hence if we add an "s" to the, word 'cup' making
it 'cups', we have altered the word; therefore_destr-
oyed the {igure.

In the iifth chapter of 2nd. Klngs we have a fair
parallel with our cips brethren. This man Naaman had
the Leprcsy ami weat to ihe prophet #llsna to be cur-
ed. Tn the IDth. verss ths prophet told him to 8o
wasn io Joiaan seven timss------ . (Just as we are
comranded o "drink ve all of the cup*, in watt. 26:27.
Bat Nasman wes a containers man, for he named Over a
couple of otaer riverz wihich would be better. (Just
as some of o'r bretiuren are containers men and want ‘a
plurality of cups iustead of a cup as the Lora orda-
ined) Verses I3-14, teaches us the gervant of Naa-
man reasoncd with him, and showed it was the command
to "wash in Jordan®", so he repented and went and was-
hed and was made clean. (So, als®, some of our cups
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brethren, when they are shown to 'drink ye all of the
Cap* 18 a command, repent and obey). Howsver many of
tnem do not do as well as Naaman, and have never re-
pented and cbeyed the Lord to ‘*drink ye all of the
cup'. So. for their benefit I wish to ask a few ques-
tions and make a parallel.

Since there was water in those otaer rivers Naam--
an named oOver; could he have washed in one of them
and been made clean? No. If it was the water in jor-
dan that had- the cleansing rpowsr,could he have
taken some of the water out of Jordan and put it in
another conrtainer, and washed in it and been cleans-
ed?? You will say no. Then the “container' (Jordan)
did have a part in obeying in Naaman¥ obedience.
(You'd better look out, God respects no man).  The
dernoted (stated) command to Naanan was, “Wash in Jor
dan seven times! The denoted (stated) command to us
is "Drink ye el1 of the cup®. The coznoiad (implied)
thought to Nasmsn was, there was water in Jordan in
which he coulld wash. The c¢onnoted (implied) thought
to us is a drink element in the cup.

But the denoted (stated) command to Naaman, "Go
wash in Jordan -scven times", made ‘it obligatory  that
he really wash in Jordan and not transfer the water
to another place and there wash. So, also, the den-
oted (stated) command tc us to "Drink ye all of  the
cup", makes it obligatory that we drink of the cup
and nOt_t?azsfer ths slement to some other place and
drink it there. If not, why not?? Neither could he
have useG cther water than that in Jordan. 3o, neither
could we drink another clement thqb/that in the  cup.
The common law that goveras language, goveras both
circumstances.

I--The disciples drank of a cup containing the
fruit of the vine when Jesus instituted tone Lord's
supper. (Admitted) :

2--But tihe disciples 'dra&k the cup of the Lora!'
when Jesus instituted the Lord's supper. (Admitted)

3-~-Therefore to drink of a cup -containing the
fruit of the vine in the Lord's supper is to ‘drink
the cup of the Lord' . .
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I--The disciples did not drink of a plurality of
cups when Jesus 1nst1tated the Lord's supper. (Admi-
ted)

2--But the disciples 'drank the cup of the Lord!
when Jesus instituted the Lord‘'s sapper. (Admitted)

3+-Therefore the disciples cannot drink of a plur-
ality of cups in the Lora s sapper. and 'drlnk ",the
cup of the lord'. ) ' '

I--To speak a word in the name of the Lord which
he has not commanded us to speak is presumptlcn.
Deut, 18:20.

2--Bat to teach that the use ofia plurality of
cups in the Lord's supper is scriptural; < is to speak
a word in the name of the Lord he has not commanded‘
us -to speak. S

3--Therefore to teach the use of a: plurallty of
cups in the Lord's supper is a ‘presumption.

I--%But without faith 1t_1s impossible - to please
" God----*: Heb. II:b. R "

2--But a plurality of cups to distribdte the fruit
of the vine to an assembly, is not of faith, (th
mentioned in God's word) Rom. I0:I7. = &

3--Therefore a plurallty of cups -to distribute-
the frult of the vine to an assembly 1n the Lord'
supper ‘is not- plea31ng to God. - 3 ‘

' I--"Whatsoever is -not of faith is 31n", Rom. Iu 23.

- 2--Bit the use of a’ plurallty of _cups to distri-
bute the fruit of the vine in the Lérd's supper  is
not of faith; not belng found in the word ‘of " God,
Romans I0:I7- :

" 3——Taerefore a plurallty of cups to dlstribute
the fruit of the vine in the Lord's ‘supper 1is sin.

I--vve ﬂalK by faith*, 2 Cor. 5:7.

© 2--Bat a plurality of cups “to’ dlstrlbute the
frait of the vine in the Lord's supper is ot of
faith; not being found in the word of God, Rom. IO:I7.

_3--Therefore we cannot use a plurality of  cups to
dlstrlbute the frait of thevine in the Lord's supper
and walk by faith.

I--The scriptures glven by the. 1nsp1rat10n of God,
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throughly furnishes the man of God unto all good
works, 2 Tim. 3:I-17. :
2--But the scriptures given by the inspiration

Of God nowhere says anything about using a plurality
of cups to distribute the rruit of the Vvine in the
Lord's supper.

3--Therefore the use of a plarallty of cups to
distribute the fruit of the vine in’ the Lord's supper
is not a good work.

I--But foolish and unlearned questlons avoid for
they do gender strife, Phil. 3:I6. o

2--But a plurality of cups to distribute the
fruit of the vine in the Lord's supper {s an unlear-
ned ‘question.

3--Therefore. we cannot use a ulurallty -of cups
in the Lord's supper to distribute the fruit of the
vine, and obey the command, foolish and anlearned
questions avoid.

I--Whosoever transgresseth and abideth not in the
doetrine of .Christ hath not God, 2 Jobn 9.

2--But a  plurality of cups to distribute the
fruit of the vine in the Lord's supper is not in the
doctrine of Christ.

- 3--Therefore to use a plarallty of cups to distr-
ibute the fruit of the vine in the Lord's supper is
to.transgress the doctrine of Christ. and have not God.

I--”Accordlng as his divine power hath given unto
us all things that oertalns to life and godliness",
I Peter I:3.

2--But nowhere in his divine power (the gospel
Rom. I:I16) are we Ziven a plurallty of cups to distri-
bate the fruit of the vine in the Lord's supper.

' j-oIherefore a plurality of ¢&ups to distribate
the fruit of the vine in the Lord's Supper does not
pertain to llfe and godliness.

" I--*And this is love that we walk after nis com-

mandments, and this is the commandient, That as ye
have heard from the beginning ye shoald walk in itn.
2--But nowhere, it the beginning, when the Lord's
sapper was instituted, have wes a record where a plur-
"ality of cups was used to distribate the fruit of the
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vine in the Lord's supper.

 3=-Therefore we cannot use a olurality of cups
to distribute.the fruit of -the vine in the ILord's
supper and obey the command, "that,as ye have heard
in the beginning ye should walk in it*. -

o I--"For I will not dare to speak of those thlngs
which Christ hath not wrought by me to make the Gent-
iles obedient in word and-deed®, Rom. I5:I8.

2--But we have no record where Christ wrought by
Paul the use of a plurality of cups. to distribute the

fruit of the vine in the Lord's supper.

3--Therefore, if we use a plurality of cups o
distribate the frait of the vine in the lLord's supper;
we do a thing Paul would not dare to even speak of.

I--We are told to hold fast the faithful word as
we have been taught, Titus I:3.

2--But nowhere in the:faithful word have we been
taugat the ase of a plurality of cups to distribute
the fruit of the vine in the Lord's supper.

3=--~Therefore, e cannhot use a  plurality of cups
to distribute the fruit of the vine in the Lord's
supper. and obey the command, "hold fast the faithful
word* as we have bsen taught.

I--*0Only lat your coanversation be as it bceometh
the gospel of Christ®, Phil. I1:27.

2--Nowhere in the gospel of Christ do we find the
use of a plurality of cups to distribute uhe fruit of
the vine in the Lord's supper.

3--Thersfore ws cannoi uise pldrality of cups to
distribute the frult of the vine in the Lord's supper

and obey the command, only let your conversatlon ve
as ogcowetn tae gospel of Christ.

I--"Tnose things ye nave ootb learned, received,
seard =nd seen in me do, and the God of psace shall
be with your, Phil. j4:9.

2--Bit nowhere -have we learmed, received, hsard
or seen in the apostle Paul the ise of a plurality of
cups to distribate the fruit of the vine in the

Vﬁ§£;§§ﬁbhv Lord's sapper.
3--Therefore we cannot use a plurality of cups 1o
distribate the fruit of the vine in the Lord's supper
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ani obey the comaana,"Toose things ye have both lsar-
2d, 3nd resceived, and neacd, - ala %eea in we, do, ami
theiGod‘“f Deace shall oe with yoa’!

i--We are to stand perfeet and complete in all

the will of God, Col. 4:I2.

2--But in all the will of God we are not taught
the use of a- plurality of cups in the Lord's supper.

3-~Therefore, we carnot use a plarality of cups
in the Lord's supper and stand perfect and complete
in all $he will of Gbod.

I-8Now the Spirit speaketh expressly that in lat—
ter times some shall depart from the faith, giving
heed to. seducing spirits and - doetrines of devils;
speaking liss in hypocrisy; having their conscience
seared with a hot iron", I Tim. 4:I-2.

2--But the usesof a plurality of cups to distri-
bute the fruit of the vine in the Lord's supper, is
not of faith. (Seec Rom. J0:I7) .

3--Therefore if we use a plurality of cups to di~
stribute the fruit of the vine in the Lord's supper;
we have departed from the faith, giving heed to sadu-
cing spirits and doctrines of devils, speaking lies
in hypocrisy; having our conscisnce seared with a
hot irom.

- I hope I have Said nothing to offend anyone. My
whole aim is to get the brotherhood to study God's
word on this subject that we might all -be onc.

It may be later than we think. At most, my time
is short to finish my sojourn here. So, may God
bless us all to attain to, and maintain that -unity
for which our Lord so earnestly prayed in the garden
of Gethsemane, is my prayer.

As ever, yours in Christ,
J. 8. Bedlngfleld
Box 767, g
Bryte,
Yolo County,
California.
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